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INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared in response to the petition received by the Assistant
Secretary - Indian Affairs from the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., (CIT) seeking Federal
acknowledgrnent as an Indian tribc under Part 83 of Title 25 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (25 CFR 83).

Part 83 establishes procedures by which unrecognized Indian groups may seek Federal
acknowledgraent of a government-to-government relationship with the United States. To
be entitled to such a political relationship with the United States, the petitioner must
submit documentary evidence that the group meets the seven criteria set forth in Scction
83.7 of 25 CFR. Failure to meet any one of the seven criteria will result in a
determination that the group does not exist as an Indian tribe within the meaning of
Federal law.

The CIT petizion was on active consideration at the time that revised regulations became
effective on March 28, 1994. The CIT was therefore given the choice under Section
83.5(f) of the revised regulations of being evaluated under the revised regulations or the
previously effective regulations. The CIT, in a letter dated April 21, 1994, requested BIA
to continue their evaluation under the previous regulations. The time-frames outlined in
this introduction are based on the 1978 regulations.

Publication of the Assistant Secretary's proposed finding in the Federal Register initiates
a 120-day response period during which factual and/or legal arguments and evidence in
response to the proposed finding may be submitted by the petitioner and any other party.
Such comments should be submitted in writing to the Office of the Assistant Secretary -
Indian Affairs, 1849 C Street N.-W_, Washington, D.C. 20240, Attention: Branch of
Acknowledgment and Research, Mail Stop 4603-MIB.

After consideration of all written arguments and evidence received during the 120-day
response period. and the petitioner's comments on the responses by interested parties, the
Assistant Secretary will make a final determination regarding the petitioner's status, a
summary of which will be published in the Federal Register within 60 days of the
expiration of the 120-day response period. The Secretary of the Interior may request the
Assistant Secretary to reconsider under section 83.10 within 60 days of the publication of
the final determination. Alternatively, although the CIT petition is being evaluated under
the previous regulations, pursuant to 25 CFR 83.11(a)(1) of the revised regulations, the
CIT may file a request for reconsideration with the Interior Board of Indian Appeals
(IBIA) under the procedures set forth in section 83.11 of the revised regulations. This
request must be made within 90 days of publication of the final determination.

If this proposed finding is confirmed, section 83.10(j) of the previous regulations requires
that the Assistant Secretary analyze and forward to the petitioner other options, if any,
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under which the petitioner might make application for services or other benefits as
Indians.

Administrative History

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 second OD
review letter was dated November 1, 1988. The CIT petition was placed on active
consideration on January 28, 1994.

The revised Federal acknowledgment regulations becamc cffective March 28, 1994;
however, by a letter dated April 21, 1994, the CIT chose to continue acknowledgment
under the previous regulations. Pursuant to 25 CFR §83.9(t), the Assistant Secretary -
Indian Affairs (AS - IA) was to publish a proposed finding in the Federal Register within
one year of a petitioner being placed on active consideration. This same regulation
allowed the AS - [A to extend the period for up to 180 days upon a showing of due cause
to the petitioner. A letter from the AS - IA dated February 24, 1995, extended the time
for publishing a preposed finding to June 27, 1995. On March 21, 1996, the AS - IA
exercised the authority delegated to her by the Secretary of the Interior under 25 CFR
§1.2 in 290 DM 8§, and waived the requirement to publish a proposed finding within the
time-frame of the regulations by showing good cause. This waiver was issued under the
regulations effective March 28, 1994, in 83.10(g) which state that the AS - [A can
suspend consideration of a finding for good cause, specifically naming administrative
problems as being good cause. The AS - IA extended active consideration of the CIT to
July 31, 1996.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND/OR ACRONYMS USED IN REPORT

ANA Administration for Native Americans
AS-TA Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs
BAR Branch of Acknowledgment and Rescarch, Bureau of Indian Affairs

(Evaluator of the Petition)

BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs

CIT Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc. (The Petitioner)

CN Chinook Nation, Inc.

CT Chinook Tribes, Inc.

Ex. Documentary Exhibit submitted by the Petitioner

FD Field data (research conducted by BAR staff for the purpose of verifying

and adding to the information submitted in the petition)

ICC Indian Claims Commission

RG Record Group (a unit of control for records in the National Archives based
on their administrative origin; e.g., all records originating with the BIA are
in RG 75))

STOWW Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington

STANDARDIZED SPELLINGS

When discussing Indian Tribes and bands in the body of the narrative, the technical
reports use the current standardized spellings, for example, “Chinook.” Where specific
historical documents are quoted within the technical reports, these names are spelled as
found in the original. Many of the family surnames common to the history of the
Chinook Indians are found in official records under a variety of spellings. Where specific
documents are discussed within the attached reports, individual names will be spelled as
they appear in the original. However, in general discussions not dealing with specific
documents, the Branch of Acknowledgment and Research (BAR) has attempted to
standardize tae spelling of names to conform with spellings found in the group today.
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SUMMARY UNDER THE CRITERIA
§§ 83.7(a-g)

In accordance with the regulations, failure to meet any one of the seven mandatory
criteria set forth in 25 CFR 83 requires a determination that the group does not exist as an
Indian tribe within the meaning of the Federal law. Evidence submitted by the Chinook
Indian Tribe (hereirafter the petitioner or the CIT), submitted by interested partics, and
obtained through independent research by BIA researchers demonstrates that the
petitioner does not meet all seven criteria required for Federal acknowledgment. It has
been determined that the petitioner meets criteria 83.7 (d-g) and that it does not meet
criteria 83.7(a-c).

This is a proposed [.nding based on available evidence, and, as such, does not preclude
the submission of other evidence to rebut or support the proposed finding during the 120-
day comment perioc! which follows publication of this proposed finding. Such new
evidence may result in a change in the conclusions reached in the proposed finding. The
final determination, which will be published separately after the receipt of the comments,
will be based on both the new evidence submitted by the petitioner and interested parties
during the response periods to the proposed finding and the original evidence used in
formulating the proposed finding.

In the summary of e¢vidence which follows, each criterion has been reproduced in part in
boldface type as it appears in the regulations. Summary statements of the evidence relied
on in making the prcposed finding appear following the respective criteria.

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."

[dentification of the Chinook by non-Indians began in 1792 when the log of the f{irst ship
to enter the Columbia River, that of American trader Robert Gray, referved to a “village
Chinook.” In 1795, the journal of a British trading ship on the Columbia recorded that
the ship had been visited by the chief of the “Chinook Tribe.” American explorers Lewis
and Clark, who reached the Pacific Ocean in late 1805, noted in their journal that they
had met some Indians who “call themselves Chinooks.” They estimated the population of
the “Chinook Nation.” described its territory, and listed its headmen. In the decade after
1811, several fur traders at a post located at modern Astoria, Oregon, referred to a
Chinook tribe and noted-the Chinook villages across the river from their fort. The
Hudson's Bay Company acknowledged the tribe's existence by taking a census of the
Chinook in the mid-1820's. Traders, explorers, and missionaries continued to write about
a Chinook tribe in the 1840's. The first American superintendents of Indian affairs for the

4
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Oregon Territory prepared estimates of the population of the Chinook in 1849 and 1851.
Although some early-19th century visitors grouped all of the Indians of the lower
Columbia R ver together as Chinook, most observers before 1850 described the Chinook
as a tribe or band which was separate from the Clatsop, Wahkiakum, and Kathlamet
bands along that part of the Columbia.

The United States Government recognized the Lower Band of Chinook Indians by
negotiating « treaty with it, and with several other bands of Chinookans, in 1851. The
Senate, however, refused to ratify these treaties. In 1855, the Government made another
attempt to negotiate a treaty with the Chinook and other tribes, and to remove them to the
coast well to the north of aboriginal Chinook territory. The Chinook, however, refused to
sign this proposed treaty. Indian agents in the late 1850's reported that the population of
the tribe had been greatly diminished, but that a few Chinook remained along the
Columbia River and Shoalwater Bay. In the 1850's and 1860's, agents considered at least
some of the remaining Chinook to be part of a group of Chehalis and Chinook Indians,
which, one agent said, resided on Shoalwater Bay. When the Government created the
Shoalwater Bay Reservation by executive order in 1866, it did so for the “Indians on
Shoalwater Bay,” but without mentioning the Chinook. In 1869, the Indian
superintendznt referred to the Shoalwater Bay Indians and the Chinook Indians as if they
were separate groups. The Indians of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation were never
explicitly referred to as Chinook in the annual reports of Indian agents throughout the
late-19th century. By 1879, the local Indian agent was not listing the Chinook as a tribe
under his jurisdiction. This position continued until the end of the century, for the
Chinook were not listed in 1898 as a tribe of the local Indian agency.

During the 1350's, the Chinook tribe was described by James Swan, a settler on
Shoalwater Bay, and George Gibbs, a member of the Government's ticaty negotiating
team. Swan described the Chinook as located on the Columbia River. He gave the tribe
on Shoalwaier Bay a different name, but noted that it was usually considered as part of
the Chinook. Gibbs considered the Chinook to be a tribe which lived on both the
Columbia and Shoalwater Bay. Swan observed that the Chinook had suffered “an
immense mortality’” and Gibbs reported that only “a few remnants” of the tribe survived.
Both Swan and Gibbs feared that the tribe was headed for extinction. The notion that the
American Irdian was a vanishing race was prevalent in the late-19th century, and local
newspapers printed articles which described the Chinook as having been reduced to
“remnants” of a tribe, as having only lone descendants, or as being “extinct.” Prominent
scholars such as historian Hubert Howe Bancroft and anthropologist Franz Boas
concluded that only a “few” Chinook or the “last survivors” of the Chinook were still
living by the 1880's and 1890's.. At the start of the 20th century, the editor of the journals
of Lewis and Clark commented that the Chinook Indians were “almost extinct.” The
Smithsoniar: Institution's 1907 Handbook of American Indians claimed that the Chinook
had “completely fused” with the Chehalis.
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When the Government was confronted initially with claims for compensation made by
Chinook descendants, the Secretary of the Interior's response in 1900 was that the claims
lacked merit in part because the Chinook bands were “practically extinct.” While
advocating a payment to Chinook descendants, Oregon's Senator Fulton stated in 1905
that those descendants had “no tribal relations.” In its report on these claims in 1906, the
Court of Claims conciuded that the Lower Band of Chinook had “long ceased to exist” as
a band. Such comments were based on the prevailing assumption during the early-20th
century that tribal relations were maintained only by residence with a tribe, usually on a
Federal reservation. In 1919, special agent Charles Roblin noted that the majority of off-
reservation Indian descendants, not only Chinook descendants, had “become a part of the
white community life.” He contended that these descendants had not voluntarily severed
tribal relations, but had involuntarily found “tribal conditions impossible” because they
had been overwhelmed by white settlers. In the 1920's, when some Chinook descendants
brought suit to win allotments of land on the Quinault Reservation for their children or
grandchildren, the Government argued that these descendants had separated from tribal
life and were withou! tribal relations. The Federal district court in 1928 agreed that the
Chinook had lost thzir tribal organization.

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 lisis produced by Charles McChesney in 1906 and 1914 were lists of
descendants entitled to compensation, while the lists produced by Charles Roblin in [919
included separate lists of unenrolled Chinook and Shoalwater Bay Indians. These were
not rolls of an existirg tribe. A Federal district court in 1928 held that Chinook
descendants were erntitled to allotments of land on the Quinault Reservation. Before this
decision, the allotting agents of the Office 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 tae 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 schools, 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 so because, as allottees,
they were listed on tte Quinault roll. Thus, these actions did not constitute Federal
recognition of a Chinook tribe.

During the early-20th century, some non-Indians identified Bay Center on Shoalwater
Bay as the location of an Indian settlement, but without calling it a Chinook community.
A local history of Bay Center, written in 1954, noted that a “native settlement at Goose
Point” existed as of 1910. The town's postmaster, in 1926, observed that Bay Center
always had been “an Indian village.” In 1938, anthropologist Verne Ray published a
scholarly ethnography of the Chinook. His interest was in describing the historical tribe,
not the conditions of the 1930's, and he claimed that only two elderly “survivors” were
useful as informants for this purpose. Later, Ray said that he had concluded at that time
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that the Chinook “were extinct as a tribe” by the 1930's. He realized that descendants of
the aboriginal ethnic group were alive, and that some had gathered in Bay Center, but
argued that the Chinook tribe had lost its culture and tribal organization. Ina 1952
Smithsoniarn Institution publication, anthropologist John Swanton concluded that the
Chinook ware “nearly extinct.” Anthropologist Herbert Taylor, in a 1953 report for the
Indian Claims Commission, said that while there were several hundred living descendants
of Lower Chinook bands, their tribal organizations had been destroyed long ago.

After the fermation of a Chinook Tribal Council in 1951, the BIA said that it had had no
prior knowledge of any Chinook group and had not formed an organized relationship with
the new group. Although the Chinook organization claimed to have reorganized in 1951,
the local BlA superintendent concluded that a previous Chinook organization had
“disappearec,” thus denying that claim of continuity. After this organization split into
two groups in 1953, the BIA noted that there were two organizations claiming to be the
legitimate representative of Chinook descendants. It dealt with one group for purposes of
bringing a case before the Indian Claims Commission, but denied that it recognized either
group as a tribe. Although the Chinook Tribal Council had been superseded by the two
competing organizations, a United States Senate committee in 1957 referred to it as a
“tribal entity.” but added that the entity was not one recognized by the BIA. The Indian
Claims Commission in 1958 concluded that the “newly organized™ Chinook group did
not have a tribal organization recognized by the Government, but accepted its petition on
behaif of Chinook descendants because it allowed any “identifiable group of Indians” to
enter a claim  After another Chinook organization formed in 1970, the BIA again stated
that it recognized no Chinook tribal entity and denied that the Chinook had ever been
recognized tc receive Federal services.

A 1966 book by local reporter and historian Lucile McDonald contended that the early
marriage of Chinooks and non-Indians had resulted in a “loose identity” for the tribe.
Only recently, she claimed, had young descendants become aware of a need to preserve
knowledge of their traditions and genealogies in order to prevent the loss of their heritage.
The activities of the Chinook Indian Tribe, which formed in 1970, were covered by local
newspapers during the 1970's. The new organization was accepted as a member of the
Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington (STOWW) and the National Congress
of American Indians (NCAI). In 1976, Congress' American Indian Policy Review
Commission suggested that the Chinook met almost all of the considerations which
previously had been used to recognize tribes. When the Chinook Indian Tribe decided in
1976 to petit.on for Federal acknowledgment, it acquired statements of support for its
recognition effort from the town council of [lwaco, the board of commissioners of Pacific
County, and rthe governor's Indian Advisory Council. The historian Clifford Trafzer has
been the only scholar to publish a study including a description of the contemporary
Chinook. In his 1990 book, 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 Shoalwatcr Bay.
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The historical evidence shows that a historical Chinook tribe or band at the mouth of the
Columbia River was identified by explorers, traders, missionaries, and Government
agents from the 1790's through the 1850's. The Government expressed some
responsibility for Chinook Indians until the Quinault Reservation was expanded in 1873.
From the 1870's until the 1950's, however, local newspapers and outside scholars referred
only to the “last survivors” or “remnants” of an “almost extinct” group which had lost its
tribal organization soon after the treaty years. 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 lands 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
collective entity. A few items of the available evidence reveal that some non-Indians
were aware of the presence of a community of Indian descendants at Bay Center,
Washington, from the late-19th century to the 1920's, but this evidence does not identify
this settlement as a continuing historical tribe. Since 1951, when Chinook descendants
organized to pursue a claims case against the Government, the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
local governments, and local newspapers have noted the existence of three different
organizations of Chinook descendants, but have not credited them with continuity with
each other.

This evidence shows outside identification of a historical Chinook tribe or band up until
1855, or perhaps 1£73, and identification of several organizations of Chinook
descendants since 1951. Because the evidence does not show external identification of
the petitioner from 1855 to the present, on a substantially continuous basis, the Chinook
Indian Tribe petitioner does not meet criterion (a).

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

The petitioner attempted to make its case for the maintenance of social community by
presenting geographical evidence that they believed would be sufficient to meet this
criteria without any other supporting evidence. The regulations do not require petitioners
to demonstrate that irs members live in an exclusive (or nearly exclusive) Indian
settlement in order to meet criterion 83.7(b). Petitioners are also not required to have
continuously lived in their aboriginal area. If a petitioner demonstrates that its members
continue to live in an exclusive Indian village or other geographical community viewed as
American Indian, this would be sufficient, in the absence of conflicting data, to meet the
criterion without the need for further supporting evidence.
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If a petitioner is not able to demonstrate that its members live in a geographical
community. it is possible to demonstrate that its members have continued to exist as a
community through other evidence that demonstrates social interaction that involves a
substantial portion of the group’s members on a regular and frequent basis. Such social
interaction should not only be within family lines, but across family lines. The
“Guidelines for Preparing a Petition for Federal Acknowledgment as an Indian Tribe,”
which were published by the Branch of Acknowledgment and Research in December
1978, and were provided to every petitioner at that time, state the following regarding
criterion 83.7(b):

In this section the petitioning group should demonstrate that a
sizeable 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 petitioner 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.

The emphasis in this criterion is on demonstrating that social interaction, as defined
above, did in fact occur on a continuous basis, whether through geographical evidence or
alternative evidence. 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 to live in Indian villages with named leaders. After 1854, however, the
evidence is less clear in this regard. The obvious deficiencies letter that was written to
the petitioner afrer the submission of their revised petition in 1987 suggested that this
could be a problem:

The descriptions in the criterion b section focus solely on
geographical patterns of residence, citing only the portion of
criterion b referring to residence with a “specific area.” While the

data presented is detailed and significant, it is necessary to
demonstrate that the Chinook constitute a socially distinct
community within which significant interaction is maintained
among the membership. Geographical concentration is not in itself
a requirement for acknowledgment, although it is often an
important indicator for, or supporting evidence that, a community
exists (BAR, letter to the CIT, dated November 1, 1988).

The obvious deficiencies letter restated this deficiency and indicated that additional
information was essential for the petitioner to meet the requirements of criterion 83.7(b):

The revised petition contains almost no description of the modern
community of the Chinook from the point of view of
demonstrating that the Chinook meet criterion B, other than

9
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patterns of geographic residence. The description of the modern
comraunity also must include a systematic discussion of how, and
to what extent, the Chinook members maintain relationships and
interact with each other, and in what social contexts (BAR, letter to
the CIT, dated November 1, 1988).

Regarding evidence required for demonstrating that a community existed in the past, the
obvious deficiencies letter stated:

It is nportant 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

pericd (BAR, letter to the CIT, dated November [, 1988).
The essential and important data requested by the Bureau of Indian Affairs in the obvious
deficiencies letter was never provided by the petitioner. The following is a summary and
evaluation of the evidence regarding the maintenance of social community. It is based on
evidence presented by the petitioner as well as evidence found by Bureau of Indian
Affairs researchers.

The members of the Chinook Indian Tribe (CIT; also known as “the petitioner”) are
mostly descendants cf the Lower Band of Chinook Indians, who inhabited the
southwestern portion of what is today Washington State (Pacific County). Petitioners are
required to demonstrate that they have maintained a community from the time of first
sustained contact with non-Indians to the present. In the present case, first sustained
contact between the Lower Band of Chinook Indians and non-Indians begins in 1811,
with the establishment of Fort Astoria by John Jacob Astor’s fur-trading company on the
southern shore of the Columbia River, at the site of the modern-day town of Astoria,
Oregon. Thus, the petittoner must demonstrate that it has maintained its community from
1811 to the present.

There is very clear evidence from journals, diaries, maps, correspondence, and books
written by non-Indian explorers, traders, and missionaries which confirms that the above-
mentioned bands of Chinookan Indians were living in separate villages along the
Columbia River frora the time of first sustained contact to 1851. The following are just a
few of the examples that have been provided by the petitioner or found by the BIA’s
researchers. In 1805, Lewis and Clark noted the presence of several Chinookan Indian
villages along the Columbia River. In 1810, Gabriel Franchere concluded that the Indian
villages along the Columbia River were politically autonomous. Fur trader Ross Cox also
substantiated the presence of Chinook Indian villages. A map by William Slacum, dated
1836, marked the location of several Chinookan villages. On the north shore of the
Columbia River, the five villages noted by Slacum were Chenamus’ Village, Chinook
Village, Gray’s Village (modern site of Altoona, or Harrington Point), Pillar Rock Village

10
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(modern site of Dahlia, or Elliott’s Point), and Scummaque’s Village (modern site of
Brookfield). On the south shore of the Columbia River, there was a site labeled Oak
Point Village, where some Kathlamet Indians lived. Closer to the mouth of the Columbia
River, on the south shore, was the village of the Clatsop Indians. In 1841, Captain
Wilkes estimated that there were 209 Chinook Indians. The villages at Pillar Rock and
Oak Point, along with the villages further upriver, included approximately 300 Indians,
according to Wilkes.

From 1811 tc 1854, the Chinook Indian population was greatly reduced because of
diseases brought into the area by non-Indian settlers. In 1805, Lewis and Clark estimated
that there were 400 Indians in the Chinook Nation, by which they meant the Indians
living on Baker’s Bay and along the two tributaries that fed into it. In January 1851,
George Gibbs took a census of Chinook Indians. He counted 135 Chinook Indians and
36 slaves for a total population of 171. These Indians were living in six villages:
Wahkiakum (one headman), Pillar Rock (one headman), Tenas Ilahee Island (one
headman), Qak Point (two headmen), Yellow Bluff (two headmen), and Chinook (six
headmen). The village of Chinook (usually called “Chinookville”) was the largest
Chinook village at that time. In 1854, George Gibbs noted that Shoalwater Bay was both
a permanent, year-round residence for some Chinook Indians, as well as a winter home
for some of the Chinook Indians who lived along the Columbia River during the milder
seasons.

In addition to the Chinook Indians who were still living in Indian villages, there were 11
Chinook Indian women who had married non-Indian pioneer men. Especially significant
among these Indian women, for the purposes of the petitioner’s history and present
membership, were Marianne Chinook Aubichon, Emilie Chinook Ero-Durival, Marie
Rondeau Ducheney, and Ketalutsin or Elizabeth Ann Scarborough. The first was living
with her family in French Prairie, in Oregon’s Willamet Valley, and the last three were
living in Vancouver, Washington, during the 1840's. But they eventually returned to the

Chinook abcriginal territory. By 1848, Mrs. Scarborough was living with her family on
Scarborough Hill (near the modern town of Chinook) within the limits of the Chinook

Indian’s aboriginal territory. Between 1852 and 1860, Marie Rondeau Ducheney moved
with her husband, Rocque Ducheney, and family to Chinookville, to run the Hudson’s
Bay Company Store there.

In August 1851, twenty headmen signed a treaty with the Federal Government for the
Lower Chinook Band of Indians. According to the treaty, the Lower Chinook band’s
eastern territcrial limit was a river at the west end of Gray’s Bay. The western boundary
was the Pacific Ocean. The Columbia River formed the southern boundary of the Lower
Chinook Band. The northern boundary was imprecisely defined in the treaty as the
southern boundary of the Wheelappa Band, who were the Lower Chinook Indians’
neighbors to the north. The Wahkiakum Band of Chinook Indians’ territory was to the
cast of the Lower Chinook Band. The treaty stated that the Kathlamet Indians’ territory
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was on the south shore of the Columbia River. in spite of the fact that many Kathlamet
Indians had moved across the Columbia and joined the Wahkiakum Band before 1851.

Some of the headmen who signed the treaty in August 1851 were counted in the January
1851 census, but some were not. In January 1854, the population at Chinookville was 66
(32 men, 34 women), according to census taker George Dawson. Dawson stated that
there were four mer. who claimed to be chiefs in 1854: Skemaque, at Wahkiakum
village; Totillicum, at Woody Island; Elawah, at Chinookville; and Toke, at Shoalwater
Bay. A notc on the census added that the Indian population at Chinookville ordinarily
tripled during the fishing season; that is, to approximately 200 Indian inhabitants. This
pattern of seasonal migration could account for why some of the Lower Chinook
headmen who signed the August 1851 treaty were not counted in the January 1851
census. During the winter months, many of the Chinook Indians left their Columbia
River villages to exploit resources available further inland, especially on Shoalwater
(Willapa) Bay. The estimation that there were approximately 200 Indians living in Lower
Chinook Band territory was confirmed by the September 1854 census, taken by Indian
Agent William H. Tappan, which noted there were 128 Indians in Chinookville and 71
Shoalwater Bay Indians. Tappan also counted 41 Kathlamet Indians as part of the 1854
census.

The January 1851 Indian census counted 72 Indians living in the Clatsop Indian village,
near Astoria, Oregor. In addition to those living in the village, the census taker noted
four Clatsop women who had married non-Indian pioneer men. Particularly important to
the petitioner are Celiast Coboway Smith and Tonwah “Emeline” Pickernell. Mrs. Smith
was living on Clatsop Plain and Mrs. Pickernell (who had both Lower Chinook and
Clatsop ancestry) was living on Baker’s Bay, on the Columbia River’s north shore.

By the time of the 1851 treaty negotiations, some Chehalis Indians had moved into the
Lower Chinook Band’s territory. Some social scientists think this may have happened as
aresult of a vacuum that was created by the decimation of the Lower Chinook Band. The
Chehalis intermarried with the Chinook Indians and lived among them. James Swan,
who was resident at Bruceport (at the north end of Shoalwater Bay) from 1852 to 1854,
stated that the Chincok and Chehalis were living together at Chinookville and that the
Chinook had adopted the Chehalis language for ordinary conversation. Anthropologist
Franz Boas confirmed the language shift from Lower Chinook to Chehalis 40 years later,
when he visited the remnant of Chinook Indians at Bay Center in 1890, 1891, and 1894,
to conduct linguistic research. The Federal census for 1910 also confirmed that most of
the older Indian residzats in Bay Center were speaking Chehalis rather than Chinook,
even those known to nave Chinook Indian ancestry.

There were a number of non-Indian settlers in the Lower Chinook Indians’ territory by the
1850's. One such seitler was Captain James Johnson, who had a 640-acre ranch on
Bakers Bay. Captain Johnson married Coolowish, a Lower Chinook Indian woman, and
had two sons, Georg: and James Johnson. Both of their sons were baptized at
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Vancouver, Washington, in 1845 and 1848, respectively. After Captain Johnson’s death
in 1857, his ranch was sold to the family of Isaac Whealdon. When the Whealdons
moved onto the ranch in 1859, there were only two permanent structures on the property,
those of the Johnson family and Ilwaco Jim; however, there were several other Indians
who lived there frequently in temporary shelters: two Cultee families, Yammens, Tom
Hawks, and Chief Toke.

The Indian population was significantly undercounted in the 1860 Federal census of
Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties. Only those Indian women who had married non-
Indian pioneers were included in it. It is, therefore, a very incomplete record of the
Chinook Indians and their descendants who were living that year. There was no separate
Indian census for that year. The next relatively complete listing of Chinookan Indians in
Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties was in 1870. There is one separate listing of Indians
for the Oysterville Post Office and another for the Cathlamet Post Office. The 1870
census itself does not provide specifics as to where the Indians were living within the
domain of each Post Office. The Indians living within the Oysterville Post Office are
known to have lived along the north shore of the Columbia River and at the north end of
Shoalwater Bay from the 1850's to 1880. But, given that there were separate listings for
the general population in 1870 for people living at Oysterville, Unity, and Chinookuville, it
seems that the separate listing of Indians at Oysterville Post Office in 1870 indicates that
they were living somewhere at the north end of Shoalwater Bay at the time of the census.

It is impossible to match many of the names in the 1870 census to known Chinookan
ancestors or their descendants. Among the 60 Indians living in the realm of Oysterville
Post Office, however, were some who stand out as being important to the history of the
petitioner. Indian families that lived at the north end of Shoalwater Bay and in
Chinookville at various times from the 1850's to 1880 include: John Clipp, Charley
Cultee and family, Matell (a Chehalis Indian who married a Lower Chinook woman) and
family, Indian Charley and family, and Tom Hawks (a.k.a. Huckswelt) and family. The
Cathlamet Pcst Office Indian census, which listed 47 Indians, included Sam Millet, and
family and Scurn {a.k.a. Scumaquea] and family. The descendants of all of these Indians’
families continued to be associated with the Indian community at Bay Center from 1880
to at least 1910. Some of them have descendants who continue to live in Bay Center to
the present.

Listed among the general non-Indian population of Oysterville in the 1870 census were
several families that included Lower Chinook descendants. Some of the families which
are importarit to the history and/or membership of the petitioner include those of: James
Johnson, Jr. and his wife; Isabel Aubichon Bertrand; Julia Aubichon Luscier-Roberts-
Price; Emiliz “Mary” Chinook Ero-Durival; Henry Peers and Judith Ducheney Peers; and
Emilie “Mary” Petit. Living at Unity Post Office (later known as “llwaco™) were
Catherine McCarty Brown, Harriet Pickernell Sweeney and family, Tonwah “Emeline”
Pickernell, Julia Ann Pickernell Green-Russell, and John Pickernell and Margaret Ero
Pickernell-Wilson, his wife, and their family. Living at Chinook Post Office was Mary
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Rondeau Ducheney-Preble-Kelly and family, and Ellen Peers-Pellard. Living at
Cathlamet were Julia Robinson Hallet and family, Melissa Robinson Birney and family,
and Edward Scarborough.

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, llwaco 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 Brookf.eld (in this summary, the three locations are collectively labeled
“Dahlia”) are located, along the north bank of the Columbia River in Wahkiakum County.
Many of the descendants of the Ero and Ducheney families who are on the petitioner’s
membership list have ancestors who lived at Dahlia from 1900 until at least 1932.

Also in the 1880 census at Chinookville were some Indians who were assigned lots on
Shoalwater Bay Indien Reservation in 1881. Some of these Indians were listed as living
at Oysterville Post Orfice and Cathlamet Post Office in the 1870 Federal census. The list
of Indians who were assigned 28 lots in 1881 at Shoalwater Reservation provides the first
identification of individuals who had become known as “Shoalwater Bay Indians.”” It is
clear from the inforrnation available that the individuals assigned these lots had ancestry
from a number of southwest Washington Indian tribes, including Lower Chinook Band,
Chehalis, Kathlamet, Wahkiakum, and Clatsop. They may have been living on
Shoalwater Bay much earlier than 1881. There is a possibility that the Indian community
existed at Bay Center, or was starting to form, as early as the 1854, since William H.
Tappan referred to Shoalwater Bay Indians and Chinook Indians as separate groups in his
census. In an 1866 leuter (the year Shoalwater Reservation was established by executive
order), W.H. Waterman (an Indian agent) explained to the Department of the Interior
(DOI) Secretary that there were 30 to 40 families of Indians living on the beach on
Willapa Bay. He noied that the Indians had always exploited the fish, clams, oysters, and
sea animals in the bay, and that they refused to give up their old way of life and take up
agriculture. The 1870 census, with its separate list of Indians living within the domain of
Opysterville Post Office also provides evidence that the Indians who were assigned lots in
1881 may have been living at the north end of Shoalwater Bay before 1881.

There is evidence that some of the Chinook descendants may have been living in an
exclusive (or nearly exclusive) settlement at Dahlia (sometimes labeled as the
“Brookfield Precinct™). The 1900 census and tax records for Dahlia demonstrate there
were approximately 81 families in the precinct, and only ten of them were Chinook
descendants. Within one cluster of nine households at Brookfield, five were Lower Band
Chinook descendants, mostly nuclear families descending from Agnes Ducheney Elliott,
and Henry Peers and Judith Ducheney. There were also some Ero descendants living at
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Dahlia in 1900, but they were listed on the separate Indian census, and it is impossible 10
determine, from the census data alone, where they lived in relation to the cluster of five
Chinook households. The cluster of five households at Dahlia is not sufficient to
demonstrate that the petitioner’s ancestors were living in a geographical community. It is
possible that the petitioner could provide supplemental evidence regarding where the
Ero/Durival, Ducheney, and Pcers descendants in the historical record were living in
relation to the five household cluster. Even more importantly, sufficient evidence
regarding a social community that incorporated Chinookan residents of Dahlia and Bay
Center and JIwaco is lacking.

The school records from 1918 to 1932, suggest that the vast majority of the children
living along the coast of the Columbia River at Dahlia during those years were Chinook
descendants. There are several alternative explanations for this apparent contradiction
with the data for 1900, where the area was not exclusively inhabited by Chinook
descendants. First, it is possible that many non-Indians lived in the area in 1900, but
moved away before the school records begin in 1918. It is also possible that the non-
Indian population was still present after 1918, but did not have many school age children.
More information is needed before this could be considered an exclusive (or nearly
cxclusive) settlement of Chinook descendants from 1918 to 1932. However, even if the
petitioner were to show an exclusive settlement there, it would still be insufticient for the
petitioner to meet criterion (b) because the adult population of Chinook descendants
living at Dahlia from 1906 to 1910 represents only about 6 percent of the total number of
Chinookan adults alive in 1906. This is not a substantial portion of the Chinookan
descendants at that time. Again the petitioner needs to demonstrate that a substantial
portion of its members were a social community. . '
The maintenznce of separate cemeteries by petitioners can be used as evidence
demonstrating the continuing existence of social community. The Chinook families that
lived in Dahlia maintained separate family burial grounds through the 1930's. There was
one maintained by the Peers/Alden/Jones family and one by the Elliott family. Separate
family burial grounds is not the same as maintaining a burial ground for the group as a
whole, and is not evidence that the petitioner meets the criterion.

There was another concentration of Chinook descendants living in Ilwaco by 1906. In
contrast to the residents of Dahlia, there is no evidence that the Chinook descendants
living in Ilwaco formed a distinct geographical or social community. For example, there
is no evidence that they formed a separate enclave from the non-Indian population of
Ilwaco. Also, there is no evidence that they continued to be a part of any larger Indian
community, and there is no evidence that they tended to interact with other Indian
descendants on a regular and frequent basis, at any point in time.

The BAR’s @nalysis of the McChesney rolls (1906, 1913, and 1914) showed that there
were 418 Chinookan adults alive in 1906 (“Chinookan” includes descendants of the
Lower Band of Chinook Indians, as well as the Wahkiakum, Kathlamet, and Clatsop

15

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 17 of 418



bands). In analyzing their residential patterns for 1906 and/or 1910 (based on the 1906
McChesney Roll, supplemented by the 1910 Federal census), 62 of them lived in Bay
Center (15%) and 24 lived in Dahlia (6%). In addition to that, there were another 60
adults living in other Washington State towns, including Ilwaco. It was also determined
that altogether, 139 of the 418 (33%) Chinookan adults living in 1906 either lived in Bay
Center or Dahlia in 1906 and/or 1910, or had primary kinship ties to someone who did.
Of the 418 adult Chinook descendants in 1906, there were 196 who either lived in another
state or their residence is unknown for 1906 to 1910. Since most of the 418 people had
moved away from tae aboriginal area by 1906, residential patterns were also examined
for adults alive in (906 who had at least one descendant on the 1995 CIT membership
list. Only 94 of the 418 adults alive in 1906 fit this criterion. Of the 94 adult ancestors
who were alive 1905 and have descendants on the current CIT member list, 24 lived in
Bay Center (26%) and 16 lived at Dahlia (18%) in 1906 and/or 1910.

There is some evidznce that the Indians at Bay Center maintained a separate geographical
community until about 1920. According to a map provided by Anna Mae Rhoades
Strong (a CIT member and resident of Bay Center), based on information provided by her
mother Annie Clark Rhoades, about 11 of the Indian families at Bay Center lived in a
segregated district known as Goose Point, on the marshy peninsula tip, apart from Bay
Center proper. About 13 Indian families lived in the town of Bay Center proper, in a
cluster near Johnson’s Beach. The town of Bay Center proper also had some non-Indian
residents, though their residences were not indicated on the annotated map. The map is
intended to represent Bay Center about the year 1915. The Federal censuses for 1900 and
1910, and the 1906 McChesney roll provide confirmation that the families noted on the
map actually resided there. According to evidence in the 1920 census, there were fewer
Chinookan Indian families living in Bay Center than in 1900 and 1910. Current evidence
suggests that the separate Indian scttlement at Goose Point ceased to exist about 1920.

The Indians living in Bay Center continued to maintain several elements of their culture
until about 1920. For example, one of anthropologist Verne Ray’s informants stated that
the Indians at Bay Center held their last potlatch about 1890 (evidence which supports
both the maintenance of social community and political leadership). Most of the
Chinookan Indian descendants at Bay Center continued to marry other Indians tn
accordance with their cultural pattern. According to the 1910 census, many of the older
people in the Bay Center community still spoke Chehalis. The continuing use of an
Indian language until 1910 supports the continuing existence of a separate social
community by the Chinookan Indians living at Bay Center. The Indians at Bay Center
maintained an Indian Shaker Church from the 1880's until about 1920. There is no
evidence that indicates precisely when the Shaker Church ceased to exist. In photographs
from about 1900 to 1913, the Indians at Bay Center are seen wearing some items of
traditional clothing, anad carrying on activities such as basket making,.

There is additional data on residence and primary kinship relationships that indicates that,
even though they were separated by water, the Indians living at Shoalwater Reservation
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and those at Bay Center functioned as a single community until 1920. In 1910, the Indian
agent noted in a letter that there were about 150 “Georgetown Indians” [that is,
“Shoalwater Bay Indians;” Georgetown was another name for the settlement at
Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation], and that most of them did not live on Shoalwater
Reservation, but in Bay Center. In 1910, there were four families that lived on the
reservation year round, and a few more families that lived there seasonally, according to
the Indian agent. Census data indicate that many of the people living at Georgetown in
one census are found living at Bay Center in the next, and vice versa, between 1888 and
1920. An analysis of primary kinship relations between Indians in Bay Center and on
Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation through 1920 also demonstrates that this was a single
social community as late as 1920. There were no non-Indians living on Shoalwater
Reservation between 1888 (the year of the first census taken at Georgetown) and 1920
(the last available manuscript census).

Petitioners are not required to have maintained their traditional culture (like their
language, religion, etc.) in order to establish that they have continued to exist as a social
community. However, evidence that a petitioner’s members have maintained distinct
cultural patterns, in this case traditional culture, is considered to be evidence which itself
supports the conclusion that of continuing existence of a distinct social community. In
this case, however, the maintenance of traditional culture only applies to no more than
15% of the total number of Chinook adults alive in 1906, since that is the portion of
Chinookan adults living in Bay Center at that time (25%, if only those with descendants
on the 1995 CIT membership list are considered). In contrast to the Indian residents of
Bay Center, there is no evidence that the Indian descendants living in Dahlia, or in any
other towns in Washington State, maintained any clements of their Indian culture.

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 tco the maintenance of social community. This is not because of the existence
of two settlements per se, but because there is insufficient evidence available at this time
that the Chincokan descendants in those two settlements constituted a single social
community. 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.

The available evidence indicates that there was significant social interaction among the
Indian residents of Bay Center from at least 1880 until about 1920. There is insufficient
evidence that, as a whole, the Chinook descendants represented in the CIT membership
remained part of a distinct community since 1880. This contrasts with the Indians who
are currently members of the Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe. Therc is insufficient evidence
to demonstrate that there was ever a separate geographical community at Dahlia. The
existence of primary kinship relations between the residents of Dahlia from 1900 to 1910,

17

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 19 of 418



and school records from 1918 to 1932 provide some evidence that a few families of
Chinook descendants may have lived in a separate social community there during those
years. Again, this is not sufficicnt to meet the regulations, because the residents of Dahlia
during those years do not, by themselves, constitute a substantial portion of the adult
Chinook descendants at that time. More evidence needs to be presented and more
analysis done before this can be established with certainty.

There is very little evidence that the residents of the two locations (Bay Center and
Dahlia) knew each other and interacted with each other on a regular enough basis for the
residents to be considered a single social community. There is some limited evidence that
the Chinook Indians in Bay Center and Dahlia knew each other. First, there were some
ties of primary kinship between the two settlements from 1900 to 1920. For example,
Margaret Ero Pickernell-Johnson lived in both Dahlia and Bay Center. She had children
who grew up and raised families in Bay Center, while her father and half-siblings
continued to live in Dahlia. There were primary kinship ties between Adeline Pellard (a
native of Dahlia who married Dixie James, a Bay Center Indian) and her siblings and
half-siblings, who continued to live in Dahlia. Second, there was one case of
intermarriage between the two communities: Joseph Elliott of Dahlia married Josephine
Johnson Elliott (daughter of Adeline Pellard) of Bay Center about 1907. They were
living together in Dehlia with their first two daughters at the time of the 1910 Federal
census. Third, therz is a newspaper notice regarding the death of Dixic James (a Bay
Center Indian; died in 1909), which states that he continued to fish with his “relatives” at
Altoona until the time of his death. Thus, there is limited evidence that demonstrates that
from about 1880 to about 1920, the Chinookan residents of Bay Center and Dahlia knew
each other. Nevertheless, there is very little evidence that residents of the two
settlements, interacted on a regular basis, which would demonstrate that the petitioner
meets 83.7(b) at this point in time. Rather, they seem to have cooperated only
occasionally for land claims (in 1899, 1925, 1931, 1951, and so on) and perhaps on
fishing rights (as early as the 1920's).

There is evidence that the Bureau of Indian Affairs tended to treat the two Chinookan
[ndian settlements differently from 1866 to at least 1920. When the Shoalwater Bay

Indian Reservation was established by Presidential Order in 1866, there is no spccific
information on individuals who were to be allotted there. Judging by the 1881 list of lot
assignments, it was apparently intended primarily for those Indians who were thought of
as “Shoalwater Bay Indians;” that is, the full-blood Indians living in towns at the north
end of Shoalwater Bay (primarily in Bay Center), and not those Lower Chinook
descendants of pioneer-Indian marriages who were living in towns and settlements along
the Columbia River such as Dahlia and llwaco. Some of the Indians who were residents
in the Oyslerville and Cathlamet Post Office Indian communities in 1870 were assigned
lots on Shoalwater Reservation in 1881, while the 1870 Indian descendants living in
Unity, Oysterville, and Chinookville were not.
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The allotments of Chinookan Indians on Quinault Reservation followed the same pattern.
When the first allotments were certified on Quinault Reservation in 1907, 19 of the 119
allotments (16%) were for people of Chinook ancestry, all of them from Bay Center
(including some of the same Indians who had been assigned lots on Shoalwater
Reservation) In 1908, 91 of 349 allotments at Quinault Reservation (26%) went to
Indians with Chinookan ancestry. Again, all of them were from the Bay Center
community. Finally, in 1910, 106 of 222 of the allotments (48%) went to Chinookan
Indians. Almost all of these pcople were also related to the Bay Center community. Of
the first 690 allotments on Quinault Reservation, 216 (or 31%) had known Chinookan
ancestry. The vast majority of the allotments certified to Chinookan descendants through
1910 went to those residing in Bay Center. By contrast, some of the Chinook
descendants in the Dahlia community (especially the descendants of Agnes Ducheney
Elliott) received allotments on Quinault Reservation, but only after a long series of court
battles in the 1920's.

The petitioner did not submit, and the BIA’s researchers did not locate, sufficient data on
the petitioner’s ancestors, or their descendants, to demonstrate that the petitioner’s
members maintained a single social community at any time from 1880 to the present, and
there is no evidence that the Chinook descendants living in the Indian community at Bay
Center ever evolved into a single community with the Chinook descendants in Dahlia or
Hwaco.

In 1951, John “Grant” Elliott, a Chinook Indian descendant, filed a land claim with the
[ndian Claims Commission, and formed an organization called the General Council of the
Chinook Tribe of Indians. His organization, which he sometimes referred to as the
“Chinook Nation,” collected genealogical charts and membership applications from some
Chinookan Indians in order to compile a Chinook Indians membership list. The
membership list would be used as a base list for paying out any monetary award
stemming from the land claim.

Before the membership list was submitted, a leadership dispute arose among the Chinook
council’s leaders which led to a split into two organizations in May 1953. M. Elliott
continued to lead one of the organizations, which from that time forward was usually
referred to as the Chinook Nation. The other organization, led by former officers and
participants in Mr. Elliott’s group, incorporated as Chinook Tribes, Inc. (CT). Mrs.
Woodcock, who left Mr. Elliott’s organization to become Secretary-Treasurer of CT, took
the membersnip records with her to the new organization. One month after the split
occurred, Mrs. Woodcock resigned as secretary. Catherine Herrold Troeh, Mrs.
Woodcock’s successor, submitted a list of membership applicants to the Western
Washington Agency on July 12, 1953. This list was obviously based on the information
that was first gathered by Mr. Elliott’s organization, and it provides the first complete
picture of who was participating (at least nominally) in the Chinook organization(s).
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The petitioner chosz to make its case for the existence of a continuing Chinook Indian
social community on the basis of residential patterns. They pointed out that 73.7% of the
CT membership in 1953 continued to live in the Chinook aboriginal area (Pacific and
Wahkiakum Counties in Washington, and in towns along the Columbia River’s north
shore in Oregon), implving that this was sufficient to meet the requirements of criterion
83.7(b). Even if this percentage were accurate, it would not be sufficient to meet criterion
(b). The petitioner would also need to provide evidence that the residents stretched over
such a vast area as southwest Washington and northwest Oregon were actually interacting
with cach other. There is no evidence that this was the case in 1953. The BIA’s
researchers conducted an analysis of the 1953 membership applicants list which showed
that there were 555 adults on the list and 421 minors, for a total of 976 individuals.
Considering the residence of the adults only, the evidence demonstrated that: 109 (20%)
lived in Pacific Cournty; 64 (11%) lived in Wahkiakum County. Only 91 adult members
(16%) of the CT lived cutside of Washington and Oregon in 1953. This geographical
evidence alone is nct sufficient by itself to meet the requirements of the criterion, as set
forth below.

As noted above, the regulations governing Federal acknowledgment do not require that a
substantial portion of the petitioner’s members live in a separate, distinct Indian
settlement or geographical community. The regulations do require that the petitioner
constitute a socially distinct community within which significant interaction is
maintained. If a substantial portion of the group does live in a relatively isolated, distinct
geographical community, such as an Indian village, this is considered sufficient evidence
for the continuing ex;stence of a social community during that time period. The evidence
which the petitioner presented is not sufficient to demonstrate that it meets the
requirements of the regulations for several reasons.

The regulations state that evidence needs to be presented which demonstrates that “a
substantial portion of petitioning group inhabits a specific area or lives in a community
viewed as American Indian and distinct from other populations in the area . . ..” (25 CFR
83(b)). Evidence that a majority of the petitioner’s membership lives in a two- or three-
county area which has a higher percentage of non-Indians than Indians, and in which the
Indian descendants are widely dispersed among the non-Indian population, does not fulfill
the requirements of the criterion.

Second, when Bay Center and Dahlia are considered in 1953, it is shown that a much
smaller percentage of the Chinookan descendants on the 1953 list were living in one of
those locations than :here were in 1900 or 1910. For example, Bay Center, which was
demonstrated to exist as a separate Indian community until about 1920, had 56 (only
10%) of the adult Chinook Indians in 1953. Also, there is currently no evidence that the
separate geographical community at Bay Center continued to exist in 1953. While there
is some evidence that a separate social community may have existed at Dahlia until about
1932, they constituted a decreasing percentage of the total Chinook descendants over
time. By 1953, only 23 of the Chinook adults on the CT list (4%) lived at Dahlia. Also,
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there is no evidence that the Chinook descendants at Dahlia were a distinct community in
1953. Neither Bay Center nor Dahlia contained a substantial portion of the CT’s
membership applicants in 1953. Because of the geographical dispersal of the Chinookan
descendants on the 1953 membership applicants list, it is not possible to assume, based
upon the residential evidence alone, that the petitioner’s members were a continuing
social community in 1953. The petitioner needs to submit supplemental evidence
demonstrating actual social interaction among a substantial percentage of the
membership.

Third, there is an additional problem concerning continuity between the 1953 Chinook
organization(s) and the petitioner, which formed its organization in 1970. The first
membership list which was submitted by the petitioner in 1981 represented only a very
small subset of the Chinook Indians on the 1953 membership applicants list and their
descendants. This means that the 1953 membership applicants list does not help the
petitioner demonstrate that it meets criterion (b) for two reasons. First, because the
geographical evidence contained in the 1953 membership applicants list is not sufficient,
in and of itself, to demonstrate that the people on the list were a community within the
meaning of the regulations. Second, it does not demonstrate a continuously existing
community because it 1s not clear that Chinook Tribes, Inc., which submitted the 1953
applicants list to the BIA is really a precursor group of the petitioner, which organized in
1970.

It is also possible to provide evidence that a social community exists even when there is
no distinct geographical community. This can be done by providing a combination of
evidence 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 is
stgnificant and involves most of the membership. For example, the petitioner might
provide evidence of actual social interaction by demonstrating that it held annual
meetings that were attended by most of the adults in the group, that the adults descended
from a variety of families, and that they interacted on matters of significance to the group
as a whole. The petitioner could also provide evidence that its members gather together
for each others’ funerals, weddings, anniversaries, or that they work together or pool
other econoiric resources. Without this kind of supplementary evidence, the
geographical evidence provided by the petitioner is not sufficient by itself to meet the
requirements of criterion 83.7(b).

The petitionar did not provide acceptable evidence of actual social interaction among the
petitioner’s ancestors or members from 1880 to the present, and very little has been found
by the BIA’s researchers. What has been found is sketchy and incomplete. There is some
evidence that the annual meeting held by Grant Elliott in June 1953 was attended by
approximately cne-third of the adult members, since there were 173 votes cast (of
approximately 555 adult members/eligible voters) for the offices of President and Vice-
President. However, there is no evidence indicating who the voters were or what families
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they might represent. There is also no evidence that this level of participation persisted
over time.

When the petitioner’s organization, the Chinook Indian Tribe (CIT), was started in 1970,
there were very few participants. The first membership list was submitted in 1981.
While it 1s known that a few people who were participating in CIT council meetings and
activities were not included on the 1981 list, the list probably provides an accurate picture
of the main families and individuals who chose to associate with the group in 1981.
According to that lis:, there were 323 members in 1981. Most of them were descendants
of three Chinookan ancestors: Askalwilsh (40%; some of these were also descended
from Tonwah “Emeline” Pickernell), Tom Hawks (16%), and Sam Millet (11%).

In 1987 and 1995, updated membership lists were submitted by the petitioner. These two
lists are broader than the 1981 list in terms of the number of ancestral families that are
included. The 1987 and 1995 lists also have more Chinook Indian descendants from
Wahkiakum County than the 1981 list. This was a result of BAR’s obvious deficiencies
review which indicated some potential problems with the membership list that was
submitted with the 1981 petition. As a result of that review, the CIT began a membership
recruitment campaign which brought in more Chinook descendants from outside Pacific
County.

The 1995 list included the names and places of residence for about 1,040 adult members.
Of these 1,040 adults, 16% (169) lived in Pacific County and 6% (62) in Wahkiakum
County. The former Indian communities of Bay Center and Dahlia were the residence of
3.2% (33) and 1.6% (17) of the CIT’s adult members, respectively. These percentages
are lower than the percentages of CT applicants living in those towns in 1953 (10% [56]
living in Bay Center, and 4% [23] living in Dahlia).

There is some evidence that members of CIT are trying to improve communication
between group memters and the council officers. For example, the council started
publishing a newsletter, Chinook Tillicums, in 1994 which is sent to each household. A
similar newsletter was mailed to members from 1978 to 1986. The newsletter shares
information about Chinook descendants and the activities of the CIT council. The annual
meetings (held each Junz) have drawn over 100 voting adults since 1994. In 1996, 159
ballots were cast during a recall vote on the CIT chairman. The potlatch that was held on
short notice during the field visit of the BAR anthropologist in 1995 was attended by 200
to 250 individuals, most of them were members of the petitioning group. There is
evidence that most of the Chinook descendants in Bay Center do not continue to visit
with each other on a frequent or regular basis across family lines. One exception to this is
the socializing between the Frank and Lorton families. The children of these families of
Chinookan descendants grew up together in Bay Center, and they continue to gather for
an annual picnic and softball game every summer. There is no evidence of visiting
between Chinook descendants from different families that still live in Dahlia.
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There is sorne evidence that some of the families of Chinook descendants that still live in
Wahkiakum County know each other. When asked about conflict within the group,
several people mentioned the animosity between the Stephan and Tarabochia families.
The Stephans and Tarabochias are all descendants of Emilie Chinook Ero-Durival.
Conflict that involved more people, across family lines could be positive evidence that
the CIT had maintained a social community.

There is some evidence of visiting with members of other tribes. The CIT chairman, for
instance, mentioned that he used to visit acquaintances at Taholah (the main town on
Quinault Reservation), including Nina Charley Bumgartner, Irene Charley Shale, and
Mike Mail. Mr. Tarabochia used to live at Taholah with his mother for a short time
during the [970's. He attended meetings of the Shaker Church while he lived there.
Anna Mae Strong (Chinook elder) also stated that she had visited with other Chinook
Indians living on Quinault Reservation. Jean Shaffer (Chinook council member),
reported visiting with some of her Chinook relatives who live on Quinault Reservation as
a child with her mother. Ms. Shaffer also said that she currently visits other tribes in
western Washington to participate in competitive gambling matches called slahal, which
is also known as the ‘bone game.” There is no evidence that these activities represent a
wide-spread pattern among the CIT membership as a whole, therefore this is not
supporting evidence which demonstrates that the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(b).

Based on the foregoing analysis, it is concluded that the petitioner mects criterion 83.7(b)
from 1811 to 1854, based on the continuing existence of distinct Chinook Indian villages.

Based on a combination of evidence, including geographical residence and the
maintenance of distinct cultural patterns, it is concluded that, from 1854 to about 1920,
there 1s evidence that a social community of Chinookan Indians, mostly Lower Band
Chinook wha had intermarried with some Chehalis Indians, continued to exist at the
north end of Shoalwater Bay, particularly among those living in Bay Center and on
Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. In 1880, the census data demonstrates that many
Chinookan descendants, including those who were permanent residents in Bay Center,
were fishing side by side in Chinookville, a village which was almost exclusively
inhabited by Chinookan Indians. The year 1880 is the last year for which there is any
cvidence which demonstrates that the petitioner, as a whole, meets the requirements of
criterion 83.7(b).

By 1881, the BIA treated the Indians on Shoalwater Bay differently from the Indians
living along the Columbia River. For example, the Shoalwater Bay Indians received
assignments of land on the Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation, and later received
allotments on Quinault Reservation (from 1908 to 1916). The Chinook descendants
living along the Columbia River only received allotments on Quinault after the 1920's.
By 1890, most of the Shoalwater Bay Indians were living at Bay Center, rather than on
the Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. According to the 1900 Federal census, soric of
the Shoalwater Bay Indians were still fishing seasonally on the Columbia River, in the
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town of Hlwaco. By 1910, these Indians constituted such a small proportion of the overall
number of Chinookan descendants that they did not represent a substantial portion of the
Chinook Indians, as required by the regulations. There is very little evidence that
supports continuous significant social interaction between the Indians living in Bay
Center and the Chinook descendants concentrated in Dahlia or Ilwaco in 1910. The
evidence which is available from 1880 to the present is not sufficient to show that the
petitioner, as a whoie, meets criterion §3.7(b).

83.7(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.

Under criterion 83.7(c), a petitioner is required to provide evidence that its group has
continuously maintained political influence or other authority over its members. This can
be done in several different ways. When a petitioning group provides evidence that its
members live in a distinct geographical settlement, like an Indian village, with named
individuals who provide leadership on a variety of political issues, this is sufficient to
meet the requirements of criterion 83.7(c).

When a petitioner cannot provide evidence that its members were living in such
conditions, it is still possible for the petitioner to provide a combination of evidence that
demonstrates that it meets criterion 83.7(c). This can be done by demonstrating that there
were individuals, a council, or some other entity that provided leadership for the group as
a whole on a variety of political issues that were important to its members. It is important
for a petitioner to provide evidence that there was bilateral communication between its
members and its leaders. Such evidence might demonstrate the power of leaders to
compel members to act in a particular fashion, or the ability of members to communicate
their opinions to the leaders of the group. Supporting evidence for the maintenance of
political leadership may be found in the activities of political factions and the conflicts
that usually result from them, or in the distribution of economic resources such as land,
labor, or wealth with:n the group.

The BIA advised the Chinook Indian Tribe petitioner, in a 1988 letter, that its review of
“obvious deficiencies™ in the group’s 1987 petition had identified several potential
problems in the petition’s treatment of criterion 83.7(c):

The present petition section dealing with criterion c, although
revised, does not provide an adequate description of the historical
political processes since the turn of the century or the political
processes of the modern community. It is essential that, as part of
the description of the modern.community, materials be presented to
show that the Chinook meet criterion ¢ in the modern era. Itis
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critical that additional evidence be provided for tribal political
authority during the historical period after 1900 (BIA letter to the
CIT, dated November 1, 1988; emphasis in the original).

This general description of the deficiencies in the petition was followed by very specific
suggestions about the kind of additional evidence required for the petitioner to meet this
criterion. Very little additional information regarding political authority was supplied by
the petitioner in response to this review of the 1987 petition, or found by the BIA’s
researchers. The following is a summary and evaluation of the evidence that is currently
available.

During the first half of the 19th century, the Lower Band of Chinook Indians lived in

- villages along the north shore of the Columbia River and its tributaries, and on nearby
Shoalwater or Willapa Bay and the rivers that empty into it, in what is now Pacific
County in southwest Washington State. Most of the petitioner’s members descend from
the Lower Band of Chinook. Some of them also descend from the Wahkiakum and
Kathlamet Bands, which lived together in modern day Wahkiakum County, Washington,
and the Clatsop Band, which lived near the mouth of the Columbia River in what is now
Oregon. The villages of these Chinookan Indians were described by non-Indian
explorers, traders, and missionaries. For example, an 1836 map by William Slacum
noted five villages on the north shore of the Columbia River and two on the south shore.
In 1851, a cernsus of Chinookan Indians identified six villages in which they lived. In
1854, however, Indian Agent William Tappan, Government surveyor and amateur
ethnologist Goorge Gibbs, and local resident George Dawson identified only one large
settlement of Chinook, 66 individuals, at “Chinook Beach” on the Columbia. Tappan
also referred to a village on Shoalwater Bay consisting of Chinook mixed with Chehalis,
but Gibbs corcluded that most of the other settlements of Chinook consisted of single
families.

Anthropologist Verne Ray concluded, in 1938, that these villages had been politically
autonomous. and that the village had been the largest political unit among the aboriginal
Chinook. He reached this conclusion from interviews with his two informants, and from
the observations of some early-19th century visitors to Chinook territory like Gabriel
Franchere. A trader who had been at the fur traders’ post at Astoria in the 1810's,
Franchere cornicluded that the villages along the Columbia formed “little sovereignties”
which were independent of each other. He claimed that each village had a chief, but that
the chief did “nct appear to exercise great authority over his fellow citizens.” Franchere
portrayed a rative society in which the political structure had been “reduced to its
simplest forrn.” Fur trader Ross Cox agreed that “Each village is governed by its own
chief.” This view of village autonomy also was presented by Chinookan descendants in
1902 testimeny for the Court of Claims, which was not known to Ray. The two most
knowledgeable witnesses identified an extensive list of “chiefs,” and the villages or
territory under their influence, at the time of the 1851 treaty negotiations
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Other individuals among the earliest explorers and traders to visit the Chinook in the first
half of the 19th century, however, ascribed to them a system of political authority under
the leadership of a principal chief. In 1795, the captain of a British trading ship described
Taucum as “the Chief of the Chinook Tribe.” Lewis and Clark described the Chinook as
having several chie?s or headmen, but also referred to a “principal Chief of the
Chinooks.” The memoirs of fur traders who came to the Columbia River after the
establishment of the post at Astoria in 1811 referred to Comcomly as the chief of the
Chinook villages across the river from the fort. Such accounts tended to emphasize, and
probably to exaggerzte, Comcomly’s preeminence and power. One of these traders
described Comcom'v in the 1810's as the “king of the Chinook nation” and the “most
powerful chief” on the lower Columbia River. In the 1830's, after Comcomly’s death,
visitors to the lower Columbia referred to Chenamus as the “chief” or “principal chief” of
the Chinook. During the years from 1792 to 1851, many outsiders expected the Chinook
to be governed by a single leader, and identified a series of such principal chiefs.

The United States Government, through its treaty negotiations, also ascribed to the
Chinook a system of political leadership, authority, and sovereignty at the middle of the
19th century. In 1851 negotiations, Superintendent Anson Dart sought to convince ten
Indian bands (including four bands of Chinookan speakers) to negotiate together and
agree to a single treaty. The Indians resisted this approach and informed the
Government’s negotiators that they would make treaties as separate entities. The
Government accepted this position and signed separate treaties with five bands which it
explicitly labeled “Chinook.” Later, the Interior Department also referred to the
Wheelappa as a band of the Chinook. The Government referred to the largest of these
treaty bands as the LLower Band of Chinook Indians. By negotiating treaties with these
entities, the United States recognized them as having sovereign political powers. For the
Indians, these treatics were not signed by a single chief or leader, but by a series of
headmen or individuals from each band. Three years later, as part of a Government
survey of tribes, George Gibbs reported that four individuals claimed to be chiefs:
Skemaqueup at Wahkiakum, Totilicum at Woody Island, Elawah (Ilwaco) at Chinook,
and Toke at Shoalwater Bay.

Because the 1851 treaties were not ratified by the United States Senate, the Federal
Government again erngaged in treaty negotiations with representatives of the “Lower
Chinook” in 1855. Agent Tappan had reported in 1854 that the Chinook had “no head or
recognized chief.” In the 1855 negotiations, two hcadmen, Nahkotti [Nahcotta] and
Moosmoos [Ahmoosemoose], spoke on behalf of the Lower Chinook, but, in contrast to
other tribes, were not designated as ““chiefs” in the minutes of the treaty proceedings.
These Chinook representatives were unwilling to agree to territorial Governor Isaac L.
Stevens’ proposal that the Chinook move to a reservation on the Pacific coast north of
Gray’s Harbor. The Commissioner of Indian Affairs had explained his instructions to
Stevens as requiring reservations which were not adjacent to white settlement, and the
Senate had demonstrated its unwillingness to ratify treaties which left the Chinook in
place. Although these negotiations did not result in a signed treaty, Federal negotiators
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once again had accepted that a sovereign Chinook political entity existed with which it
could negotiate a treaty.

The evidence that the petitioner’s Lower Band of Chinook ancestors continued to live in
exclusive Indian villages until at least 1854, and had headmen who negotiated treaties
with the Government in 1851 and 1855, is sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner
meets the requirements of criterion 83.7(c) until 1855.

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. An Indian
community at Chinookville appears not to have lasted beyond the 1880's. During the last
half of the 19th-century, a number of Chinook descendants settled in three places --
Ilwaco, Dahlia, and Bay Center. Other descendants moved to other locations in
Washington and Oregon. Since the petitioner claims to represent all descendants, and not
a single community or settlement of them, it needs to demonstrate that at this time a
Chinook leadership maintained influence over descendants in these several settlements.
The available evidence, however, does not demonstrate that there were leaders who
exercised political authority over the group as a whole in the late-19th century, or from
1855 to the present. Nor does any available evidence demonstrate that one community of
descendants has functioned as a core community to which the other communities, and
most of the descendants, looked for leadership.

What evidence there is of political influence among Chinookan Indians during the late-
19th century relates to the Shoalwater Bay Reservation (a.k.a. , Georgetown). In 1876, an
Indian agent visited the location of the reservation created on Shoalwater Bay a decade
earlier by exccutive order. While there, he appointed a chief and council. This chief was
presumably "Lighthouse” Charley Matote. The agent believed that 60 Indians living on
the bay belongzed to this reserve. His description of the Indians of the reservation did not
include Chinook living along the Columbia, and other agents during the late-19th century
referred to these Indians as the “Shoalwaters” and not as Chinook. The year after
appointing a chief, this agent reported that the Indians of the reservation had had it
surveyed into lots which were then assigned to about 30 individuals. This was clear
evidence of group action and decision-making, but the available record contains no other
examples of similar activity by the group during the late-19th century. There is no
evidence that. before his death in 1889, Chief Matote provided leadership for, or
exercised influence over, the petitioner’s ancestors as a whole.

The availablz evidence from the late-19th century does not include any examples of
political activity or leadership by Chinook descendants living along the Columbia River
at lwaco or Dahlia, either on behalf of themselves or in cooperation with Chinook
descendants on Shoalwater Bay. The petitioner has not provided any evidence that there
were leaders for the Chinook descendants at Dahlia and Altoona between 1880, after
some of the Indian community at Chinookville moved to Dahlia, and 1929. Very little
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information regarding the maintenance of social community or exercisc of political
authority has been provided or found for the Chinook Indians living around Dahlia during
these years. For example, there is no precise evidence regarding when or how the
Chinook Indians moved to this area. That the settlement around Dahlia and Altoona
came into being sometime between 1880 and 1900 is known only through inference from
census and tax records. It might be possible for the petitioner to show through land
records, church records, or records of wills that some of the pcople living in Chinookville
made a group decision to move to Dahlia together.

In 1899, after the descendants of a band of Tillamook Indians of Oregon had been
authorized by Congress to receive a payment for their claims based on an unratified treaty
made in 1851, 37 individual Chinook descendants signed an agreement with attorneys
who agreed to act for them to prosecute their claims against the Government for the
unpaid amounts mentioned in the unratified treaty of 1851 with the Lower Band of
Chinook. Although this revealed that some descendants in different geographical areas
rematned in contact with each other, the available evidence does not reveal that a group
decision-making process was utilized to decide to bring this suit. The contract itself
stated that the Lower Band no longer had chiefs or headmen. The United States argued
before the United States Court of Claims that the Chinook no longer maintained “tribal
relations.” The Senate sponsor of legislation to pay compensation to Chinook
descendants also claimed in 1905 that those descendants had “no tribal relations.” The
Court of Claims cor:cluded, in 1906, that this band had “long ceased to exist.” Individual
descendants also brought a series of suits to win individual allotments of land on the
Quinault reservation. Although a Federal District Court ruled in 1928 that Chinook
descendants were entitled to such allotments, it also concluded that the Chinook had lost
their tribal organization.

The petition has claimed vaguely that leadership among the Chinook Indians was
provided by heads of families. There are few, if any, specific examples of this kind of
leadership. According to the petitioner, Mary Rondeau Ducheney-Preble-Kelly was a
leader for its ancestors because she signed the 1899 attorney contract that initiated the
first Chinook claims casc. Because Mary Rondeau was the first person to sign the
contract, and because she was the oldest living descendant of Chief Comcomly I, she may
have been considered important among the Chinook descendants who were living in
1899, but there is no evidence regarding the political process, if any, that called them
together to take the action. Also, there are no other examples of leadership for the
Chinook Indians as a whole by Mary Rondeau. She did provide information on herself
and her descendants that helped get them temporarily adopted by the Quinault Indians in
1912. But this was an activity she performed on behalf of her own family, not for
Chinook descendants as a whole. Evidence that an individual provided leadership for her
own family is not sufficient to demonstrate that she was a leader for the petitioner’s
ancestors as a whole.
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The petitioner claims that George Allen Charley was a leader for all of the Chinook
Indians frorn 1889 until his death in 1935. In 1889, he was named by the local Indian
agent to foliow his father as the chief of the “Shoalwater Bay Indians,” who at that time
were primarily living in Bay Center, though some lived on Shoalwater Bay Indian
Reservation. George Charley was a Chehalis Indian who married Caroline Matell, a
Chinook / Chehalis Indian woman. Charley provided some leadership to the Indians on
Shoalwater Bay by advocating for fishing rights on Peacock Spit in the Columbia River
during the 1920's. There are no other specific examples of his leadership. There is no
evidence that he provided leadership for the concentrations of Chinook descendants
living in Dahlia or llwaco. It is possible that some of Charley’s descendants who are
members of the Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe might be able to provide more evidence
concerning his role as a leader, both for the Indians at Bay Center and for Chinook
descendants more broadly. The evidence that is currently available does not show that
George Charley offered leadership to the petitioner’s ancestors as a whole, as required
under criterion 83.7(c).

The petitiorner contends that the Chinook formed a formal organization and a tribal
council in June 1925. No contemporaneous evidence supports this claim. This assertion
was made in 1952 by the secretary of a recently-formed Chinook organization. Several of
the petitioner’s members now maintain that the Office of Indian Affairs suggested that the
Chinook Indians organize and draw up a constitution and by-laws in 1925. There is no
contemporary evidence that the Indian Office suggested this to the Chinook at that time or
any other time. The evidence does reveal that Chinook descendants met in April 1925 at
a meeting called by the Indian agency superintendent to choose representatives to sign a
contract with an attorney to bring a new suit in the Court of Claims, as authorized by
Congress. The meeting fulfilled this purpose, electing three representatives who were
from South Bend and Dahlia. The attendees chose William Garretson of Ocean Park as
chairman of “he meeting. Garretson did not play a leadership role on any other occasion.
There 1s no evidence that such a council of Chinook descendants had met prior to 1925,
or that it met again after 1925.

There is no available evidence of any activities of a formal Chinook tribal organization
between 19225 and 1951, or even of the existence of such an entity. The only evidence of
formal leadership during those years were claims made by Myrtle Johnson Woodcock of
South Bend that she was the Chinook president, which she made in a 1931 letter to the
Commissionar of Indian Affairs and in 1932 testimony in the claims case. Earlier, she
had affirmed in a 1927 deposition that she was “recognized” as the president of the
Chinook. There is no evidence that Woodcock was elected to any office by the Chinook
Indian descendants between 1925 and 1951, Nor is there any contemporary cvidence that
meetings of Chinook descendants were being held in those years. A Chinook Newsletter
article in 1979 stated that Oma Woodcock Singer, Myrtle Woodcock’s daughter, had
recently delivered to the Chinook council some minutes of meetings that her mother had
held in the 1930's. These meeting minutes are not part of the petitioner's documentation,
and Singer has stated that she does not know what has happened to them. Such meeting
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minutes could be crucial to demonstrating the existence of a political process among
Chinook descendants in the past.

There also is very little available evidence of informal Chinook leadership in the 1920's,
1930's, and 1940's, and that evidence mostly relates to a single individual, Myrtle
Woodcock. In 1927. Woodcock gathered seven witnesses to give depositions in the
claims case. Chinook descendants recalled, in affidavits made in the 1990's, that
Woodcock and others helped to document the Chinook heritage of claimants for
allotment on the Quinault Reservation during the early 1930's. Some of the petitioner’s
members have asserted that Woodcock "enrolled" Chinooks and, therefore, may have
maintained a membership list for the Chinook from about 1925 to the end of the
allotment process ir. 1933, or to the loss of the claims case in 1935, or to 1951, but there
is no contemporary evidence supporting this contention. Affidavits made in the 1980's
and 1990's, both by Chinook descendants and local non-Indians, offered vague claims of
Woodcock’s leadership roll from the 1920's to 1940's. The available evidence does not
reveal that Myrtle Johnson Woodcock exercised political influence over the Chinook
descendants between 1925 and 1951 in a manner that meets the requirements of 83.7(c).

In 1951, a formal Chinook organization was formed soon after J. Grant Elliott of
Skamokawa had subimitted a petition to the Indian Claims Commission. Although the
minutes kept by Myrtle Woodcock referred to this as the first Chinook tribal meeting, and
as being held to form an organization, she later described this action as a tribal council
having “re-organized” itself. The Indian agency superintendent, however, concluded that
any earlier organizarion had disappeared. Clearly, he did not accept the claim of
continuity between an old and a new organization. J. Grant Elliott was elected as
chairman and Myrtl: Woodcock as secretary-treasurer. The focus of the Chinook Tribal
Council was primarily the pursuit of the Chinook Indians’ land claim. From 1951 to
1967, there is some evidence that Grant Elliott, and his son, Kent Elliott, provided some
leadership for the Chinook descendants, primarily regarding the land claim petition that
was filed in 1951. Some other issues that were dealt with by the Chinook Council, its
leaders, or its area officers from 1951 to 1953 were fishing and hunting rights, the value
of timber on allotments at Quinault Reservation of Chinook Indian descendants, the
protection of an Indian burial site from desecration, and the disposition of an Indian skull
believed to be that of Chief Comcomly I. There is evidence that area officers held
meetings to communicate with descendants in their region, that they enlisted members,
and that the secretary maintained a membership list.

Within two years of the formation of this Chinook council, however, it split into two
organizations. The new group, which was formed in Bay Center in 1953, adopted the
name of Chinook Tribes, Inc. It elected Roland Charley of Tokeland as chairman. He
was the son of George Charley. The old group also met in 1953 at Skamakowa as the
Chinook Nation, and authorized an clection which resulted in the choice of J. Grant
Elliott as chairman. In 1954, the Chinook Natioi adopted a constitution which provided
that another election of officers would not be held until the completion of the claims suit.
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The Chinook Tribes, also in 1954, created a commnittee to pass judgment on applicants for
membership. From 1953 to 1958, there were two Chinook organizations, with the
Chinook Tribes based in Pacific County and the Chinook Nation based in Wahkiakum
County. The Chinook Nation drew most of its council members from Skamokawa,
Washington, especially the Elliott family. The Chinook Tribes’s council members were
mostly associated with Bay Center. From 1953 to 1957, the two organizations held
separate annual meetings. There is no evidence of activity by the Chinook Tribes after
early 1958.

There is conflicting evidence regarding the political support that each organization had
from 1953 to 1957. The division was not a long-lasting one, and during these years the
two groups made efforts to reconcile their differences and to seek unity. Some of the -
participants in Chinook Tribes affairs attended meetings held by the Chinook Nation.
When it was necessary to rencw the claims attorney’s contract in 1958, representatives of
the Chinook Tribes and Chinook Nation, as well as Portland and Seattle groups,
cooperated to sign the renewal. Because the Bureau of Indian Affairs dealt with the
Chinook Nat on for purposes of the Indian Claims Commission case, one of the former
area officers of the Chinook Tribes even contributed in the early 1960's to the Chinook
Nation’s lanc claims appraisal fund. The evidence is not clear whether these two
organizations represented political factions. Political factions arc groups of members that
persist over t.me, cut across family lines, and divide members over several political issues
which are important to the membership as a whole. The existence of political factions is
often viewed as positive evidence supporting the presence of political authority within the
petitioning group. Participation by members of one group in the meetings of the other
indicates that the membership of the two groups may not have been discrete. Such
members of the petitioner have stated recently that they followed Mr. Elliott’s group for
purposes of the land claim, and the Chinook Tribes's council for all other purposes.

Another Chirook organization, which called itself the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., was
formed in [Iwaco in 1970. Adolph Sund of [lwaco was elected as chairman. From its
beginnings, it cooperated closely with the Small Tribes of Western Washington
(STOWW), but the origins of this organization are not currcntly well-known. A
newspaper ar.icle in 1968 stated that Sund, and “other members of the Chinook tribe,”
had been circulating a petition to have a foghorn placed on Jetty A at the mouth of the
Columbia River. If more were known about who helped Sund obtain the signatures for
the petition, it could provide evidence that the action was one that had a broad base of
support among the Chinook descendants who formed the Chinook Indian Tribe in 1970.
There is some evidence that some Chinook descendants in Ilwaco may have held some
informal meectings as early as 1968 to discuss the construction of a traditional Chinook
Indian plank house as a museum dedicated to the preservation of Chinook history and
culture. This was partially in response to the activities of the STOWW, which was
interested in helping the Chinook Indians organize. The available evidence does not
demonstrate that the mectings that were supposcdly held in 1968 were broadly supported
by a substantial number of Chinook descendants. If such evidence were available, this
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might be considered supporting evidence that there was political authority among the
Chinook Indians at that time.

Although the Chinook Indian Tribe would come to claim that it was the successor to the
Chinook Tribes, Inc., it was formed after more than a decade for which there is no
evidence that the Chinook Tribes council continued to operate. The new organization had
to write to the Bureau of Indian Affairs to obtain a copy of the previous organization’s
constitution and list of members. The membership list which was included with the 1981
petition for Federal recognition makes it unlikely that the 1970 group was really the same
as the Chinook Tribes of 1953 to 1958. However, there are some points of affinity
between the two groups. For example, the Chinook Indian Tribe membership list in 1981
was comprised mostly of people from Pacific County. It included families from Hwaco /
Chinook, some families that were still living in Bay Center, and did not include many
Elliott descendants cr others from Wahkiakum County. This would be consistent with
what is generally known about the leadership dispute between the Chinook descendants
from 1953 to 1957. Also, Betsy Trick, the last secretary of the Chinook Tribes, acted to
form the new organization and participated in meetings held during the 1970's under
Sund’s lcadership.

Because the membership over which the petitioner claimed responsibility in 1981 was
relatively small, compared to both the overall number of Chinookan descendants who are
potentially eligible for membership and the number of Chinook Indian descendants who
belonged to the Chinook Tribes in 1953, the group of participants between 1970 and 1981
was probably small. This is supported by minutes of the Chinook Indian Tribe’s monthly
meetings which demonstrate that attendance and participation by members were very low
during those years. It was not until the late 1970's, when Sund gave up the chairmanship,
that the organization began to broaden the representation on its council to include
members from South Bend, Bay Center, and Wahkiakum County.

There 1s very little information available about the internal political processes of the
petitioner from 1970 to the present. Most of the evidence offered by the petitioner in
support of the presence of political authority within the group was in the form of
correspondence between the council chairman and government representatives from
county, state, and Federal agencies, recognized Indian tribes, unrecognized Indian groups,
and inter-tribal organizations. Because this correspondence deals with the external
relations of the organization, this documentation does not provide evidence that there is a
broad-based political process within the organization, as required by criterion 83.7(c).
There is very little information available regarding whether or not there is two-way
communication betwzen the council and the members, how broad the influence of the
Chinook council is, and how effectively the council carries out the wishes of the
members. There is very little information available indicating whether or not there are a
number of political issues which are of concern to the group as a whole, about which
members and leaders have deeply held opinions, and on which they take action. There is
no information in the petition on the presence of political factions and very little
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information about conflict within the group and how that conflict is resolved. A
combination of these kinds of evidence are necessary to demonstrate that the petitioner
has met criterion 83.7(c).

The petitioner might find some evidence demonstrating the existence of political process
from the late 1970's to the early 1980's by researching the formation of several
committees by the council of the Chinook Indian Tribe. The fisheries committee and the
recognition committee were both formed in 1976. The petitioner has not provided
cvidence, nor has any been found, that the establishment of these committees was
supported by the membership. The fisheries committee, in particular, kept minutes of
some of its meetings, and selected samples were provided to the BIA through 1983. At
this time, there is no evidence that the work of the fisheries committee was important to
the petitioner’s membership as a whole. The recognition committee was concerned with
putting together a petition for Federal acknowledgment. There is some evidence that
pursuing Federal acknowledgment may have been an issue that was important to the
organizatior.’s membership as a whole. For example, several inembers told the BAR
anthropologist that there was conflict among Chinook council members in the 1970's over
whether to pursue acknowledgment or not. At the present time, there is not enough
information to determine that the conflict was widespread. For the most part, the
evidence that is available makes it appear that the work of the committees was the work
of a few individuals without input from the membership as a whole, and that the conflict
was among the council members only. Such a political process does not meet the
requirements of criterion 83.7(c).

Another issue that could be researched for potential information on political authority was
the departure of Carleton Rhoades from the office of chairman of the Chinook Indian
Tribe. Rhoades was chairman in 1978 when he became embroiled in a controversy over
an article he wrote in the newspaper regarding some of his views on Indian tribal
sovereignty, tae BIA, and reservation lands. Some council members were angered that
Rhoades had written the article in a way that suggested his views were the official views
of the Chinook Indian Tribe. From the available evidence, it is not clear whether
Rhoades resigned or was forced out of office, but within two months Don Mechals was
serving as the chairman. It is possible that researching such conflicts and the process by
which they are resolved could provide valuable information regarding factionalism and
the maintenance of political authority. For example, if the decision to get Rhoades out of
office was ore which had significant input from the membership as a whole, this could
show that political authority was vested in the group, which had the political power to
silence or remove officers who advocated unpopular points of view on matters of A
importance to members. The evidence presently available makes it appear that the issuc
of Rhoades’ allegedly speaking for the group without prior authorization was a matter of
concern to only a handful of council members.

In 1982, the petitioner’s membership changed significantly. This was the result of several
factors. One cf the factors was a letter sent by the BIA to the petitioncer after its review of
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the 1981 petition. Among other issues, the letter noted some concerns about the nature of
the petitioner’s 1981 membership list and the continuing existence of two Chinook
organizations, the Chinook Indian Tribe and the Chinook Nation. The petitioner
responded to these concerns in two ways. First, the petitioner’s chairman and the
president of the Chinook Nation signed a joint resolution which formally reconciled the
two organizations. The resolution stated that the Chinook Nation had existed only for the
purpose of pursuing the Chinook land claim and that it was not the governing council of
the Chinook Indians. The resolution named the Chinook Indian Tribe as the successor in
interest to the historical Chinook tribe. Second, the petitioner recruited a large number of
new members. As a result of the 1982 resolution and the 1982-1987 membership
recruitment campaign, the petitioner’s membership grew from 323 individuals in 1981 to
1,164 members in 1987. By 1995, the membership database for the Chinook Indian Tribe
included 1,566 living members.

In addition to the Chinook Indian Tribe and the Chinock Nation, there was a third group
in the 1970's which claimed to be a separate Chinook entity, the Wahkiakum Band of
Chinook Indians. Very little is known about this organization’s history, membership,
activities, and leadership. It is very unlikely that the people who comprised this group
were historically related to the Wahkiakum Band of Chinook Indians which signed the
1851 treaty at Tansey Point. Rather, this organization was apparently comprised of some
Lower Band of Chinook Indian descendants who were living in Wahkiakum County in
the late 1970's and ezrly 1980's. There is no evidence that the group maintained its own
membership list. The few individuals who are known to have been involved with the
Wahkiakum Band still made their living as fishermen. They were, therefore, concerned
about clarifying whether or not the state recognized their alleged fishing rights on the
Columbia River and 2lsewhere. More information on this organization’s history,
membership, internal political process, and relationship, if any, to the petitioner or the
Chinook Nation might be helpful in establishing the presence of political factions within
the petitioning group.

In interviews with the BAR anthropologist, the current chairman of the Chinook Indian
Tribe, Tim Taraboch:a, claimed there had been political process while Don Mechals was
chairman of the organization. For example, he stated that Mechals was almost solely
focused on issues related to the valuing of timber on the Quinault Reservation, and was
reluctant to pursue aboriginal fishing rights. The only reason Mechals did anything about
fishing rights, claimed Tarabochia, was because the group forced him to do so. If
supporting evidence for the contention that the petitioner’s members forced the chairman
to act against his will could be found, it might provide evidence that political authority is
vested in the group and that there were political issues about which the group as a whole
had strong opinions.

Issues which seem to have generated some interest, or created some controversy, among
members of the council during the past two or three years might potentially be used by
the petitioner to demonstrate its political authority and influence over its members. These
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issues include: researching and preserving traditional culture; using funds generated by
the Chinook Indian Tribe’s bingo business; cornsidering greater involvement in Indian
gaming; protecting graves and other sacred sites; enforcing the organization’s
membership criteria when considering applications for membership; and electing leaders.
At the present, insufficient evidence exists to demonstrate that such issues have been
consistently important to the membership as a whole, or that there are political factions
within the group supporting different points of view on these issues.

One political issue of concern to the councils of both the Chinook Nation and Chinook
Indian Tribe: during the 1970's was the Chinook Indians’ claim before the Indian Claims
Commission. In November 1970, the Commission awarded the Chinook and Clatsop
Indian descendants $48.,692. Later that month, the Chinook Indian Tribe council
discussed the settlement amount. According to meeting minutes, most of the people
present considered the amount to be too low. In December 1970, the Chinook Nation
held a meeting in Cathlamet, Washington, under the leadership of Kent Elliott. The
Chinook descendants present at the meeting voted to appeal the amount that had been
awarded. About 100 Chinook descendants, including some of the Chinook Indian Tribe
council officers, were present at the meeting. The Court of Claims dismissed that appeal
in December 1971. The award money was appropriated by Congress in October 1972.
During these years the BIA continued to deal with the Chinook Nation for purposes of
pursuing this claim. Thus, when Chinook Indian Tribe chairman Adolph Sund inquired
about the clavms case, the acting superintendent of the Western Washington Agency
advised him to contact Kent Elliott or Anna Elliott Koontz to find out about the status of
the case. In April 1973, the Chinook Nation held a meeting in Skamokawa to discuss the
possibility of getting Congress to give them a better settlement. About $175 was
collected at the meeting for this purpose, but there is no evidence that the Chinook Nation
council ever attempted to follow through on this strategy.

In May 1974. one of the Chinook councils, probably the Chinook Nation council, held a
meeting to discuss how to distribute any money awarded by the Indian Claims
Commission. The council suggested three ways in which it wanted the money spent.
First, it wanted to pay off loans and other debts that had been incurred in prosecuting the
land claim. Second, it wanted to set some money apart to lobby Congress to have the
1851 Chinook treaty ratified. Third, it wanted the remaining amount to be distributed on
a per capita basis. In June 1974, the BIA held a public hearing in order to get the
opinions of individual beneficiaries on how the judgment funds should be distributed.
Those present at the meeting were mostly against the per capita distribution and favored
putting the rnoney into an account and using the interest for scholarships. While the BIA
official wan:ed the Chinook descendants to speak as individuals at the public hearing,
they tried to act collectively several times. After the public hearing, the BIA agency
claimed that the Chinook Indians wanted the money to be put into a scholarship fund, and
recommended that this proposal be adopted.
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After its April 1973 meeting, there is no evidence that the Chinook Nation held any
meetings again or carried out any other activities. In April 1976, after inquiring about the
BIA’s 1974 proposal for distribution of the judgment fund, the Chinook Indian Tribe’s
council held a meeting which rejected the idea of per capita payments and passed a
resolution asking the Secretary of the Interior to delay the distribution of the money until
the Chinook Indian Tribe could come up with its own distribution plan. Two new
suggestions surfaced at this meeting. The group wanted the money to be paid in a lump
sum to the Chinook Indian Tribe so that it could either strengthen its organization or
purchase land where it could build 2 meeting place. In 1984, the BIA again proposed that
the judgment funds be used to grant scholarships to Chinook and Clatsop descendants.
Although the Chincok Indian Tribe scheduled a council meeting on the issue at that time,
there are no minutes of that meeting and no other information about what happened at
that meeting. The money from the Chinook land claim has never been distributed. In
1995, the Chinook (reasurer stated that the account had grown to about two million
dollars.

During the 1970's and 1980's, the Chinook Indian Tribe also pursued efforts to build an
artifact museum and cultural center, to reclaim the alleged skull of Chief Comcomly, to
involve itself in timber management plans on the Quinault Reservation, and to pursue
Federal recognition. Although it has contacted local governments in an effort to protect
Indian burial grounds, local officials also have pointed out that no Chinook protests were
made at the time of the relevant construction in the arca in dispute. Since at least 1978,
the organization has communicated with its members through a newsletter.

There is some evidence that a few members of the Chinook Indian Tribe are also
members of the Quizault Nation, and that they have participated in Quinault Nation
meetings from 1970 to the present. Participation in the meetings was confirmed by
documentary evidence provided by the petitioner, BAR interviews with the petitioner’s
members, and by members of the Quinault Nation who have no affiliation with the
petitioner. There 1s ne evidence that participation in Quinault Nation council or annual
meetings is a widespread behavior among the Chinook Indian Tribe's members. If there
were evidence that a substantial portion of the petitioning group belonged to and actively
participated in the Quinault Nation’s political process, it could raise the possibility that
the petitioner was not its own sovereign entity, but a splinter group of a recognized Indian
tribe. There is no evidence, however, that the petitioner is a splinter group of the
Quinault Nation or ary other Indian tribe.

Based on the foregoir g weighing of evidence, the petitioner meets criterion §3.7(c) from
1811 to 1855, but does not meet criterion 83.7(c) from 1856 to the present.
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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.

The petitionzr submitted a certified copy of a constitution dated June 16, 1984, which
described the territory of the CIT, the membership criteria, election of officers, the duties
of the officers, and general membership meetings. The petitioner also submitted copies
of a 1953 Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc. Articles of Incorporation, 1953 Chinook Tribes, Inc.
constitution, a 1954 Chinook Nation constitution, and a 1980 constitution as evidence of
previous governing documents.

Section 1 of the 1984 constitution states that the CIT membership shall consist of persons
who submit satisfactory evidence that they descend from the Chinookan bands or Clatsop
tribe that existed at the time of the 1851 treaties. Section 2 of the membership provision
states that the CIT council will adopt an ordinance for establishing procedures and proof
for enrollment.

The petitioner also submitted a membership ordinance dated June 20, 1987, which
“replaces Section 2 of the 1984 constitution.” The membership ordinance states that the
membership shall consist of descendants of the Cathlamet, Wahkiakum, Willapa, and
Lower Band of Chinook Indians and the Clatsop Tribe of Indians who were living at the
time of the 1&51 treaties who are on the August [, 1987, membership list, and their
descendants. “New members” applying after August 1, 1987, must document their
descent from persons listed 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 payment roll and have 1/4 Indian blood from the specified
Chinook bands. The term “new members” in the ordinance presumably applies to new
family lines not previously represented on the 1987 list.

The 1984 constitution provides also for the adoption of individuals into the tribe under
the categories of “verified tribal affiliation (by tribe and/or BIA)” or “unverified tribal
affiliation.” The provision states that the enrollment committee makes a recommendation

for adoption to the tribal council which then brings the recommendation before the
general assemibly. The status and rights of adopted members are not stated.

Therefore, the petitioner meets criterion 83.7 (d).
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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.

The petitioner provided lists dated 1953, 1981, 1983, 1987, 1994, and 1995, which it
considered its membership lists. The July 8, 1995, membership list was certified by the
CIT council as being accurate and complete. There were 1,622 names on the list,
including 56 names of deceased members, for a total of 1,566 living members.

Approximately 15 percent of CIT members have not submitted evidence consistent with
the CIT’s own constitution or acceptable to the Secretary of the Interior to prove their
Chinook descent. These members descend from Rose LaFramboise, a métis woman for
whom there is confl:cting information regarding her parentage. The CIT claim for
Chinook ancestry for Rose LaFramboise shows her as the descendant of Amable Petit and
Susanne Tawakon, of the Lower Band of Chinook. However, the petitioner also sent
undocumented ancesiry charts that show Rose as the daughter of non-Chinook parents: a
French Canadian Hudson’s Bay company employee and his Cayuse/Sioux métis wife,
Francois LaFramboise and Denise Dorion. The petitioner did not provide primary
documentation to sugport either claim.

In order to determine which was the correct line of descent, the BIA researched such
primary documentat.on as published Catholic Church records, Federal censuses, and BIA
records for the claime distributions in the Western Oregon Judgment Fund 1955-1959.
None of these records confirmed that Rose was the descendant of Susanne Tawakon.
Instead, BIA analysis of the available records concluded that Rose was most likely to be
the daughter of Francois and Denise Dorion LaFramboise who were not Chinook.

If Rose LaFramboise was not of direct Chinook descent, she was certainly the sister-in-
law to Sophie Durival LaFramboise and to Edwin Scarborough, who were members of
well-known Chinook families. Rose had “connections” (brother’s in-laws) with the
Chinook at Dahlia. Rose LaFramboise, her children and grandchildren, resided at
Cathlamet with other Chinook descendants from 1870 through the 1920's. Like other
Chinook descendants in the arca, Rose was identified as “Indian,” “Indian-Mixed,” and
“Va Indian” on the cerisus records. Rose LaFramboise’s descendants, like their Chinook
neighbors, married out of the Chinookan population. Her descendants are on the 1953
membership applicants list submitted by the Chinook Tribes, Inc., the 1987 CIT
membership list, and later CIT lists. These connections and associations with other
Chinook and identifications in the census records indicate that Rose LaFrambois was
considered by others (family and neighbors) to be one of the Chinook. While Rose
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LaFramboise may not have been Chinook by blood, she appears to have been accepted as
a member of the Chinook community in which she lived. This comports with the long-
standing defiaitions of “Indian” and “tribal member” (Solicitor’s Memorandum January
16, 1958.)

However logical it may be to conclude that Rose LaFramboise was considered in her own
life time to be Chinook, from the evidence currently available, Rose LaFramboise
descendants do not meet the group’s own membership criteria as defined in its enroliment
ordinance. lf the petitioner provides new evidence which proves Rose’s descent from the
historical tribe, this will not be a problem. However, if no such evidence is available, and
the CIT is acknowledged as a tribe, there may be problems enrolling LaFramboise
descendants for services. The CIT may wish to resolve the LaFramboise membership
question during the comment period by providing documentation acceptable to the
Secretary of the Interior which proves Chinook descent, by exercising the adoption
policy, or by resolving the conflict between the enrollment ordinance and the group’s
actual practices.

At present, there is evidence that approximately 85 percent of the 1995 membership
descends 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. The
other 15 percent of the membership descends from Rose LaFramboise, who by birth,
adoption, or the customs of the day, appears to have been considered as part of the
Chinook. Approximately 82 percent of the CIT membership descends from the Lower
Band of Chinook. Some descendants of the other bands married into the Lower Band,
creating multiple lines of Chinook and Clatsop descent for most of the CIT membership.
Therefore, th= group, as a whole, meets criterion 83.7 (e).

83.71) The membership of the petitioning group is
composed principally of persons who are not
members of any acknowledged North American
Indian tribe.

The petitioner’s constitution does not address the issue of dual enrollment in federally
acknowledgad tribes. However, the petitioner provided a list of 50 names of persons who
were dually enrolled in 1981 and a list of 68 persons who were dually enrolled in 1987.
The BIA compared the 1995 CIT membership list to a 1992 Olympic Peninsula Agency
record which listed the names of persons enrolled with various Washington and Oregon
tribes and found 82 CIT members were enrolled with Quinault Nation of the Quinault
Reservation, Washington. Although S percent of the petitioner’s members are also
enrolled in the Quinault tribe, the petitioner is principally composed of persons who are
not members of any federally acknowledged North American Indian tribe.

Therefore, the petitioner meets criterion 83.7 (f).
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83.7(g) The petitioner is not, nor are its members, the subject of
congressional legislation which has expressly
terminated or 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 the “Chinook,” “Clatsop,” and
“Kathlamet.” Terirination legislation to apply to the Indians of western Washington
State, although considzred, was not enacted by Congress. The western Oregon
termination act clearly stated that it applied not only to tribes or bands of Indians, but also
to their “individual members” (68 Stat. 724). Because the act listed the historical tribes
of western Oregon. not just the tribes which were currently recognized by the Federal
Government, the ac’ not only terminated any existing Federal relationships, but also
prohibited the establishment of a Federal relationship with any of those historical tribes.

The Lower Band of Chinook was always identified as a historical tribe or band north of
the Columbia River in modern Washington State. As described by the unratified treaty of
1851, its territory lay exclusively in the state of Washington. Because the 1954 western
Oregon terminatior: act was applicable only to tribes, bands, or groups of Indians located
in the state of Oregon, that act’s reference to the “Chinook’ did not refer to the historical
Lower Band of Chinook of Washington State, or to its descendants. Therefore, the act
did not prohibit a Federal relationship with the Lower Band of Chinook.

The Clatsop Tribe, however, was always identified as a historical tribe or band south of
the Columbia River in the modern state of Oregon. The unratified treaty of 1851 placed
its territory exclusively in the state of Oregon. Therefore, a Federal relationship with the
Clatsop Tribe was prohibited by the western Oregon termination act of 1954. In addition,
that act clearly statec that its intent was to prohibit Federal services to the individual
members of such atribe. Therefore, those members of the petitioning group whose Indian
descent is exclusively from the historical Clatsop Tribe cannot receive Federal services
because of their status as Indians. This prohibition does not apply to the members of the
petitioning group who have mixed Chinook and Clatsop ancestry. It affects only about

3 percent of the petit-oner's current members.

The historical Kathlamet Band of Chinook Indians had villages on the Oregon shore of
the Columbia River. The 1851 unratified treaty considered Kathlamet territory to be
completely within the modern state of Oregon. Some scholars believe, however, that
about 1810 the Kathlamet moved north of the Columbia to live near, or among, the
Waukiakum Band of Chinook Indians. As a result, members of the petitioner who have
Kathlamet ancestry aiso have Waukiakum or Lower Band ancestry, although there 1s
some limited evidence that 2 percent of the petitioner’s members, some of the
descendants of Elizabeth Klowsum Springer, may have only Kathlamet Band ancestry.
The members of the petitioning group with Kathlamet ancestry, however, descend from
Indians who have long been associated with individuals of Waukiakum and Chinook
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ancestry north of the Columbia River in Washington State. Therefore, the western
Oregon terimination act of 1954 does not apply to the petitioner’s members with
Kathlamet ancestry.

Because the petitioner claims to be the successor to the Lower Band of Chinook of
Washington State, and because a large majority of its members trace their Indian ancestry
to that historical tribe or band, the petitioner, as an cntity, is not the subject of
congressional legislation which has expressly terminated or forbidden 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 Fzderal services as Indians, the petitioner meets criterion (g).
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HISTORICAL TECHNICAL REPORT

CHINOOK INDIAN TRIBE, INC.

Summary. of the Evidence

A historical tribe of Chinook Indians existed along the northern shore of the Columbia
River where it meets the Pacific Ocean. The existence of a Chinook tribe was noted
between 1792 and 1851 by the explorers of the Columbia River, fur traders who operated
from a post on the river, cartographers for the navies of the United States and Great
Britain. missionaries, travelers, and Government agents. Modern scholars accept the
existence of a historical Chinook tribe. Although some contemporary observers noted
that a cornmon Chinookan linguistic group existed from the ocean to east of modern
Portland, Qregon, most non-Indians described three or four separate bands or groups of
villages on the lower Columbia. East of Gray's Bay on the northern shore and Young's
Bay on the southern shore were the Wahkiakum and Kathlamet, who many observers
believed had consolidated early in the 19th century. At the mouth of the Columbia and
south of the river were the Clatsop. North of the river at its mouth were the Lower Band
of Chinook, or the “Chinook proper” as they often were called. Treaties were negotiated
with these bands in 1851, but they were not ratified by the United States Senate. The
agents of the United States Government in 1851 sought to negotiate a single treaty with
Indian bands in the vicinity of the mouth of the Columbia River, but the Indians’
resistance 10 being treated together led the Government to negotiate a series of treaties
with them as separate bands.

Although most early visitors encountered the Chinook only along the Columbia River,
more widely traveled observers like George Gibbs, amateur ethnologist and secretary to
treaty negotiatcrs in 1855, noted that Willapa Bay or Shoalwater Bay and its tributaries -
were the location of Chinook winter villages and seasonal use activities. During the half
century after the failed treaty negotiations, however, some of the Government's Indian
agents referred to the Shoalwater Bay Indians as if they were a group separate from the
Chinook. Some agents understood that Chinook Indians on Shoalwater Bay had become
intermixed with Chehalis Indians, and considered this group eligible for residence on
both the Chehalis and Shoalwater Bay Reservations which were formed during the
1860's. Although both local newspapers and national scholars shared in the late-19th
century assumption that the Chinook, like Indians in general, were becoming extinct,
Federal census records and local tax records reveal that Chinook descendants continued
to live along Shoalwater Bay and the Columbia River in 1900. These descendants tended
to cluster geographically in three settlements: at Bay Center on Shoalwater Bay, at lwaco
at the mouth of the Columbia, and along the shore of the Columbia east of Gray's Bay
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around Dahlia. Bay Center, and perhaps Dahlia as well, remained largely settlements of
Chinook descendants at least into the 1920's.

During the 20th century, Chinook descendants assertzd claims against the Government in
three separate cases. The first effort began in 1899 and resulted in an act of Congress in
1912 10 pay to the lineal descendants of the Chinook bands the compensation for Chinook
aboriginal lands specified in unratified treaties. A second case was authorized by
Congress in 1928, but resulted in a decision of the Court of Claims in 1934 against the
claims of the Chinook descendants. The third case was presented to the Indian Claims
Commission in 1951 and resulted in a decision in 1958 in favor of the Chinook claimants
and a judgment in 1970 on the value of Chinook aboriginal lands, but those funds have
not yet been distributed to Chinook descendants. In the years between 1911 and 1931,
efforts also were made to gain allotments of land on the Quinault Reservation for
descendants of the Chinook. These claims and allotment efforts resulted in the creation
of three lists of Chinook descendants by agents of the Office of Indian Affairs. The first
list was produced in 1906 by Charies McChesney to comply with an investigation
mandated by Congress. After passage of the Act of 1912, McChesney prepared an
annuity payment roll in 1914 to govern the distribution of the congressional award. In
1919, Charles Roblin created a list of unenrolled Chinook descendants. The modemn
Chinook petitioner requires its members to trace their ancestry back to a Chinook on one
of these lists.

Since 1951, there have been three Chinook organizations. Each of them was based
originally in one of the three turn-of-the-century settlements of Chinook descendants.

The council founded in 1951 professed to be the reorganization of a council formed in
[925. Although Myrtle Woodcock claimed between 1927 and 1932 to be the president of
a Chinook organization, no other evidence reveals the existence of a Chinook council at
that time. Woodcock gathered witnesses for the claims case in the late 1920's and may
have helped gather evidence to assist descendants in winning allotments of land in the
early 1930's. There is no available evidence of Chinook political activities between 1932
and 1951. The Chinook council formed in 1951, in conjunction with filing a claims
petition, split into two groups in 1953. The Chinook Nation was associated with Chinook
descendants from the Dahlia area, while the Chinook Tribes, Inc., was associated with
Chinook descendants at Bay Center and vicinity. The available evidence indicates that
the Chinook Tribes ceased functioning after 1958 and that the Chinook Nation ceased
annual meetings after 1967. In 1970, the Chinook Indian Tribe was formed and drew its
leadership from the Ilwaco area. Although it claimed to operate under articles of
incorporation filed ir 1953, it had no demonstrable continuity from the earlier
organization. Since the late 1970's, however, the Chinook Indian Tribe has broadened its
leadership and membership beyond the lwaco area.

Identification of the Chinook by non-Indians began in 1792 when the log of the first ship
to enter the Columbia River, that of American trader Robert Gray, referred to a “village
Chinook.” In 1795, the journal of a British trading ship on the Columbia recorded that
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the ship had been visited by the chief of the “Chinook Tribe.” American explorers Lewis
and Clark, who reached the Pacific Ocean in late 1805, noted in their journal that they
had met some Indians who “call themselves Chinooks.” They estimated the population of
the “Chinook Nation,"” described its territory, and listed its headmen. In the decade after
1811, several fur traders at a post located at modern Astoria, Oregon, referred to a
Chinook tribe and noted the Chinook villages across the river from their fort. The
Hudson's Bay Company acknowledged the tribe's existence by taking a census of the
Chinook in the mid-1820's. Traders, explorers, and missionaries continued to write about
a Chinook tribe in the 1840's. The first American superintendents of Indian affairs for the
Oregon Territory prepared estimates of the population of the Chinook in 1849 and 1851.
Although some early-19th century visitors grouped all of the Indians of the lower
Columbia River together as Chinook, most observers before 1850 described the Chinook
as a tribe or band which was separate from the Clatsop, Wahkiakum, and Kathlamet
bands alorig that part of the Columbia.

The United States Government recognized the Lower Band of Chinook Indians by
negotiating a treaty with it, and with several other bands of Chinook, in 1851. The
Senate, however, refused to ratify these treaties. In 1855, the Government made another
attempt to negotiate a treaty with the Chinook and other tribes, and to remove them to the
coast well to the north of aboriginal Chinook territory. The Chinook, however, refused to
sign this proposed treaty. Indian agents in the late 1850's reported that the population of
the tribe had been greatly diminished, but that a few Chinook remained along the
Columbia River and Shoalwater Bay. In the 1850's and 1860's, agents considered at least
some of the remaining Chinook to be part of a group of Chehalis and Chinook Indians,
which. one agent said, resided on Shoalwater Bay. When the Government created the
Shoalwater Bay Reservation by executive order in 1866, it did so for the “Indians on
Shoalwater Bay,” but without mentioning the Chinook. In 1869, the Indian
superintendent referred to the Shoalwater Bay Indians and the Chinook Indians as if they
were separate groups. The Indians of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation were never
explicitly referred to as Chinook in the annual reports of Indian agents throughout the
late- 19th century., By 1879, the local Indian agent was not listing the Chinook as a tribe
under his jurisdiction. This position continued until the end of the century, for the
Chinook were not listed in 1898 as a tribe of the local Indian agency.

During the: 1850's, the Chinook tribe was described by James Swan, a settler on
Shoalwater Bay, and George Gibbs, a member of the Government's treaty negotiating
team. Swan described the Chinook as located on the Columbia River. He gave the tribe
on Shoalwater Bay a different name, but noted that it was usually considered as part of
the Chinook. Gibbs considered the Chinook to be a tribe which lived on both the
Columbia and Shoalwater Bay. Swan observed that the Chinook had suffered “an
immense mortality” and Gibbs repodried that only *“a few remnants” of the tribe survived.
Both Swan and Gibbs feared that the tribe was headed for extinction. The notion that the
American indian was a vanishing race was prevalent in the late-19th century, and local
newspapers printed articles which described the Chinook as having been reduced to
“remnants” of a tribe, as having only lone descendants, or as being “extinct.” Prominent
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scholars such as historian Hubert Howe Bancroft and anthropologist Franz Boas
concluded that only a “few" Chinook or the “last survivors” of the Chinook were still
living by the 1880's and 1890's. At the start of the 20th century, the editor of the journals
of Lewis and Clark commented that the Chinook Indians were “almost extinct.” The
Smithsonian Institution's 1907 Handbook of American Indians claimed that the Chinook
had “completely fused” with the Chehalis.

When the Government was confronted initially with claims for compensation made by
Chinook descendants, the Secretary of the Interior's response in 1900 was that the claims
tacked merit in part because the Chinook bands were “practically extinct.” While
advocating a payment to Chinook descendants, Oregon's Senator Fulton stated in 1905
that those descendants had *no tribal relations.” In its report on these claims in 1906, the
Court of Claims concluded that the Lower Band of Chinook had “long ceased to exist” as
aband. Such comments were based on the prevailing assumption during the early-20th
century that tribal refations were maintained only by residence with a tribe, usually on a
Federal reservation. In 1919, special agent Charles Roblin noted that the majority of off-
reservation Indian descendants, not only Chinook descendants, had “become a part of the
white community life.” He contended that these descendants had not voluntarily severed
tribal relations. but had involuntarily found “tribal conditions impossible” because they
had been overwhelmed by white settlers. In the 1920's, when some Chinook descendants
brought suit to win allotments of land on the Quinault Reservation for their children or
grandchildren, the Government argued that these descendants had separated from tribal
life and were without tribal relations. The Federal district court in 1928 agreed that the
Chinook had lost their tribal organization.

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 compensation, while the lists produced by Charles Roblin in 1919
included separate lists of unenrolled Chinook and Shoalwater Bay Indians. These were
not rolls of an existing tribe. A Federal district court in 1928 held that Chinook
descendants were entitled to allotments of land on the Quinault Reservation. Before this
decision, the allotting agents of the Office 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 often referred to them as Quinault Indians. Some Chinook descendants
attended the Govermmnent's Indian schools, 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 so because, as allottees,
they were listed on the Quinault roll. Thus, these actions did not constitute Federal

recognition of a Chinook tribe.

During the early-20th century, some non-Indians identified Bay Center on Shoalwater
Bay as the location of an Indian settlement. but without calling it a Chinook community.
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A local history of Bay Center, written in 1954, noted that a “native settlement at Goose
Point™ ex:sted as of 1910. The town's postmaster, in 1926, observed that Bay Center
always had been “an Indian village.” In 1938, anthropologist Vermne Ray published a
scholarly ethnography of the Chinook. His interest was in describing the historical tribe,
not the corditions of the 1930's, and he claimed that only two elderly “survivors™ were
useful as informants for this purpose. Later, Ray said that he had concluded at that time
that the Chinook “were extinct as a tribe” by the 1930's. He realized that descendants of
the aboriginal ethnic group were alive, and that some had gathered in Bay Center, but
argued that the Chinook tribe had lost its culture and tribal organization. In a 1952
Smithsonizn Institution publication, anthropologist John Swanton concluded that the
Chinook were “nearly extinct.” Anthropologist Herbert Taylor, in a 1953 report for the
Indian Claims Commission, said that while there were several hundred living descendants
of Lower Chinook bands, their tribal organizations had been destroyed long ago.

After the formation of a Chinook Tribal Council in 1951, the BIA said that it had had no
prior knowledge of any Chinook group and had not formed an organized relationship with
the new group. Although the Chinook organization claimed to have reorganized in 1951,
the local BIIA superintendent concluded that a previous Chinook organization had
“disappeared,” thus denying that claim of continuity. After this organization split into
two groups in 1953, the BIA noted that there were two organizations claiming to be the
legitimate representative of Chinook descendants. It dealt with one group for purposes of
bringing a case before the Indian Claims Commission, but denied that it recognized either
group as a tribe. Although the Chinook Tribal Council had been superseded by the two
competing organizations, a United States Senate committee in 1957 referred to it as a
“tribal entity,” but added that the entity was not one recognized by the BIA. The Indian
Claims Cormnmission in 1958 concluded that the “newly organized” Chinook group did
not have a tribal organization recognized by the Government, but accepted its petition on
behalf of Chinook descendants because it allowed any “identifiable group of Indians” to
enter a claim. After another Chinook organization formed in 1970, the BIA again stated
that it recognized no Chinook tribal entity and denied that the Chinook had ever been
recognized to receive Federal services.

A 1966 book by local reporter and historian Lucile McDonald contended that the early
marriage of Chinooks and non-Indians had resulted in a “loose identity” for the tribe.
Only recently, she claimed, had young descendants become aware of a need to preserve
knowledge of their traditions and genealogies in order to prevent the loss of their heritage.
The activities of the Chinook Indian Tribe, which formed in 1970, were covered by local
newspapers during the 1970's. The new organization was accepted as a member of the
Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington (STOWW) and the National Congress
of American Indians (NCAI). In 1976, Congress’ American Indian Policy Review
Commission suggested that the Chinook met almost all of the considerations which
previously had been used to recognize tribes. When the Chinook Indian Tribe decided in
1976 to petition for Federal acknowledgment, it acquired statements of support for its
recognition effort from the town council of Ilwaco, the board of commissioners of Pacific
County, and the governor's Indian Advisory Council. The historian Clifford Trafzer has
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been the only scholar to publish a study including a description of the contemporary
Chinook. In his 1990 book, 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.

The view of scholars always has been that a Chinook tribe, a Chinook ethnic group, or a
Chinookan linguistic group existed along the lower Columbia River at the time of first
sustained contact with non-Indians in this region (see Figure 1). With one exception,
these scholars have written only about the Chinook as a tribe of the 18th and 19th
centuries. and thus as a tribe of the past.

Perhaps the first scholarly study of the Chinooks was that published by the amateur
ethnologist George Gibbs in 1877. On the basis of his research during the 1850's, Gibbs
made a distinction between upper and lower Chinooks and said that the lower Chinooks
occupied both banks of the Columbia River from the Cowlitz River to the Pacific Ocean.
Gibbs included within the territory of the Chinooks the southemn end of Willapa or
Shoalwater Bay, which, he wrote, “was formerly their principal winter quarters™ (Gibbs
1877, 164, 166). The historian Hubert Howe Bancroft's 1883 book, The Native Races,
noted that the name "Chinook” originally was used by non-Indians to refer to “a tribe on
the north bank of the Columbia between Gray Bay and the ocean,” but later came to be
“applied to all the bands on both sides of the river, from its mouth to the Dalles”
(Bancroft 1883, 222 and map). A study by Government ethnologist John Wesley Powell
in 1891 listed the Chinook as one of “‘a number of tribes” included within a Chinookan
linguistic family which had extended along the Columbia and to the northern end of
Shoalwater Bay (Powell 1891, 65-66). This early research was reflected in the
Smithsonian Institution's Handbook of 1907 which identified the Chinook as a historical
tribe of the north shcre of the Columbia and the seacoast north to Shoalwater Bay (Hodge
1907, 272).

The anthropological literature of the 20th century consists of several studies. J. Neilson
Barry’s linguistic research, published in 1927, not only identified a historical Chinookan
group along the Colurnbia and on Willapa Bay, but also attempted to identify historical
Chinook sites (Barry 1927, 149-150). The first professional ethnographic study,
published in 1938 by anthropologist Vemne Ray, also located historical Chinook village
sites (see Figure 2). Ray departed somewhat from earlier work by concluding that a
“single ethnic unit,” which he called “Lower Chinook,” had existed on the lower
Columbia and Shoalwater Bay (Ray 1938, 37-38). John Swanton of the Smithsonian
Institution, however, in his survey of Indiah tribes published in 1952, identified the
Chinook, or Tsinuk; :he Cathlamet, or Kathlamet; and the Clatsop as separate Chinookan-
speaking tribes (Swanton 1952, 414, 417-419, 458). Herbert Taylor, in a 1953
anthropological report for the Indian Claims Commission, used “Chinook” to mean the
Lower Chinook as defined by Ray -- Clatsop, Kathlamet, and Chinook proper (Taylor
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1953. 124). A synthesis in the 1990 Handbook of North American Indians, by
anthropolcgist Michael Silverstein sought to integrate these views. He referred to Lower
“Chinookans™ as the people who had lived on the Pacific shore from Willapa Bay to
Tillamook Head and along both banks of the Columbia River to about the Willamette
River. He defined “Chinook™ by its historical use to refer to “the Chinookans on the
north side of the mouth of the Columbia only” (Silverstein 1990, 533).

The historical literature of the 20th century consists of only two comprehensive studies.
In 1976, F.obert Ruby and John Brown published The Chinook Indians, a survey of
Chinook history ending in 1851. Following Ray, Ruby and Brown treated four culturally
similar native groups -- “Chinooks proper,” Clatsop, Wahkiakum, and Kathlamet --
together as Lower Chinook. These groups, they wrote, lived in villages mostly at stream
mouths along the Columbia River (Ruby and Brown 1976, ix, 4-6). The historian
Clifford Trafzer provided another survey of Chinook history with the publication in 1990
of The Chinook. Trafzer agreed that the name of the village of “Chinook” became a term
for “'four distinct groups,” but his groups were the “Columbia Chinook,” “Shoalwater
Chinook,” Clatsop, and Kathlamet. Differing from Ray by emphasizing sovereignty
rather than culture, Trafzer contended that the “members of each group viewed
themselves as an independent people. . . .” (Trafzer 1990, 14). Although his study
focused largely on the historical bands of the 19th century, Trafzer was the first published
scholar to attempt to bring the history of the Chinook into the 20th century.

Historical Tribe, 17921851

In May 1792, the American fur trader Robert Gray sailed his ship into the Columbia
River and inaugurated contact between non-Indians and the Chinook tribe. It is possible
that other traders had visited the Chinook at an earlier date, but Gray's voyage was the
first to document outside contact with the tribe. In the ship's log, mate John Boit noted
that. while proceeding upriver, the “beach was lined with natives” and that many canoes
came alongside the ship to trade. The ship remained for several days *“opposite a large
village, on the north side of the river,” and then returned downstream a ways to berth
“abreast the village Chinook, commanded by a chief named Polack.” This log also
recorded the Indians' claim that there were 50 villages on the banks of the Columbia (Boit
1960, 55-56; 1921, 309-311). Gray spent nine days trading with the natives before
leaving the river (Ruby and Brown 1976, 49-51).

News of Gray's discovery of this great river, which long had been sought, brought British
naval vessels to the river later in 1792. A brig commanded by Lieutenant William R.
Broughton arrived in October. A journal, written presumably by the ship's clerk Edward
Bell, indicated that a party from the ship landed on the north shore to visit a village “call'd
in Mr. Grey's sketch Chenooke,” but found it deserted (Barry 1932, 37). Not
understandirg that the Indians varied their residences seasonally, the British visitors
assumed that the village had been abandoned. After his exploration of the Columbia,
Broughton prepared a sketch of the river. Broughton's map showed a *village Chenoke”
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on the north shore of the Columbia just on the east side of the point now known as
Chinook Point (Broughton 1792). It represented this village with [2 dots, probably to
show its relative size and possibly as an indication of the number of lodges in the village.
This map showed only two other villages on the north shore of the river, one of three
lodges west of Point Pillar and one of five lodges just west of “Orchard’s River”
(Skamokawa River]. It also showed a single village on the south shore, just east of Point
Adams, with six lodges. Broughton's information about Indian villages appeared on a
map of the Columbia published in London in 1798 (Arrowsmith 1798).

In 1795. Charles Bishop, captain of a British trading ship, noted in his journal that he had
been *“visited by Taucum the Chief of the Chinook Tribe” (T.C. Elliott 1927, 267). Next
in importance to Taucum, Bishop wrote, were chiefs “Shelathwell and Comcomally,” but
they appeared to regard Taucum as a rival, for Bishop noted that they never visited the
British when Taucum was there (T.C. Elliott 1927, 269). Bishop said that Taucum had
previously “resided up Chinnook River,” but now had gone with his tribe “a good way” to
the north up “Woclquet (Wallacut] River” (T.C. Elliott 1927, 265). Thus, it is possible
that Shelathwell and Comcomly were headmen of villages on the Columbia, while
Taucum represented people residing north of the river. Bishop appeared to believe that
the Chinook were divided into several separate tribes or bands, for he said that they had
once united in order to make war against a distant tribe (T.C. Elliott 1927, 277-278).

The American exploring expedition led by Meriwether Lewis and William Clark arrived
at the mouth of the Columbia River in November 1805. The party made a camp near an
uninhabited village of 36 houses, which, on his map of the area, Clark labeled the
“Chinnook old village” (see Figure 3). The party remained there, east of the mountainous
point at the eastern edge of Baker's Bay, for ten days (Lewis and Clark 1983, 1:82, 81-84,
6:48-52. 59: 1904, 2:225-226, 8:32-1). Here Clark met some Indians who *call
themselves Chinnocks.” He said that they “reside to the north of this place.” Clark also
observed that a “Grat [sic] many Indians” were living on Baker's Bay and two small rivers
which flowed into it (Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:50, §3; 1904, 3:226-227). His map
showed two other village sites on the north edge of Baker's Bay at the mouth of streams
(Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:52). From this camp, Clark made an expedition to the coast
north of Cape Disappointment. On the 17th of November, the explorers’ camp was
visited by the unnamed “principal Chief of the Chinnooks” and his family. Three days
later. two chiefs, “Com-com-mo-ly” and “Chil-lar-la-wil” [Shelathwell], came to the
camp (Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:61, 72; 1904, 3:230, 238). Lewis and Clark then moved
their party across the Columbia River and spent the winter in a camp in Clatsop territory
south of Young's Bay. There they were visited, in February 1806, by “a principal chief of
the Chinnooks™ named “Tah-cum” [perhaps their earlier “Stock-home™] (Lewis and Clark
1983, 6:332; 1904, 4:89). )
Soon after arriving in Chinook territory, Clark wrote in the expedition’s journal that the
“Chinnook Nation" consisted of about 400 people who lived on the small rivers which
ran into Baker's Bay and “the ponds™ adjacent to the bay (Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:61;
1904, 3:230). During his expedition to the coast, Clark wrote that he was “informed that
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Figure 3. LEWIS AND CLARK'S MAP, ca. 1805/1806

Source: Lewis and Clark 1983, 1:pl.81-84.
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the Chinriock Nation inhabit this low countrey [sic]” inland from the coast. They lived
“in large wood houses on a river” which ran, parallel to the coast, “through this bottom”
and “into the Bay" (Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:70; 1904, 3:236). Clark’s map also
indicated that Chinook Indians resided north of the Columbia River along a tributary
which ran into Baker's Bay (Lewis and Clark 1983, 1:82, 83, 81-84; 1904, 8:32-1IN).
While at Fort Clatsop, Clark compiled a list, ““as given by the Indians,” of the tribes near
the mouth of the Columbia. “The Chin-nook Tribe,” he recorded, resided on the north
side of the Columbia, on a creek off of Baker's Bay, and on small “lakes or ponds™ off the
bay. They lived in “small villages & single houses™ of split boards (Lewis and Clark ’
1983, 6:154; 1904, 3:294). The explorers noted that the Indian population already had
been reduced by a smallpox epidemic (Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:286; 1904, 4:51). After
leaving the Columbia, Clark prepared a table of its Indian population. His estimate was
that the Chinook lived in 28 lodges with a total population of 400 (Lewis and Clark 1983,
6:485; 1904, 6:117).

From 1811 to 1824, a fur trading post on the southern shore of the Columbia, at modem
Astoria, was operated at first by Americans as Fort Astoria and, after 1813, by the British
asFort George. This trading post brought the Chinook into regular and sustained contact
with traders. In April 1811, John Jacob Astor's initial ship was met on the Columbiaby
two large canoes, clerk Gabriel Franchere recalled, manned by “natives of the Chinook
tribe. . . " (Franchere 1967, 45). Alexander Ross, who also arrived at Astoriain 1811,
listed the "Chinooks” as one of the tribes at the mouth of the Columbia and identified
“Comecomly” as “the principal chief of the place” in 1812 (Ross 1849, 71-72, 87).
Alfred Seton, who arrived in 1812, wrote that there were “two villages of Indians™ who
called themselves “Chinooks” across the river from the fort (Seton 1993, 90). Alexander
Henry, who arrived in 1813, identified “Comcomly” as “chief of the Chinooks™ and noted
the existence of “three Chinook villages” across from the fort in 1814 (Henry 1897, 750,
789. 826, 837). Peter Comey, who lived on the Columbia from 1814 to 1817, described
“Com Comley, king of the Chinook nation,” as the “most powerful chief on the
river....” Comcomly's village, he said, consisted of about 30 houses, with each house
containing from 5 to 15 families. There was another Chinook village of about 30 houses,
he added. a little upriver from Comcomly's (Corney 1896, 145, 151-152; see also 110,
113).

Several visitors to the Columbia River during the first two decades after the founding of
Astoria had brief contacts with the Chinook Indians. Captain James Biddle of the United
States Navy appeared on the Columbia in August 1818 in order to establish a formal
claim to possession of the region by the United States. After conducting a brief ceremony
on the north bark of the river, Biddle wrote in his log, “I proceeded up to ‘Chinoake
village and visited its chief. . ..” (Biddle 1902, 311). George Simpson, a governor of the
Hudson's Bay Company, visited th¢ Columbia during the winter of 1824-1825. He
observed that the “Chinook tribe is the most powerful” tribe in the vicinity and that
“Concomelly is the principal man” of the Chinook (Simpson 1968, 96-97). An
expedition sent north from the Columbia by Simpson made camp on the west side of
Shoalwater Bay in November 1824. Hudson's Bay clerk John Work recorded in his
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journal that, "Here there is a small village of Chenooks consisting of 5 inhabited and |
uninhabited house” (Work 1912, 202). Naturalists David Douglas and John Scouler
arrived on the Columbia in 1825. Both identified Comcomly as the Chinook chief, and
Scouler referred to visiting “the Cheenook village” (Scouler 1908, 1685, 167, 177,
Douglas 1904, 253). Scouler also claimed that the Chinook had recently abandoned their
favorite residence on the beach between Point Ellice and Chinook Point because so many
of Comcomly's family had died in that location (Scouler 1905, 277).

A census of the Hudson's Bay Company, at the time of Simpson's visit in 1824-1825,
found the population of the Chinook on the north side of the river to be 550, plus 170
slaves, for a total of 720 people. On the south side of the river, this census found another
100 Chinooks and 50 slaves. Thus, the company put the population of free Chinooks as
650, and the total of Chinooks and their slaves as 910 (Simpson 1968, 170). Published
population figures in these years were less reliable. A report on the Indian tribes of the
United States prepared for the Secretary of War in 1822 by Jedidiah Morse, who had not
been to the Columbia River, gave the location of the Chinook as 12 miles from the mouth
of the Columbia, on the north side of the river, and their population as 1,700 (Morse
1822, 368). Samuel G. Drake's The Book of the Indians, published in annual editions
after 1832, gave the population of the Chinook in 1820 as 400 people in 28 lodges (Drake
1841, vii: Smithson:ian 1886, 894). This, of course, was merely a restatement of Lewis
and Clark's population estimate. The estimate of those explorers was also recycled in a
report to Congress by Secretary of War Lewis Cass in 1834 (Schoolcraft 1851, 3:609).

The aboriginal population of the lower Columbia River was devastated by an epidemic
which began about 1830. John McLoughlin, who was in charge of the Hudson's Bay post
at Fort Vancouver, reported in October 1830 that the “intermittent fever” had appeared at
the fort “and carried off three fourths of the Indian population in our vicinity. . . ." (Barker
1948, 139-140). “The depopulation here has been truly fearful,” observed orinthologist
John Townsend, who arrived on the Columbia in 1834. He speculated that only one out
of every one hundred Indians had survived the epidemic. The once numerous Chinooks,
he concluded, were now “gone” and their villages were in “ruins™ (Townsend 1839, 197,
222-223). In 1839, Catholic missionary Modeste Demers reported from Fort Vancouver
that about 1830 “the disastrous malady known by the name of fever and ague™ had killed
many of the Indians between that fort and the ocean, all of whom he called Chinook
Indians. The death rate was so high, he said, that it was “necessary to burn a whole
village . . . for the survivors were not capable of burying their dead” (Demers 1839, 68).
Artist Paul Kane, who had visited Fort Vancouver during 1846-1847, judged that the
population of the Chinooks' “principal settlement” at Chinook Point “was nearly reduced
to one-half its numbers” by that epidemic (Kane 18585, 21).

Visitors in the 1830's, however, still found'a Chinook presence. John Townsend, despite
his conclusions about the effects of the epidemic on Chinook population, identified
“Chinamus” as “the Chinook chief” in 1835. The next year, Townsend was a guest of
Chenamus at his locdge “at Chinook.” He observed three other lodges attached to that of
the chief and said that about 30 people lived there (Townsend 1839, 208, 253-254). In
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1836, W. A. Slacum of the United States Navy said that he had met with “Chenamus,”
the “principal chief” of the “Chenook tribe,” at Baker's Bay. His estimate was that the
combined population of the Chinook and Clatsop did not exceed 800 people (Slacum
1837, 4. 15). Hall Kelley, a propagandist of American expansion who had visited the
Columbia in 1834, stated in 1839 that only “remnants” of the tribes of the lower
Columbia still existed. He put the total Indian population of the lower Columbia at less
than 400 and claimed that the “Chenooks™ had been *reduced to less than one fourth of
their formmer numbers™ (Kelley 1839, 61).

The location of Chinook villages during the 1830's were recorded by both the American
and British navy. In 1836, W. A. Slacum charted the Columbia River for the United
States. H:s chart showed five Indian villages on the north shore of the Columbia (see
Figure 4). At the mouth of a river on Baker's Bay was “Chenamus village” with 2 lodges.
Between Point Ellice and Chinook Point was “Chenook village™ with 4 lodges. East of
Gray's Bay were three villages, including 3 lodges at *“Scummaques village.” On the
south shere at Point Adams, his chart showed a “Clatsop village” with 3 lodges (Slacum
1836). Sir Edward Belcher explored the river for Great Britain in 1839. His map of the
“Entrance of Columbia River,” published in 1844, showed four Indian villages on the
north shore west of Point Ellice. Located on Baker's Bay were “Chenaimus village” of
four lodges and “*Klatzap village” of nine lodges. At the base of the mountain at Chinook
Point was “Chehalis village” of four lodges. East of the mountain, at “Chenoke Point,”
was “Cherioke village” of seven or eight lodges (Belcher 1844). Another map of the
Columbia was published about 1844 by the French traveler Eugene Duflot de Mofras
(Mofras 1844), but it clearly was just a copy of Slacum's map of 1836.

A number of visitors to the Columbia mentioned meeting with or observing Chinook
Indians in the 1840's. Missionary Gustavus Hines recalled that when his ship arrived on
the Columbia in 1840 it had been visited by *“a number of Indians of the Chenook tribe,”
including chief Chenamus (Hines 1851, 88). American naval explorer Charles Wilkes
met a canoe “manned by a crew of Chinook Indians™ in 1841 (Wilkes 1845, 4:492).
James Meredith Gairdner, an infamous visitor because he robbed a grave of a Chinook
skull in 18335, published notes on the tribes of the Columbia in 1841 which identified the
“Chenook™ as a tribe *“on Baker's Bay” (Gairdner 1841, 255). Missionary Daniel Lee,
who visited the Chinooks in 1840 and then resided across the river from them, recalled
that the “Chenooks” lived on the north side of the Columbia with “their summer
residence being immediately on the banks of the river during salmon season. ...” (Lee
and Frost 1844, 99, 194-195). In 1844, missionary Peter De Smet wrote that the
“Tchinouks inhabit three villages beyond the forest” of the northern shore of the
Columbia (De Smet 1844, 160). “There are still some large Indian villages in our
vicinity,” Theodore Talbot wrote from Astoria in 1850, “but they are the mere remnants
of the great nations which dwelt upon this River” before the arrival of whites. Talbot
concluded that “only a few straggling representatives” of Comcomly’s *“Chenook™ tribe

remained (1 albot 1972, 141-142).

Hudson's Bay trader James Bimie of Fort George observed in 1840 that the number of
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Indians in the vicinity of the post had “‘been on the decrease for the last twenty years.”
Bimie reported that the Chinooks numbered 287: 75 men, 85 women, 69 children, and 58
slaves (Birnie 1840, 139-140). Methodist missionary John Frost noted in his journal in
1840 that Birnie had been given these figures by the Chinook chief “Chanamess.” Frost
reported the number of Chinooks as 288: 58 in Chenamus' village, 114 in a second
village. and 116 in the “upper village” (Frost 1934, 58). This was a reduction from the
720 Chinooks counted by the Hudson's Bay Company in the mid-1820's. Captain Wilkes,
who was on the Columbia in 1841, put the population of the Chinooks at 209
(Schoolcraft 1851, 5:705). The ethnographer in Wilkes' party, Horatio Hale, judged that
the “remnant” of the Chinookan-speaking tribes of the lower Columbia had been
“reduced to a tenth of their former numbers. . . .” (Hale 1846, 215).

At the end of the 1340's, after this area had become a part of the United States, Joseph
Lane, the governor and superintendent of Indian affairs for the new Oregon Territory, said
that the “Chenooks” at Baker's Bay numbered about 100 (BIA 10/13/1849, 132). Two
Indian censuses prepared about 1849 gave the population of the Chinooks as 100 or 120
(Schoolcraft 1851, 1:521, 6:701). If the American censuses did not include the “‘upper
village™ population counted by the Hudson's Bay Company, these figures would be
similar to the British census at the start of the decade. In 1851, Superintendent of Indian
Affairs Anson Dart gave the population of the “Chinooks” as 142 (Schoolcraft 1851,
3:632). A census prepared by local officials in 1851 found 15 families of Chinooks, with
a population of 90; 13 families in which a Chinook woman was married to a white man,
with a population of 47; and 11 scattered Chinook individuals, for an apparent total of
148 Chinooks. In addition, these Chinooks had 36 slaves (BIA 1851). In general,
population estimates appeared to reveal that the population of Chinooks had been
continually decreasing for several decades prior to 1851.

Five Chinook individuals gave depositions in 1902, for litigation in the United States
Court of Claims, in which they testified about the territory, places of residence, and
population of the Chinooks at the time of the treaty negotiations of 1851. At the time of
the treaty, witnesses Catherine George would have been about 24 years old, Mary
Rondeau Kelly about 23, Samuel Mallett about 21 or 28, John Pickemnell about 12, and
Julia Pickernell Russell about 7. Kelly may never have lived with the Chinooks prior to
1851. The witnesses all described a village known as *“old Chinook” or “main Chinook”
which was apparently in the vicinity of Point Ellice on “Chinook beach,” opposite
modern Astoria. Most also indicated that a separate village was just down the river at
Scarborough Head, about where McGowan and Fort Columbia were later built. Most of
the witnesses also agreed that Chinooks lived in or near the town of Unity, in the area of
modem [waco. They also placed another village on the Chinook River where it entered
Baker's Bay. John Pickernell suggested that there had been a string of villages where
Chinook City came to be located, and one Where Fort Canby was buiit at Cape
Disappointment. Catherine George said that headman Selawish had a village on Gray's
Bay. None of the witnesses claimed that Chinock territory extended up the river beyond
Gray's Bay (Court of Claims 1902, 46, 50, 64-65, 100, 118, 121, 159, 169, 175, 191-193,
205). This testimony was, in general, consistent with the observations of non-Indians.
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The Chinook witnesses, however, provided information about locations on Shoalwater
Bay and its tributaries which almost no non-Indians had identified before 1851.

Catherine George testified that about 100 Chinooks lived at Bay Center on Shoalwater
Bay at the time of the treaty. Mary Kelly agreed with George that there was a village at
Bay Center. George also indicated that headman Narcotta and almost 100 people lived
seasonally on the peninsula along the western edge of that bay. John Pickernell agreed
that there were villages on the peninsula and Samuel Mallett noted that Chinooks
harvested cranberry marshes there. Julia Russell said generally that there were Indian
houses on Shoalwater Bay. George said that there was a village on the Naselle River
about 5 miles from where it entered Shoalwater Bay. Both Pickernell and Mallett agreed
that there were villages or seasonal lodges on the Naselle. George also said that there
were Chinooks on the Palix River, another tributary of Shoalwater Bay, and Mallett
seemed to say that Chinooks had winter residences on the Palix. The Chinook witnesses
in 1902 gave the Chinook population at the time of the treaty as at least 400 or SO0 people
(Court of Claims 1902, 67, 97, 101, 103, 121, 127, 140-141, 159-160, 169, 176-177, 192-
195. 205, 209). This estimate was significantly higher than that made by contemporary
non-Indian observers. Some of that difference could be accounted for by the witnesses’
inclusion of Shoalwater Bay Chinooks in their estimates, while the non-Indian observers
had counted only Chinooks on the Columbia.

Anthropologists, following the lead of Frederick Hodge in 1907 and Verne Ray in 1938,
have concluded that aboriginal Chinook villages were politically autonomous and that the
village was the largest political unit among the aboriginal Chinook (Hodge 1907, 273;
Ray 1938, 35, 55). Ray reached this conclusion from interviews with his informant, and
from the observations of some early-19th century visitors to Chinook territory like
Gabriel Franchere. A trader who had been at the fur traders’ post at Astoria in the 1810's,
Franchere concluded that the villages along the Columbia formed “little sovereignties”
which were independent of each other. He claimed that each village had a chief, but that
the chief did "not appear to exercise great authority over his fellow citizens.” Franchere
portrayed a native society in which the political structure had been “‘reduced to its
simplest form” (Franchere 1967, 115). Fur trader Ross Cox agreed that “Each village is
governed by its own chief” (Cox 1957, 173). This view of village autonomy also was
presented by Chinookan descendants in 1902 testimony for the Court of Claims, which
was not known to Ray. The two most knowledgeable witnesses identified an extensive
list of “chiefs,” and the villages or territory under their influence, at the time of the 1851
treaty negotiations (Court of Claims 1902, 123-124, 175-177, 190-193).

Other individuals among the earliest explorers and traders to visit the Chinook, however,
ascribed to them a system of political authority under the leadership of a principal chief,
or of influential chiefs whose influence extended beyond their own village. In 1795, the
captain of a British trading ship described Taucum as “the Chief of the Chinook Tribe"
(Elliott 1927, 267). Lewis and Clark described the Chinook as having several chiefs or
headmen, but also referred to a “principal Chief of the Chinooks™ (Lewis and Clark 1983,
6:61: 1904, 3:230). The memoirs of fur traders who came to the Columbia River after the
establishmerit of the post at Astoria in 1811 referred to Comcomly as the chief of the
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Chinook villages across the river from the fort (Ross 1849, 71-72; Henry 1897, 750;
Simpson 1968, 97: Scouler 1905, 165). Such accounts tended to emphasize, and
probably to exaggerate, Comcomly's preeminence and power, as when one trader
described Comcorrily as the “king of the Chinook nation” (Comey 1965, 151). In the
1830's and 1840's. after Comcomly's death, visitors to the lower Columbia referred to
Chenamus as the**chief” or “principal chief” of the Chinook (Slacum 1837, 4; Townsend
1839, 208: Lee and Frost 1844, 194; Hines 1851, 88). During the years from 1792 to
1851, many outsiders expected the Chinook to be governed by a single leader, and
identified a series of such principal chiefs.

Some early-19th century visitors grouped all of the Indians of the lower Columbia River
as Chinooks. In 1838, when Samuel Parker published a journal of his travels West of the
Rocky Mountains, he referred to the “Chenook nation™ as the Indians residing along the
Columbia from the Cascades to the ocean (Parker 1838, 258). Missionary Modeste
Demers also said that the “Chinook Indians are scattered along the Columbia River from
this fort [Vancouver) down to the Pacific Ocean” (Demers 1839, 68). Samuel Parker,
John Townsend, and Paul Kane all identified a headman near Fort Vancouver, named
“Cazenove™ or “Casanov” or “Ke-ez-a-no,” as a Chinook chief (Parker 1838, 251;
Townsend 1839, 229: Kane 1859, 118). The map of ethnographer Horatio Hale displayed
the “Tshinuk™ occupying both sides of the Columbia River from the ocean to the “Falls,”
and the northern end of the Willamette River. Since Hale's intent was to show the
“affinities by language™ of the tribes, his map presented a linguistic region rather than a
tribal territory (Hale 1846, 196/197).

Most observers during the first half of the 19th century, however, described the Chinook
as a tribe or band which was separate from the Clatsop, Wahkiakum, and Kathlamet of
the lower Columbia. For example, when Lewis and Clark constructed lists of tribes, they
included the Wack-ki-a-cum, Cath-lah-mah, and Clat-sop as tribes separate from the
Chinook (Lewis and Clark 1983, 6:154-155; 1904, 6:117). Fur trader Alexander Ross
listed the Clatsop, Cathlamux, Wakicum, and Chinook as separate tribes (Ross 1849, 87).
Ross Cox, clerk at Fort Astor, listed the Cathlamah and the Clatsop as tribes distinct from
the Chinook (Cox 1957, 164). The Hudson's Bay census of 1824-1825 enumerated the
Clatsop, Cathlamet, and Wakycome as tribes separate from the Chinook (Simpson 1968,
170). Naval surveyor W. A. Slacum, Hudson's Bay trader James Bimie, and missionaries
Gustavus Hines and Daniel Lee all considered the Chinook and Clatsop to be separate
tribes (Slacum 1837, 15; Birnie 1840, 140; Hines 1851, 88; Lee and Frost 1844, 99).
Even ethnographer Horatio Hale wrote that the tribes who spoke nearly the same
language were the 'Wakaikam, Katlamat, Tlatsap, and Tshinuk (Hale 1846, 215). The
first report and census by Governor Lane listed the Clatsop, Catelamet, and Kathlamit as
separate from the Chinook and from each other (BIA 10/13/1849, 130-132; Schoolcraft
1851, 1:521, 6:701). In the treaty negotiatfons of 1851, the Indians negotiated as
members of these separate bands.
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Treaty Negotiations, 1851-1856

In 1850, Congress authorized treaty negotiations with the tribes of the Territory of
Oregon, which at that time included modern Washington State, in order to extinguish
their title to the land and to remove them east of the Cascade Mountains (Statutes 1850,
437). Altkough special commissioners originally were appointed by the President to
negotiate these treaties, a provision of the Indian appropriation act passed in 1851
directed that all Indian treaties be negotiated by Federal officials of the Indian bureau
(Statutes 1851, 586). Thus, Superintendent of Indian Affairs Anson Dart and two Indian
agents assumed this responsibility. They were supplied with the same instructions that
had been gZiven to the previous negotiators (BIA 4/12/1851; Court of Claims 1906, 3).
These instructions informed the negotiators that the Government's objective was “to
extinguish the title of the Indians to all the lands lying west of the Cascade Mountains”
and, if possible, to remove them all east of the mountains. The Government “presumed”
that, due to limited white settlement, “the lands to be ceded will not be found to be of any
very great value. ...” Itinstructed the negotiators to pay for the ceded lands in annual
annuities of goods, not money. Because its information was “so limited,” however, the
Indian Office told the negotiators that “nearly everything must be left to your

discretion. .. .” (BLA 10/25/1850, 115-116).

The Government's negotiating party of Superintendent Anson Dart, Agent H. H.
Spalding, and sub-agent J. L. Parrish, plus a secretary and cook, arrived at the treaty
grounds on August 1, 1851. Local resident W. W. Raymond provided them with an
office and acted as their interpreter (United States 1851a, 1). The site of the treaty
negotiations was Tansy Point, located on the south shore of the Columbia east of Point
Adams, west of Young's Bay, and across the river from Baker's Bay. Negotiations with
the Clatsop, two bands of Tillamook, and the Nuc-que-clah-we-nuck preceded
negotiations with the Wheelappa and five bands of Chinook (United States 1851a, 1-38).
In a meeting with the Chinook on August 7, the superintendent asked: “As you are all one
people, speaking the same language . . . can you not all agree to all come together and
unite in one treaty?” According to the negotiators’ minutes, however, the Chinook
appeared to be divided. Therefore, the council was adjourned in order to give them time
to deliberate among themselves. The next day the negotiators were informed that the
“Chinooks had concluded to seperate [sic] into their several bands and treat accordingly”
(United States 1851a, 17).

When Superintendent Dart forwarded the treaties he had negotiated to the Commissioner
of Indian Affairs in November, he said that they ceded to the Government a tract of land
which extended for 100 miles along the Pacific coast and inland for 60 miles along the
shores of the Columbia. *The country,” Dart wrote, “was owned by ten small tribes of
Chinook Indians. . .."” (BIA 11/7/1851). At Tansy Point on August 8 and 9, 1851, the
Government negotiated and signed separate treaties with five bands which it explicitly
labeled “Chinook’: the “Lower band of Chinook Indians,” the “Waukikum Band of
Chinook Indians,” the “Konnaack Band of the Chinook Tribe of Indians,” the “Kathlamet
Band of the Chinook Tribe of Indians,” and the “Klatskania Band of the Chinook tribe of
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Indians™ (United States 1851a, 17-32). When the treaties were presented to the president,
the Wheelappa were: also identified as a band of the Chinook (Interior 1852). Because the
Lower Band was “much more numerous than any of the others” and ceded a tract of lands
larger and more valuable than the others, it was promised the largest payment: $20,000 in
goods and money to be paid in ten annual installments. The lands to be ceded by the
Lower Band were bounded on the west by the ocean, on the east by Gray's Bay, on the
south by the Columbia, and on the north by Shoalwater Bay and the watershed between
the Columbia and (Chehalis Rivers (United States 1851a, 18, 27; 1851¢).

Superintendent Dart claimed that during the negotiation of every one of these treaties the
entire band was present, and that in several cases the treaty was signed by every man alive
at the time (BLA 11/7/1851). The treaty with the “Lower band of Chinook Indians” was
signed by 20 men. This was consistent with contemporary estimates of their total
population as in the range of 100-150 people. The treaty with the “Waukikum Band” was
signed by 8 men, the treaty with the “*Kathlamet Band” was signed by 7 men, the treaty
with the “Konnaack Band” was signed by 7 men, the treaty with the “Wheeluppas” was
signed by 4 men, and the treaty with the “Klatskania band” was signed by 2 men. Thus, a
total of 48 men signed the six treaties made at Tansy Point with bands which the
Government labeled “Chinook” (United States 1851a, 20-32). This was somewhat
consistent with Dart's estimate that the ten small treaty tribes had a population of about
320 people (BIA 11/7/1851). When, in the 20th century, the Congress authorized
payment for the lands covered by the Chinook treaties, the Government's researcher found
living descendants of 6 of the 20 treaty signers of the Lower Band, but no descendants of
the 19 signers on behalf of the Waukiakum, Kathlamet, or Wheelappa bands (McChesney
1906 and 1913; BIA 1914).

As the culmination of the negotiations at Tansy Point, the treaty with the “Wheeluppas &
Quillequeoquas” provided that the lands ceded by them “shall be reserved for the
exclusive use of the Chinook tribes or bands and the Chehalis tribe. . . .” (United States
[851a, 35; 1851b). In short, this proposed to create a reservation for the Chinook and
Chehalis. This reserve would lie north of the lands ceded by the Chinook, south of the
lands of the Chehalis, and west of the lands of the Cowlitz. Although it would consist of
highlands removed from the Columbia River, it also would contain a frontage of 20 miles
of coast along Shoalwater Bay and the Pacific Ocean. Superintendent Dart's letter to the
commissioner explained that this cession “is set apart as an Indian country or reserve,
provided that all the neighboring bands shall within one year consent to occupy it and
give up their temporary rights of possession” at their current homes (BIA 11/7/1851).
The Lower Band in its treaty had reserved “the privilege of occupying the grounds they
now occupy,” and the treaties with the other bands contained similar provisions (United
States 1851c). In the superintendent's opinion, however, there was “not the least prospect
that a single band will leave their present homes™ for the proposed reserve (BIA
11/7/1851). Indeed, the Chinook did not obtain this reservation because they resisted
moving to these lands and because the treaties were not ratified.

The Indian Office did not transmit the treaties to the Interior Department until July 1852.
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The commissioner complained that all of the treaties contained “provisions of doubtful
expediercy,” but did not recommend their rejection (BLIA 7/21/1852). When the
Secretary of the Interior transmitted the treaties to the president, he explained that the
commissioner objected to the provisions which allowed the Indians to retain residences at
their current locations. Arguing that this concession had been “indispensable” to the
Indians’ approval of the treaties, because they refused to consider their removal
elsewhere, the secretary recommended that the treaties be ratified (Interior 1852).
President Millard Fillmore sent the treaties to the Senate on July 31, 1852 (President
1852). Although the Committee on Indian Affairs reported them without amendments,
the treaties were ordered to “lie on the table” (Senate 1969, 8:430, 432, 452). They
suffered the same fate in 1854 (Senate 1969, 9:262, 333). The treaties were neither
ratified nor rejected. In 1912, a Senate committee argued that the Senate had failed to
ratify them because of “the objections to the provisions in the treaties that permitted the
Indians to remain in the vicinity of their old homes. . . .” (Senate 1912a). A regional
history text has concluded that the treaties failed of ratification because such provisions
departed from Federal removal policy and created opposition from settlers (Johansen and
Gates 1967, 251).

The population of the Chinook continued to be decimated by epidemics in the 1850's.
According to P. J. McGowan, a non-Indian who bought 320 acres from a Catholic
missionary and settled on the river somewhat more than a mile from the old village of
Chinook. the missionary indicated that he was leaving because “the tribe had dwindled
away. . ..” The missionary said, McGowan recalled, that the Indians *“got diseased and
disappeared very rapidly, and he did not have many parishioners left” (Court of Claims
1902, 17, 19). Although this may have described a long-term population decline, some of
the witnesses in the claims case in 1902 suggested that an epidemic afflicted the Chinook
in 1852 and 1853. Witness Julia Russell claimed that 6 of the 13 treaty signers known to
her had died of smallpox after the treaty negotiations (Court of Claims 1902, [64-67],
211, 242). In January 1853, William Strong, a territorial judge at Cathlamet on the north
bank of the Columbia, attempted a census of “the remnants of all the old river tribes . . .
now living on this side of the river.” Strong found 43 Indians from Cape Disappointment
up to "“Chenook™ and another 46 Indians upriver from “Chenook™ to the Cowlitz River
(Strong 1853).

The Chinock in the years following the treaty negotiations were described by several
Indian agents and by James Swan, a non-Indian resident on Shoalwater Bay. Swan settled
in 1853 on the east side of the bay at a location just north of modern Bay Center (Swan
1857, 48, 74-77, 319). In June 1853, Swan visited the Columbia and found that the
village of *Chenook” consisted of 12 or 14 houses occupied by whites “and nearly the
same number of Indian lodges.” The once numerous “Chenook Indians,” he reported,
“number but a little over a hundred’persons. . . .” (Swan 1857, 102, 109-110). A similar
estimate was made in January 1854 by George Dawson of the town of Chenook who
listed 65 “Chenook Indians” in 24 families on “Chenook Beach” (Dawson 1854). When
Swan published his memoirs in 1857, he noted that the Chinooks had suffered “an
immense mortality,” and he attributed their decline to measles and smallpox. He feared
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that “'the race of the Chenooks is nearly run” (Swan 1857, 108, 110, 212). In his book,
Swan listed the Indian tribes of the coast. He described the “Chenooks™ as being located
“on the Columbia” The names of the Shoalwater Bay tribes he gave as the “Kar-
wee'wee, or Arts'milsh,” but noted that they “are usually considered as Chenooks” (Swan
1857. 210).

George Gibbs, who gathered ethnological data for the survey of a northern railroad route
to the Pacific, reported in March 1854 that “a few remnants of the once numerous
Chinooks™ still lived on the Columbia River and at Shoalwater Bay. His pessimistic
prediction was that the future would see the “speedy extinction” of the Chinook. Gibbs
said that the Lower Chinook extended from the Cowlitz River to the ocean and had six or
seven settlements, “‘most of which consist of single families.” Although the largest
Chinook settlement was on Chinook beach, Gibbs claimed that Shoalwater Bay “was
really the principal seat of the Chinooks. . ..” The southern half of the bay belonged to
the Chinook, Gibbs said, and the northern half to the Chehalis. The Chinook had a winter
village on Shoalwater Bay, he reported, and resorted to the Columbia mostly for spring
salmon (Gibbs 1854, 427-429). Gibb's population figures for the Chinook in January
1854 were repeated in the 1854 report of Isaac Stevens, the govemnor of the new
Washington Territory. Gibbs found that the “Lower Chinooks” consisted of two groups
with a total population of 116: the “Chinook band” on the Columbia below the Cowlitz
River with a population of 66, and four bands on Shoalwater Bay with an estimated
population of 50 (Gibbs 1854, 435; Schoolcraft 1851, 5:703).

A newly-appointed Indian sub-agent, William H. Tappan, visited the Columbia River and
Shoalwater Bay and sent a report to Governor Stevens in September 1854. Tappan said
that, while the Chinook still occupied lands at the mouth of the Columbia, the “ruins of
their houses are still visible for miles along the shore.” Within the last two years, he
reported, disease had reduced the population of the Chinook by two-thirds. At the mouth
of the Columbia, Tappan found only six or eight houses and 126 people. Another band of
Chinook who were “somewhat mixed with the Chehalis tribe” made their homes at
Shoalwater Bay, he reported, and numbered 71 (BIA 9/3/1854, 1, 5). In January 1855,
Tappan said that there were nine or ten Chinook families at Shoalwater Bay. He put the
entire Chinook population at 157 (BIA 1/18/1855).

Treaty negotiations with the tribes of the new Washington Territory were authorized by
Congress in July 1854 (Statutes 1854, 330). The next month, the acting Comissioner of
Indian Affairs provided negotiating instructions to Governor Stevens, who also served as
superintendent of Indian affairs for the territory. The treaties, Stevens was told, would
extinguish the Indians’ ““claim of title” to all lands in the territory, except for “limited
districts” which would be assigned to them to occupy. Stevens was instructed “to unite
the numerous bands and fragments of tribe$ into tribes™ for the purposes of these treaty
negotiations. The governor was given copies of several recent treaties as examples for his
treaty provisions. He was advised to avoid payments to the tribes in money (BIA
8/30/1854). When the commissioner explained these instructions to the Secretary of the
Interior, he said that the purpose of the treaties was to concentrate the tribes and bands
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“on a few reservations,” and to establish the proposed reservations “in locations not
touching on the white settlements”™ and “'so as not to interfere with the settlement” of the
territory (BILA 11/26/185S5, 11/22/1856). The map prepared by Governor Stevens of the
“Indian tribes to be treated with” showed the Chinook as occupying lands along the
northern shore of the Columbia River and both shores of Shoalwater Bay south of its
opening to the ocean (Stevens 1854).

That the prospects for additional treaty negotiations with the Chinook would prove
difficult was made clear by the reception sub-agent Tappan received in 1854. The agent
spent two fruitless days trying to assemble the Chinook on the Columbia for a talk. “The
reason they gave for not gathering,” Tappan wrote, “was that many Indian agents had
been among them, . . . but they had received nothing,” especially not payment for their
lands occupied by whites. Because the Chinook “felt they had been trifled with,” Tappan
concluded, “the words of an agent are as unavailing as the wind that blows” (BIA
9/3/1854, 4-5). Tappan warned that the unratified treaty had “given rise to a feeling of
distrust” of the Government and its agents on the part of the Chinook, and that, as a
result, “the making of treaties for the purchase of lands will be full of [delay], and, of
difficulties” (BLA 12/15/1854).

Sub-agent Tappan suggested that the Chinook would “require no reserves other than their
fisheries.” It would be more satisfactory to the Chinook, he said, to permit them “to fish
in commoan with the whites” than it would be “to confine them to lands remote from the
shore.” He appeared to favor a reserve for the Chinook at Shoalwater Bay (BIA
12/15/1854). Tappan visited the Chinook again in January 1855. Although he still found
them to be “sullen,” he said that they “were willing to dispose of their lands if they could
get a reserve that suited them.” However, he added, they “‘obstinately refused to go to the
north.” They would agree, he said, to remove no farther north than the Naselle River,
which entered Shoalwater Bay on the southeast (BIA 1/18/1855). In February, under
instructions from Governor Stevens to assemble the Chinook and Cowlitz for treaty
negotiations, Tappan reported that he might not be able to bring any Indians to the
conference (BIA 2/14/1855). A delegation of Cowlitz and Chinook did arrive at the
council, however, with special agent and interpreter Frank Shaw (U.S. 1855, 50).

The site of the treaty negotiations was on the Chehalis River, about ten miles from its
entrance into Gray's Harbor. An estimated 370 Indians attended the conference, and they
claimed to represent 843 people. The Chinook negotiators represented 112 “Lower
Chinooks" (U.S. 1855, 50, 64; Swan 1857, 327, 337-338). In Governor Stevens’ opening
speech to the council, he specifically referred to the previous treaties with the Chinook
and attempted to explain that the “Great Father did not like them” (U.S. 1855, 51). The
govemor arrived for the negotiations with treaty provisions already prepared, and the
draft treaty was read to the assembtled Indians before discussions began (U.S. 1855, 51-
52; Swan 1857, 341, 343). The proposed treaty ceded the lands of southwestern
Washington, but reserved for the Indians a tract of land on the Pacific coast between
Gray's Harbor and Cape Flattery, to be selected by the president. The draft treaty also
provided that the president could have this reserve surveyed into lots which would be
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assigned to individuals. The Government agreed to pay the treaty tribes an annuity of
$40.000 over 20 years. The draft treaty also contained provisions granting the tribes the
right to fish in cormmon with whites and requiring them to free their slaves. It pledged the
Govermnment to establish a school and employ a physician at the reserve (U.S. 1855, 64-
67).

Making replies on behalf of the Chinook to the governor about the proposed treaty were
“Nah-kot-ti" [Nahcotta} and “Moosmoos™ [Ahmoosemoose]. They expressed a desire to
maintain a house on the Naselle River, to be able to dry salmon on Baker's Bay, to get
cranberries, take oysters, and fish in Shoalwater Bay, and to have the same privileges to
travel as whites (U.S. 1855, 54, 60). Although the Quinault chief signed the treaty, the
Chinook, according to the treaty journal, “were willing to sign themselves as soon as the
others did.” but would not do so first (U.S. 18585, 58). James Swan, who attended the
conference as an otserver, said that the chiefs who spoke expressed a willingness to have
the Government purchase their lands, but indicated that “they did not want to go on to the
reservation” (Swan 1857, 345). Stevens, however, insisted on removal of the tribes to a
coastal reserve removed from white settlement. He had been instructed to do so, and
Congress had demonstrated its unwillingness to ratify treaties which left these tribes in
place. The governor was either unable or unwilling to specify the location of the reserve,
leaving it to the future discretion of the president. This uncertainty should not have been
crucial to the Chinook, for they had resisted any location that far north. Having found it
“impracticable to bring the Indians voluntarily upon one reservation,” the Government's
joumnal concluded, “'Governor Stevens dismissed them” and retuned to Olympia without
a signed treaty (U.8. 1855, 64).

Neither the governor nor the Government would again attempt to negotiate a treaty with
the Chinook. Since the Quinault had shown a willingness to conclude a treaty, however,
the Government did conduct additional negotiations with delegates of the Quinault and
Quillehute Indians. A treaty with them was signed by the tribes on July 1, 1855, on the
Quinault River, and by the governor on January 25, 1856, in Olympia. This Treaty of
Olympia was ratified by the Senate in 1859 (Kappler 1904, 2:719-721; Senate 1969,
10:131, 438-439; 11:83-84; Stevens 1900, I1:8). The lands ceded by this treaty were
north of Gray's Harbor and outside Chinook aboriginal territory (Royce 1900, 808-808,
Area #371). Although the treaty authorized a reservation for the two treaty tribes, it also
provided that the president could consolidate the treaty Indians “with other friendly tribes
or bands. . . ." (Kappler 1904, 2:720).

The Post-Treaty Years, 1856-1899

During the decades after the failed treaty negotiations, Federal officials and other
observers noted the continued presence of a small number of Chinooks in their traditional
territory. In 1857, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs directed J. Ross Browne to
investigate the condition of Indian affairs in the territories of Oregon and Washington. In
his report, Browne wrote that there were “a few scattering Chenooks” along the shores of
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the Columbia and a few families of them at Shoalwater Bay and Gray's Harbor. The
number of Chinooks, he stated, “‘cannot exceed two hundred” (Browne 1857). At the end
of 1858, Indian Agent A.J. Cain said that the country adjacent to Shoalwater Bay was
occupied by the “Chenook tribe,” but added that they “‘have been diminished . . . to a very
small number (less than 120)” (BLA 12/9/1858). When the non-Indian Whealdon family
moved to present-day [lwaco at the end of the 1850's, they found three Indian families
living there (Colbert 1946, 189-190; Whealdon 1957). Superintendent C. H. Hale said in
1862 that “a mere handful” of “Chenooks™ had survived to the present (BLA 10/19/1862).
When George Gibbs published a Chinook vocabulary, in 1863, he agreed that “the
Indians speaking the Chinook language are . . . nearly extinct. . . .” (Gibbs 1863, iii). In
1870, however, Superintendent Samuel Ross gave the population of the Chinooks as 220.
Ross also claimed that the Chinooks had *“no chief” (BIA 9/1/1870).

Despite the failure of the treaty negotiations of 1855, the Government maintained some
sense of responsibility for Chinook Indians or the “remnants” of a Chinook tribe until the
1873 expansion of the Quinault Reservation. In 1856, Agent Travers Daniel visited the
Indians at Chinook and at Shoalwater Bay (BIA 4/12/1856, 5/24/1856). Special Agent J.
Ross Browne indicated in 1857 that the “Chenooks” were among the tribes at least
nominally under the jurisdiction of the local agency for the Chehalis district (Browne
1857). Superintendent Edward R. Geary proposed in 1859 that the Indians west of the
Cascades be formed into a confederation in which the “Chinooks would find their
affinities” with the Quinault (BIA 9/1/1859). In 1860, Agent M. T. Simmons argued that
the non-treaty Chinook Indians were “‘entitled to the care of government” (BIA 7/1/1860).
Agent W. B. Gosnell's annual report for 1861 listed the Chinooks on a “census of the
Indian tribes with whom I have had official relations” during the past year. However, the
agent referred to them as part of a group of “Lower Chehalis and Chinook Indians” (BIA
8/1/1861). When the Office of Indian Affairs prepared a special report for the Senate in
1867 on the Indian tribes of the United States, it did not include the Chinook on its list of
tribes. The commissioner's narrative report, however, referred to the “remnants of tribes
in southwest Washington Territory” as being under the charge of the Puyallup Agency
(BIA 4/12/1867, 4, 25).

In 1859, Superintendent Geary selected a site for a reservation for the Upper Chehalis and
Cowlitz on the Chehalis River at its junction with the Black River (BIA 8/1/1861).
Superintendent Hale recommended in 1862 that the few surviving Chinooks, together
with the Chehalis and Cowlitz, be treated with and then moved to a reserve at that
location (BILA. 10/19/1862). The next year Hale reported that “the Chehalis Indians were
placed upon a reservation” at the mouth of the Black River, despite his lack of
instructions to do so, because he believed that he could not delay such action any longer
(BIA 9/1/1863). A Chehalis reservation was created at the confluence of the Chehalis
and Black Rivers by an order of the Secretary of the Interior on July 8, 1864 (Kappler
1904, 1:903: Royce 1900, 832-833). Superintendent T. J. McKenney in 1869 described
the “Chinooks” and “Shoal Water Bays™ as among the Indians “belonging” to this
“Chehalis reservation” (BIA 8/14/1869). The superintendent added, however, that the
Chehalis were the only Indians who resided permanently on the reserve. This
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characterization was repeated by the agency farmer in 1872 (BIA 9/27/1872). In that year
the superintendent reported that the Chinooks had refused to reside on the Chehalis
Reservation (BIA 10/1/1872).

A reservation of 335 acres on the north shore of Shoalwater Bay was created by
presidential executive order in 1866. Although a settler had told the Indian Office in
1860 that whites had driven off all the Indians who had lived on that bay (Smith 1860), in
May 1866 Giles Ford reported to Superintendent W. H. Waterman that he had “visited
Shoalwater Bay and examined the spot that the Indians wish reserved for them. ...” He
urged that the tract “be immediately reserved from sale” and enclosed a plat of the
proposed reservation (BLA 5/2/1866). Superintendent Waterman forwarded Ford's letter
and map with the recommendation that the designated tract “be reserved for the use of the
Indians.” These “Indians on Shoalwater Bay,” the superintendent said, consisted *‘of
some 30 or 40 families” who had “always lived upon the Beach. . . .” (BIA 6/1/1866).
The Commissioner of Indian Affairs asked that the president reserve the land “for certain
Indians upon Shoaiwater Bay. . . .” (BIA 8/29/1866). President Andrew Johnson created
the reserve by signing the executive order which had been enscribed on a copy of Ford's
plat (President 1866, Kappler 1904, 1:924). The correspondence leading to this executive
order had not explicitly mentioned Chinook Indians. The Indian Claims Commission
concluded, however, that both this Shoalwater Bay Reservation and the Chehalis
Reservation had been set apart “for the remnants of the Chinook bands and the Lower
Chehalis” (Indian Claims Commission 1958, 195).

The Quinault Reservation was énlarged by executive order in 1873. In his annual report
of 1872, Superintencent R. H. Milroy indicated that only one of the four tribes for whom
the reservation had been established, the Quinaults, lived on the reserve. He
recommended that lands which had “no attractions for white settlers” be added to the
reserve. Upon this enlarged reservation, the superintendent concluded, “should be
collected not only the three tribes named, but also all the other tribes and bands of fish-
eating Indians on the Pacific coast” from as far south as the mouth of the Columbia River.
In the same report, Milroy stated that the “remnants” of the Chinook tribe were among
those Indians who “are emphatically fish-eaters. . . .” (B1A 10/1/1872). The
superintendent specifically requested an expansion of the reserve by executive order in
March 1873 (BIA 3/21/1873). When the commissioner forwarded the request, he asked
that additional lands e reserved for both the treaty Indians and “other Indians not
contemplated™ by the treaty with the Quinault (BIA 10/31/1873). The executive order of
President U. S. Grant of November 4, 1873, justified the enlarged reservation as being in
accordance with the Treaty of Olympia of 1855/1856. It also stated that the reserve was
“for the use of the Quinaielt, Quillehute, Hoh, Quit, and other tribes of fish-eating Indians

on the Pacific Coast. . . .” (Kappler 1904, 1:923).
It was not until 1874, former superintendent R. H. Milroy claimed, that he had learned of
the creation by executive order of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation (BIA 9/20/1876).

After visiting the reservation in 1874, Agent H. D. Gibson said that only a *“small number
of Indians’” belonged to it (BIA 9/28/1874). In 1876, R. H. Milroy, now an agent after
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superintendencies had been abolished, said that he found only two families on the
reservaticn, but 60 Indians residing in the area. He reported that they asked him to be
allowed 0 take claims on the reservation. While there, Milroy appointed a head chief and
a council (BLA 9/20/1876). In his next annual report, Milroy said that the Indians of the
reservatior had had it surveyed into lots and had assigned lots to about 30 people (BIA
8/20/1877). 1n 1879, the agent said the Indians had built 20 houses on their lots and had
created a town which they called “Tokes Town” (BIA 8/28/1879). Agent Edwin Eells
described the reservation in 1893, however, as “nearly deserted” because most of the
Indians had “moved across the bay and bought land and made homes at Bay Center. . . .”
He concluded that they were “becoming absorbed into the body politic” (BLA 8/31/1893).
Agent Frark Terry gave the population of the “Shoalwaters (Georgetowns)" as 103 in
1898 and 115 in 1902 (BLA 8/23/1898, 8/30/1902). In their annual reports, these agents
never explicitly referred to the Indians of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation as Chinooks.

Agent Milroy described his jurisdiction in 1879 as including five reservations and eight
bands not on reservations. The Chinook were not listed as one of these bands. The agent
described the Indians “belonging” to the Chehalis Reservation, however, as those whose
ancestors had been unsuccessfully treated with by Governor Stevens in 1855 (BIA
8/28/1879). In 1888, a Puyallup Consolidated Agency assumed jurisdiction for
southwestern Washington. Its agent, Edwin Eells, observed that at least one-quarter of
the Indians within this jurisdiction did not live on reservations, “but are scattered among
the whites. .. " Such individuals, he noted, “can not now be reached by any authority of
the agent. and so are left to their own chosen way. . . .” (BIA 8/22/1888). Not only were
there no laws by which an agent could enforce any authority over off-reservation Indians,
Eells said, but many of these individuals also were citizens and thus beyond his control
(BIA 8/26/1889). He concluded that the Government had “but little authority over most
of the Indians™ within his jurisdiction (BIA 9/7/1894). Agent Frank Terry's list of the
tribes of this agency in 1898 did not include the Chinook (BIA 8/23/1898). In 1902,
Terry expla:ned that the off-reservation Indians of southwestern Washington were not
enumerated on the agency census because they “‘exercise the rights of citizens and are no
longer wards of the Government in the proper sense of that term” (BLA 8/30/1902).

It is difficult to assess the relationship, if any, that Chinook descendants may have had -
with the Office of Indian Affairs in the late-19th century because the records of that
agency between 1881 and 1907 are so inconveniently organized and thus burdensome to
research. The indexes to the correspondence of the Indian Office, however, reveal that
after 1880 no incoming letters were specifically listed as relating to Chinook Indians until
1899 (NARA n.d.). In that year, the Indian Office was first contacted by attorneys
seeking cornpensation for the land claims of Chinook descendants. It is possible that
among the correspondence of the Indian Office relating to the Shoalwater Bay
Reservation, or the agency with jurisdiction over that reserve, were letters which referred
explicitly to Chinooks, but the indexes of the Indian Office were arranged by agencies
rather than by tribes and are not casily used to identify letters mentioning Chinooks.

Local newspapers in the late-19th century subscribed to the prevailing notion that the
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American Indian was a vanishing race. In 1893, a newspaper in Astoria, Oregon,
characterized the Chinook tribe as having "“wasted away to a few scattering

remnants. . .." (Astoria 1893). In 1895, a South Bend newspaper reprinted an article in
which Captain W. P. Gray of Astoria concluded about the Chinook that “their tribe is
extinct. their language dead, and their abiding place forgotten. . . .” (Gray 1895). The
newspapers of the area occasionally printed articles on individual descendants. The
Astoria paper in 1891 described 67-year-old Ranald McDonald, of the Fort Colville
Reservation, as “the only lineal descendant” of Comcomly (Astoria 1891). The Portland
paper in 1899 included a sketch of 73-year-old “princess” Mary Rondeau Ducheney-
Preble-Kelly as part of a historical article on Comcomly's former “empire” (Portland
1899). Local non-Indians who described their late-19th century Indian contemporaries as
a Chinook tribe did 50 in a later era. For example, it was in a 1952 affidavit that Alvin
Maupin, who worked at McGowan and Shoalwater Bay for about 15 years beginning in
1887, claimed that the Indians with whom he had worked then were “known and
recognized as the Chinook Tribe™ (Maupin 1952).

The scholars who wrote about the Chinooks in the late- 19th century emphasized their
small numbers and their potential extinction. After describing the historical Chinook
tribe. historian Hubert Howe Bancroft in 1883 commented that the Chinooks are “now
few and weak™ (Bancroft 1883, 1:223). Professor Otis Mason published a list of tribes as
of 1886 that did nct include the Chinook, but he had listed only tribes with reservations.
Among the reservation tribes of “Chinuk™ stock, he included the “Shoalwater” tribe of the
Shoalwater Bay Reservation and the “Tsinuk™ tribe of the Chehalis Reservation
(Smithsonian 1886, 902, 906, 907). The young anthropologist Franz Boas arrived at Bay
Center in July 1890 to conduct linguistic research. “After some searching,” he wrote in
his diary, "I found a man who told me where the Indians live. . ..” His informant Charles
Cultee. Boas claimed, “is the only one left who really knows the [Chinook] language”
(Rohner 1969, 121, see also Boas 1901, 5). Boas concluded that the Indians at Bay
Center were “the last survivors of the Chinook. . . .” (Boas 1894, 5-6). When ethnologist
John Wesley Powell published his linguistic research in 1891, he referred to the villages
of the Chinookan-speakers in the past tense. He also noted, however, that the agent at
Yakima had informed him that “there still remain three or four families of ‘regular
Chinook Indians’ . . . about 6 miles above the mouth of the Columbia” (Powell 1891, 65-

66).

Locai { Community. 1870's-1920's:

Bay Center was the location most commonly cited as a contemporary Indian community
within the former aboriginal territory of the Chinook. This town is located on the east
side of Willapa Bay on a peninsula at the rhouth of the Palix River. The tip of this
peninsula, known as Goose Pointe, was the location of an Indian settlement during the
late- 19th and early-20th centuries. Several aboriginal Chinook villages or seasonal use
sites had existed in the vicinity of the mouth of the Palix, according to anthropologist
Vemne Ray's 1938 ethnographic study (Ray 1938, 37, 40). It is not clear whether

-~
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TABLE 1

DESCENDANTS OF THE 1851 CHINOOKAN BANDS ON THE
FEDERAL CENSUS AND INDIAN CENSUS, 1900

State. Precinct ‘Total*  Lower Band Other
County E.D. orReservation Descendants Descendants Descendants
WA, Pacific 141 Bay Center 86 37 49
WA, Pacific 141 Nahcotta 10 10 0
WA, Pacific 141 Nemah 11 9 2
WA, Pacific 141 Oysterville 6 6 0
WA, Pacific 142 Bruceport 6 6 0
WA, Pacific 143 Chinook 8 8 0
WA, Pacific 143 Chinook / seasonal ® 3 3 0
WA, Pacific 143 Frankfort 6 6 0
WA, Pacific 143 Nwaco 53 53 0
WA, Pacific 143 [waco / seasonal ® 40° 13 27
WA, Wahlcakum 229  Brookfield 39 39 0
WA, Wahkiakum 230 Cathlamet 9 s 4
WA, Wahkiakum 230 Eureka 1 0 1
OR, Clatscp 129 Astoria 1 1 0
OR. Clatsop 134 John Day 4 4 0
OR, Clatscp 136 Clatsop 15 0 15
OR, Clatsop 136 Seaside 2 0 2
OR, Clatsop 139 Knappa 7 7 0
OR, Clatsop 184  Clifton 3 3 0
Reservation BIA  Chehalis 5 3 2
Reservation BIA  Grande Ronde 13 12 1
Reservation BIA  Quinault 17 17 0
Reservation BIA  Shoalwater Bay 58 ¢ 26 32

Total 333 246 87
Notes:

a. A Chinook descendant is an individual listed on McChesney's 1906 or 1913 lists, the 1914 annuity roll, or Roblin’s
1919 lisi, or an ancestor or descendant of such an individual. Chinook descendants have ancestry from the Lower
Band of Chinook. Kathlamet, Waukiakum, Wheelappa, or Clatsop tribes or bands.

b. These households were listed separately from the rest of Ilwaco and Chinook Precincts as household numbers 456-
4985; they included individuals who had duplicate entries elsewhere on the Federal census.

c.  This total includes 23 individuals who had a duplicate entry on the Federal census: 22 in Bay Center and | in Clatsop
Precinct. The 23 duplicate entries include 3 Lower Band descendants and 20 other descendants.

d. This total includes 47 individuals who also were listed on the Federal census: 42 in Bay Center, 4 in seasonal fishing
camps, arkl | in Bruceport. The 47 duplicate entries inciude 19 Lower Band descendants and 28 other descendants.

¢. These columns do not sum because the totals do not include the double counting of 70 individuals: 23 in both the
seasonal fishing camps and another location, and 47 on both the Federal census and Indian census. The 70 duplicate
entries include 22 Lower Band descendants and 48 other descendants.

E.D. = Enumeration district number of the Federal census.

BIA = Indian Census Rolls of the Office of Indian Affairs.

Sources: Census 1900a-d; BIA 1900, 1914, 1907-1933; McChesney 1906, 1913; Roblin 1919; Petition.
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Chinooks continued to live at any of these locations during the late-19th century. A land
ownership map of the vicinity of Bay Center made in 1863 showed only a single land
claim, which covered the northern end of the peninsula (Washington State Library 1863).
This claim had been filed in 1853 by a doctor who continued to live in nearby Bruceport.
The next settler arrived in 1865. By the early 1870's, a small group of temporary homes
existed along the shore. The original claim was bought in 1873 by individuals interested
in developing a town on that location. In 1875, a plat was laid down for the town of
Palix, which was soon renamed Bay Center. The local schoolteacher claimed that the
settlement had a population of 100 in 1877 (Clark 1954, 2-7).

There is some evidence of the existence of an Indian settlement, although not necessarily
a Chinook community, at Bay Center by the 1890’s, and perhaps as carly as the 1870's or
1880's. One Chinook descendant has asserted that his grandparents lived in Bay Center
“‘all of their lives,” or since 1871 (Wain 1991). The 1880 Federal census listed only 18
households in the entire township, with Indians living in § of them (Census 1880a).
Emma Millett Luscier, who was anthropologist Verne Ray's principal Chinook informant
in the 1930's, claimed to have moved to Bay Center when she was 12, which probably
would have been about 1880 (Luscier 1953). Franz Boas found some Indians living at
Bay Center in the early 1890's, but provided no description of an Indian settlement, or its
tribal heritage, since his interest was in linguistic research (Boas 1894, 6; Rohner 1969,
121). An article in a local newspaper in 1895 implied the existence of an Indian
community on the Bay Center peninsula by noting that Indian Shaker meetings *“were
held recently at Goosepoint. . . .”" (Hazeltine 1895). By visiting with Indians at Bay
Center in 1908 as part of the early allotment effort, Indian agent H. H. Johnson granted
that Indians were living in the area of the town, without referring to a specific Indian
settlement (BLA 6/15/1908; Johnson n.d.). Some Chinook descendants have stated that
their parents grew up in the 1900's and 1910's “in a Chinook village” in Bay Center or an
“Indian village” in Goose Pointe on the northern end of Bay Center (Wain 1991; Strong
1991).

The 1900 Federal census of Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties in Washington State and
Clatsop County in Oregon, plus the 1900 Indian census rolls of the Office of Indian
Affairs for the nearby reservations, contained the names of at least 333 descendants of the
Chinookan treaty bands or tribes (Census 1900a-d; BIA 1900; see Table 1). This total
includes 246 descendants of the Lower Band of Chinook Indians and 87 descendants of
the Clatsop, Waukiakum, Kathlamet, and Wheelappa Bands. Forty-six of these
descendants were found exclusively on the rolls of four reservations. The other 287
descendarits were found on the census in these three counties in 92 households, although
12 of these households were apparently seasonal dwellings which contained individuals
listed elsewhere on the census.' The available genealogical evidence suggests that fewer

! The Petition identified 59 of 70 of the non-seasonal houscholds in Washington State in its
tables of the 1900 census (Petition 1987, 177-194). Because the Petition did not include Clatsop
(continued...)
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than half of the adult descendants of all the Chinookan treaty bands, but slightly more
than half of the descendants of the Lower Band of Chinook, were listed on the census for
these three counties or the rolls of these four reservations. As many as 209 adult
descendants of the Lower Band of Chinooks should have been alive in 1900, while 113 of
them were listed on the census for these counties or reservations. Thus, it appears that

46 percent (96 of 209) of Lower Band descendants in 1900 had moved out of the three-
county area, died, or avoided the census takers. '

In 1900, the majority of local Chinookan descendants lived in three geographical clusters,
each of which was located directly on water. These locations were Bay Center Precinct,
in Pacific County, on Shoalwater Bay; lwaco Precinct, in Pacific County, on the
Columbia River: and Brookfield Precinct, in Wahkiakum County, on the Columbia River.
These three settlements were approximately 25-30 miles from each other, although
traveling between them was not easily done at this time. The largest number of
descendants of the Lower Band of Chinook lived in lwaco Precinct (see Table 1). The
census of this precinct was done in two separate parts, which appear to correspond to its
permanent residents and the temporary residents of seasonal fishing camps on the
Columbia River. lwaco Precinct contained 53 descendants who were permanent
residents and another 13 who were seasonal residents. The permanent residents of Iwaco
Precinct accounted for about 22 percent (53 of 246) of Lower Band descendants.
Brookfield Precinct had 39 descendants. Bay Center Precinct had 37 descendants, some
of whom also were listed in the seasonal fishing camps in Iwaco Precinct. In 1900,
slightly more than half of the descendants of the Lower Band of Chinook found on the
Federal or Indian census rolls lived in one of these three areas.

The majority (49 of 87) of the descendants of the other Chinookan bands lived in Bay
Center in 1900. The only other residential cluster of these descendants was a group of 15
Clatsop descendants in Clatsop Precinct, Oregon. Although descendants of the Clatsop,
Waukiakum, Kathlarnet, and Wheelappa Bands participated in the seasonal fishing camps
on the Columbia River in Ilwaco Precinct, none of them were found among the
permanent residents of lwaco or Brookfield Precincts. The pattern was that descendants
of the Lower Band and descendants of the other Chinookan bands came together in the
seasonal fishing camps, the Shoalwater Bay Reservation, and the town of Bay Center, but
that descendants of different bands were unlikely to live in proximity to each other
anywhere else. Because the descendants of these bands were so concentrated in Bay
Center, more Chinookan descendants lived in Bay Center than in any other location. The
residential distribution in 1900 of the descendants of all the Chinookan treaty bands was
that 86 lived in Bay Center, 53 in lwaco, 47 in Pacific County, 46 on reservations, 39 in

'(...continued)
County, Oregon, in its tables, it identified 62 of the 92 total households used in this analysis of
Chinookan descendanis. The Petition, however, also listed all the individuals on the “Indian™
schedules of the 1900 census, whether or not they had any relationship to individuals on the
McChesney or Roblin lists or any descendants of their own on the petitioner’s membership roll.
These individuals have not been included in this analysis of Chinookan descendants.
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Figure S. CHINOOK DESCENDANTS ON 1900 TAX LISTS
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Note: 2 = number of descendants in a section.

Source: Washington State Archives 1900.
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Brookfield, and 62 elsewhere. In 1900, about 26 percent (86 of 333) of the descendants
of all the Chinookan bands lived in Bay Center Precinct (see Table 1).

This residential pattern also is revealed by an-analysis of the locations of the lands owned
by the Chinookan descendants found on the 1900 tax assessment rolls of Pacific and
Wahkiakum Counties (Washington State Archives 1900). These tax lists contained the
names of at least 31 descendants or their spouses. Three of these descendant familes
were assessed for over $1,000 of taxable property, a relatively large assessment.
Although only a minority of the adult descendants of the Chinookan bands were included
on tax assessment records, and although these relatively prosperous individuals are an
unrepresentative sample of all descendants, tax records are valuable because, in contrast
to the census lists, they give the actual location of an individual’s property. A map of the
lands of these individuals reveals definite geographical concentrations of Chinookan
descendants (see Figure 5). The largest cluster of descendants was at Bay Center on
Shoalwater Bay (T.13N, R.10W), where eight taxpayers were assessed in the town and
another descendant owned land just across the Palix River from the town. A second
cluster of descendants was at Whealdonsburg, or lwaco (T.10N, R.11W), on the north
shore of Baker’s Bay, where six descendants owned property in the town. The third
residential cluster was along the north shore of the Columbia River east of Gray's Bay,
the Brookficld Precinct area, where six descendants lived in the vicinity of the town of
Dahlia (T.9N, R.8W). About two-thirds of propemed Chinookan descendants lived in
one of these three locations in 1900.

The double counting of some individuals on the 1900 census suggests that some
Chinookan descendants continued to follow seasonal occupational and residential
patterns at the end of the 19th century. These duplicate entries all appeared in a separate
part of the census of 'waco and Chinook Precincts which enumerated large
boardinghouses whose employed residents all' worked as fishermen. The combined
Ilwaco and Chinook Precincts may be considered as the northern shore of Baker’s Bay.
This shoreline was the region of contemporary fishing camps and historical Chinook
villages. The census enumerators listed 61 permanent and 43 seasonal Chinookan
descendants in this area. In June 1900, when the census was taken, 31 percent (104 of
333) of the descendants of all the Chinookan treaty bands were living in this traditional
area. This evidence suggests that 13 percent (43 of 333) of all Chinookan descendants
may have changed their residence seasonally. Another residence is known for 23 of these
43 seasonal individuals, since they were also listed on the 1900 census in another
location. A 1900 address for 10 of the remaining 20 temporary residents might be
assumned from the address provided in 1906 by McChesney or in 1910 by the next census.
These assumptions suggest that 27 Chinookan individuals may have had a second

_ residence in Bay Center and that 1 may have resided on the Shoalwater Bay Reservation.
Thus, it is possible that 8 percent (28 of 333) of Chinookan descendants moved
seasonally between Shoalwater Bay and Baker’s Bay at this time.

Some Chincokan descendants were included on the Indian census rolls of the Office of
Indian Affairs in 1900. About 24 percent (58 of 246) of the descendants of the Lower
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Band in the three-county area or the nearby Indian reservations were listed on an Indian
agency roll (BLA 1900 see Table 1). Almost half of them, 26 individuals, were listed on
the Georgetown, or Shoalwater Bay, Reservation roll, while 17 were listed on the
Quinault roll, 12 on the Grand Ronde roll, and 3 on the Chehalis roll. Another 3§
descendants of other Chinookan bands were listed on reservation rolls, almost all on the
Georgetown Reservation. Thus, about 28 percent (93 of 333) of the descendants of all the
Chinookan bands were listed on an Indian census roll in 1900. The majority of them

were on the Georgetown roll, but 47 of the 58 individuals belonging on that reserve also
were listed off-reservation by the Federal census enumerators. None of the 35
descendants on the rolls of the Quinault, Chehalis, or Grand Ronde reserves were also
found on the Federal census of the three-county region. Thus, only 14 percent (46 of 333)
of Chinookan descendants were exclusively reservation Indians in 1900. In general, the
lineal descendants of those 1900 reservation Chinookans have not joined the petitioner's
organization. -

Most Chinookan descendants in 1900 do not have descendants of their own on the
petitioner’s current roll. About 27 percent (91 of 333) of the individuals on the 1900
Federal or Indian census who were a descendant of one of the Chinookan treaty bands
also have become an ancestor of 2 member of the modern Chinook petitioner.? The
Chinookan descendants in 1900 least likely to have become an ancestor of a member of
the petitioner’s organization were those who were listed on an Indian agency census, but
not on the Federal census. Only 2 percent (1 of 46) of such probable reservation residents
in 1900 have descendants on the petitioner’s roll. Also, only 6 percent (1 of 16) of the
descendants of only the Wheelappa Band produced descendants who have joined the
petitioner's organi:ation. Few residents of the seasonal fishing camps who were not also
listed in a permanent location in 1900 (3 of 20) have become an ancestor of the petitioner.
The individuals in 1900 who were more likely than other descendants to become an
ancestor of the petitioner were the descendants of the Waukiakum or Kathlamet Bands.
About 45 percent (13 of 29) of the Waukiakum or Kathlamet descendants in 1900 have
descendants of their own on the petitioner’s roll. The Chinookan descendants in 1900
most likely to have descendants in the modemn organization were those who lived in
Brookfield Precinct. About 54 percent (21 of 39) of the 1900 residents of the area around
Dahlia have become an ancestor of a member of the petitioner.

If the analysis of the 1900 census is limited to ancestors of members of the petitioner’s
organization who were also Chinookan descendants, the same basic geographical pattern
of residence in 1900 prevails, with more ancestors living in Bay Center Precinct,
Brookfield Precinct, or lwaco Precinct than anywhere else. Ancestors of the petitioner
differed from all Chincokan descendants by being almost exclusively off-reservation

! Chinookan desceridants whose own descendants are members of the petitioner’s organization
have been identified from the ancestry charts and forms provided by the petitioner in copies of its
“red files.” For the purposes of the analysis in this report, then, an “ancestor of the petitioner” is
an individual who has been claimed as an ancestor by a member of the petitioner’s organization.
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TABLE 2

ANCESTORS OF THE CHINOOK PETITIONER ON THE
FEDERAL CENSUS AND INDIAN CENSUS, 1900

State, Precinct Total * Lower Band Other
County E.D. or Reservation Ancestors Ancestors Ancestors
WA, Pacific 141 Bay Center 25 11 14
WA, Pacific 141 Nahcotta 5 5 0
WA, Pacific 141 Nemah 4 3 1
WA, Pacific 141 Oysterville I 1 0
WA, Pacific 142 Brucepont 2 2 0
WA, Pacific 143 Chinook 4 4 0
WA, Pacific 143 Chinook / seasonal ® 0 0 0
WA, Pacific 143 Frankfort 0 0 0
WA, Pacific 143 Nlwaco 15 15 0
WA, Pacific 143 Nlwaco / seasonal ® 10¢ 4 6 .
WA. Wahkialcum 229 Brookfield 21 21 0
WA, Wahkiakum 230 Cathlamet 3 1 2
WA, Wahkiakum 230 Eurcka 0 0 0
OR, Clatsop 129 Astoria 1 1 0
OR, Clatsop 134 John Day 0 0 0
OR, Clatsop 136 Clatsop 3 0 3
OR. Clatsop 136 Seaside 1 0 1
OR. Clatsop 139 Knappa 2 2 0
OR, Clatsop 184 Clifton 0 0 0
Reservation BIA  Chehalis 0 . 0 0
Reservation BIA  Grande Ronde 1 0 1
Reservation BIA  Quinauit ' 0 0 0
Reservation BIA  Shoalwater Bay 13¢ 6 7

Total 91° 69 22
Notes:

a. A Chinook ancestor is an individual listed on an ancestry chart of a member of the petitioner’s organization who was
also a descenclant of an individual listed as a descendant of the Lower Band of Chinook, Kathlamet, Waukiakum,
Wheelapga, or Clatsop tribes or bands on McChesney's 1906 or 1913 lists, the 1914 annuity roll, or Roblin’s 1919
list.

b. These households were listed separately from the rest of llwaco and Chinook Precincts as household numbers 456-
495 they included individuals who had duplicate entries elsewhere on the Federal census.

c. This total includes 7 individuals who had a duplicate entry on the Federal census in Bay Center. The 7 duplicate
entries include 1 Lower Band descendant and 6 other descendants.

d. All 13 of these individuals also were listed on the Federal census in Bay Center.

e. These columns do not sum because the totals do not include the double counting of 20 individuals: 7 in both the
seasonal fishing camps and another location, and 13 on both the Federal census and the Indian census. The 20
duplicate stries include 7 Lower Band descendants arid 13 other descendants.

E.D. = Enumeration district number of the Federal census.

BIA = Indian Census Rolls of the Office of Indian Affairs.

Sources: Census 1900a-d: BIA 1900, 1914, 1907-1933; McChesney 1906, 1913, 1969; Roblin 1919: Petition.
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residents iri 1900. Thus, they were even more concentrated in the three primary
geographical settlements than were all descendants. At least 67 percent (61 of 91) of the
petitioner’s ancestors lived in one of these three areas (see Table 2). Among descendants
of all the Chinookan bands, more ancestors lived in Bay Center than in any other location.
About 27 percent (25 of 91) of all ancestors were residents of Bay Center. More than half
of these aricestors (13 of 25) also were listed on the Georgetown Reservation census roll,
but lived in Bay Center rather than on the reserve. In Bay Center, descendants of the
Lower Band of Chinook actually were outnumbered by descendants of the other
Chinookarn bands. Among descendants of the Lower Band, then, more ancestors lived in
Brookfield Precinct than in any other location, and almost twice as many lived in
Brookfield as in Bay Center. About 30 percent (21 of 69) of the petitioner’s ancestors
who descended from the Lower Band of Chinook were residents of the Dahlia -
Brookfield area in 1900.

Although Chinookan descendants lived in three distinct geographical areas in 1900, in
none of those three precincts were they more than a minority of the total population. In
Bay Center Precinct, households containing a Chinookan descendant were 31 percent of
all households (see Table 3). A number of non-Chinookan Indian families also lived in
Bay Center, so the percentage of Indian households in Bay Center would have been
somewhat greater than the percentage of Chinookan households. In Brookfield Precinct,
Chinookan descendants lived in 10 households within a range of 81 households, and in
Ilwaco Precinct they lived in 14 households within a range of 165 households. It is
possible that the majority of Indian descendants in Bay Center in 1900 lived in an
exclusively Indian area of town at Goose Pointe. The census taker, however, listed
almost all of the households of descendants on a separate Indian schedule, not in
household order among the general population, so it is not possible to measure how
geographically concentrated descendants may have been. Half of the Chinookan
households in Brookfield Precinct were clustered in a small area where they comprised a
majority of the households, § of 9 consecutive households, perhaps at the location known
as Elliott’s [Landing. Temporarily during the fishing season of 1900 there was an area
within [lwaco Precinct in which the majority of households, 10 of 16 consecutive
households, contained Chinookan descendants.

To a large extent, the Chinook residents of both the [lwaco - Chinook and Dahlia -
Brookfield areas in 1900 descended from Chinook women who were away from Chinook
territory during the devastating epidemics of the mid-19th century. Along the north shore
of Baker’s Bay in lwaco and Chinook Precincts, 60 of 61 descendants who were
permanent residents traced their Chinook ancestry back through two women. An equal
number of them were descended from Tonwah, who married John Pickernell, and
Elmermach, or Marian, who married Alexis Aubichon. The Chinook individuals on the
1900 census in this area were descended from three Pickemell daughters and one
Aubichon daughter, Amelia Aubichon Petit. Three of Petit’s sons married Pickernell
descendants, so that some of the Chinook descendants in llwaco and Chinook traced their
ancestry back through both lines. Amelia Aubichon Petit was thus an ancestor of 32 of
the 61 descendants on the census and 5 of the 6 taxpaying descendants in Whealdonsburg.
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The parents of Amelia Aubichon Petit were a Chinook woman and a French-Canadian
fur-buyer. Born in California about 1830 and raised at “French Prairie” in Marion
County. Oregon, she had not moved to the llwaco area until 1866 (BIA 5/13/1932).

Although Dahlia was located in an area of aboriginal Waukiakum village sites, the
Chinook descendants living there in 1900 traced their ancestry back to the Lower Band of
Chinook. Until well into the 20th century, this rugged shoreline from Altoona to
Brookfield was apparently accessible only by water transportation, and not by roads, and
was a relatively isolated area of settlement. In Brookfield Precinct in 1900, 37 of 39
individuals with Chinook ancestry were descended from two women. Eight of them
traced their Chinook ancestry through Amelia Ero-Durival. Most of the descendants
along this shore, 29 of 39 of them, could trace their Chinook ancestry through Mary
Rondeau Ducheney-Preble-Kelly. One of her daughters had married Canadian Jonathan
Elliott, a fisherman who was assessed for more than $1,000 of taxable property. The
location of their large family was sometimes referred to as Elliott’s Landing or Elliott’s
Point. The parents of Mary Rondeau Ducheney-Preble-Kelly were a daughter of
Comcomly and a French-Canadian fur-trapper. Born about 1828 in Utah or California
and raised by a norn-Indian family, she had returned to Chinook territory with her first
husband, a Hudson’s Bay Company clerk, about 1853 (Court of Claims 1902, 53, 65;
Portland 1899).

The Indian settlement at Bay Center and the seasonal fishing camps on the Columbia
River were quite different from the Indian settlements at lwaco and Brookfield in the
extent to which they brought together descendants of a variety of Chinookan bands. All
of the descendants who were permanent residents of llwaco Precinct or Brookfieid
Precinct traced their ancestry back to the Lower Band of Chinook. In Bay Center, by
contrast, less than half (37 of 86) of the descendants in 1900 were descended from the

Lower Band. Descendants of the Clatsop, Kathlamet, Wahkiakum, or Wheelappa Bands
tended 1o be seasonal residents of the town, but even if limited to the non-seasonal
residents of Bay Center, barely half of them were descendants of the Lower Band. The 86
descendants in Bay Center could trace their ancestry back to at least 20 different
Chinookan ancestors. No individual family lines were predominant in Bay Center. In the
seasonal fishing camps on the Columbia River, the temporary residents of llwaco Precinct
were about one-third Lower Band descendants, one-third Clatsop descendants, and one-
third descendants of other Chinookan bands. It was this diverse ancestry which made the
seasonal fishing carnps and Bay Center different from the other areas in which
descendants lived. Blecause of its diversity, while Bay Center was the largest permanent
settlement of Chinockan descendants, it actually had fewer descendants of the Lower
Band of Chinook than did either of the Columbia River settlements at Dwaco Precinct or
Brookfield Precinct.

An attempt to map the residences of Indian families in Bay Center, as of the mid-1910's,
was made after the passage of six decades by Chinook descendant Annie Clark Rhoades.
In 1979, she indicatzd to her daughter, Anna May Rhoades Strong, the locations of
various families as she remembered them. She divided these households into two groups:
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TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE OF CHINOOKAN DESCENDANTS ON THE
FEDERAL CENSUS AND INDIAN CENSUS, 1900

State, Chinook * Total % Chinook
County E.D. Precinct Households Households Households
WA, Pacific 141 Bay Center 29 93 31.2
WA, Pacific 143 seasonal fishing camps ® 12¢ 40 300
WA, Pacific 142 Brucepon 3 20 15.0
WA, Wahkiakum 229 Brookfield 12 108 1.1
WA, Pacific 141 Nemah 2 20 10.0
OR. Clatsop 136  Clatsop 4 52 7.7
WA, Pacific 143 llwaco 14 214 6.5
WA, Pacific 141 Oysterville 2 34 59
WA. Pacific 143 Frankfort 1 k7 ) 29
WA, Wahkiakum 230 Cathlamet 4 137 29
OR, Clatsop 134 John Day 1 39 2.6
WA, Pacific 141 Nahcotta 1 40 25
WA, Wahkiakum 230 Eureka 1 41 24
OR. Clatsop 139 Knappa 2 106 19
OR. Clatsop 136  Seaside 1 112 0.9
OR, Clatsop 184 Clifton 1 112 0.9
WA, Pacific 143 Chinook 1 135 0.7
OR. Clatsop 129-33 Astoria 1 1404 0.1

Chinook * Roll % Chinook
State Roll Reservation Descendants Total on Roll
Washington BIA  Shoalwater Bay 58 112 51.8
Washington BIA  Quinault 17 128 13.3
Oregon BIA  Grande Ronde 13 404 32
Washington BIA  Chehalis 5 162 ' 30
Notes:

a. A Chinwok household is one which contained at least one Chinook descendant. A Chinook descendant is an
individual listed on McChesney's 1906 or 1913 lists, the 1914 annuity roll, or Roblin’s 1919 list, or an ancestor or
descendurnt of such an individual. Chinook descendants have ancestry from the Lower Band of Chinook, Kathlamet,
Waukialnim, Wheelappa, or Clatsop tribes or bands.

b. These households were listed separately from the rest of liwaco and Chinook Precincts as household numbers 456-
495; they included individuals who had duplicate entries elsewhere on the Federal census.

¢. Individuals in 7 of 12 of these households had a duplicate entry on the Federal census in Bay Center or Clatsop

Precinct.

E.D. = Enumaration district number of the Federal census.
BIA = Indian Census Rolls of the Office of Indian Affairs.

Sources: Census |900a-d; BIA 1900, 1914, 1907-1933; McChesney 1906, 1913; Roblin 1919; Petition.
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those who lived at Goose Pointe on the tip of the peninsula and those who lived in the
town of Bay Center proper. Rhoades' reconstruction of Bay Center in the 1910's listed 12
households at Goose Pointe and 19 households in town. Her own household she listed
twice, once in Goose Pointe and once in town, suggesting that her family had moved from
one location to the other. The lists of children clearly were meant to be all children born
to a couple rather than those actually present in 1915. John Bull Pickemnell, for example,
was listed both as a child in one and the head of another household. Rhoades' map
showed that a corner of the cemetery in town was considered to be its Indian portion (see
Figure 6). She placed a Shaker Church and a community well in the Goose Pointe
settlement, and noted the presence of two non-Indian households at the farthest tip of the
peninsula. In sum, Rhoades placed 30 Chinookan households in Bay Center about 1915.
This total consisted of about a dozen households in the almost-exclusively Indian
settlement at Goose Pointe, about a dozen households clustered within a few blocks on
the western side of town, and about half a dozen households scattered throughout the
town (Strong 1979).

Bay Centers local historian indirectly acknowledged the presence of an Indian
community within the town by noting that about 1910 an “Indian wedding was held in the
native settlement at Goose Point,” which was on the northem tip of the peninsula. She
also noted that “two Shaker churches for the Indians” were built in the town during the
1890's or 1900's (Clark 1954, 15, 9). In 1920, Chinook descendant Paul Petit claimed in
an affidavit that Bay Center, where he lived, “is largely peopled by Indians. . . .” (Petit
1920). Two members of the petitioning Chinook organization have affirmed that they
grew up in Bay Center in the 1920's in what they called “an Indian village” or “an Indian
community” (Lorton 1981; Reed 1987). One remembered Goose Pointe as consisting of
about six families at that time (Lorton 1981). The Federal census of 1920 also listed six
households in the “Indian Town” section of Bay'Center (Census 1920a). In 1926, BIA
superintendent W. B. Sams reported that a U.S. district court recently had ruled that
certain individuals were entitled to allotments because they had lived most of their lives
in an Indian community at Bay Center (BIA 10/22/1926). Sams sought confirmation of
this interpretation from the postmaster of Bay Center. The postmaster advised the
superintendent that the “town of Bay Center has always been an Indian village™ and that
95 of the town's 180 people were *“‘considered as of Indian blood” (BIA 11/24/1926).

During the 1920's, four members of the Elliott family of Chinook descendants testified
that the small community of Dahlia, on the north shore of the Columbia River east of
Gray's Bay, was a predominantly Indian community. Two of these witnesses, however,
no longer lived in Dahlia. William Elliott judged that the population of Dahlia was about
40 or 50 people and that, “Practically all of them are Indians” (W.A. Elliott n.d., 391).
Charles Elliott said that Dahlia, which he also called “Ellis’ [Elliott's] Point,” had been an
Indian settlernent for as long as he could remember. He estimated that Indians made up
90 percent of the population of Dahlia (C.G. Elliott n.d., 366-367, 369). J. H. Elliott
guessed that 18 of 20 children in the local school were Indians. By “Indian,” he
acknowledged, he meant any person “with any Indian blood. . . .” (J.H. Elliott n.d., 300,
303). Josephine Johnson Elliott first said that the “majority” of the residents were Indian,
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but then agreed with her attorney's proposition that, “Virtually the whole population are
part Indian?" (J.J. Elliott n.d., 292). Perhaps because the purpose of this litigation was to
obtain allotments of land on the Quinault Reservation, the witnesses who identified the
tribe of the Indians residing at Dahlia said that they were Quinault Indians (C.G. Elliott
n.d.. 367. W.A. Elliott n.d., 391-392). Future Chinook leader John Grant Elliott, who
won allotment by this litigation, listed his tribe as Quinault in a 1932 application for
allotments for his children. He also characterized his town of Dahlia as “an Indian
village™” (J.G. Elliott 1932).

Claims and the MqChesney Lists, 1899-1914:

In 1899. attorneys for Chinook descendants began asserting claims against the United
States before the Office of Indian Affairs, the Congress, and the Court of Claims. This
campaign would appear to have arisen at this time because the Indian appropriation act
passed in 1897 had authorized a payment to the descendants of a band of Tillamook
Indians of Oregon for claims growing out of an unratified treaty made at Tansy Point in
1851 (Statutes 1897, 90). The Indian Office first heard from the law firm of Dewees and
Dewees of Washington, D.C., in February 1899, when the firm requested copies of
treaties made with (Chinook bands. These attorneys informed the Office that it had *“sent
out to Washington for full authority to represent these Indians™ who were “not under any
agent, but living independently and as families” (Dewees & Dewees 1899). In May 1899,
attorneys J. T. Dewees and C. C. Lancaster of Washington, D.C., plus attorneys Silas B.
Smith, a Clatsop descendant, and Harrison Allen of Astoria, Oregon, entered into a
contract with the “Lower Band of Chinooks” of the Chinook Tribe. The agreement was
signed by 37 individual Chinooks. The attorneys agreed to act for them to prosecute and
collect their claims against the Government for the unpaid amounts mentioned in the
unratified treaty of 1851. According to the text of this agreement, the Lower Band now
had “no Chief of Chiefs or Head-men,” and “every member” of the band lived *‘separate
and apart from the band and tribe as a whole. . . .” (Lower Band of Chinooks 1899).

The firm of Lancaster and Dewees wrote to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs in
October 1899 to ask for payment to its clients of the receipts of Federal land sales within
the territory which the Chinook bands had agreed to cede by the treaties of 1851
(Lancaster & Dewees 1899b and 1899a). After examining the claims made on behalf of
the Waukikum Band, the Commissioner of the General Land Office noted that the
attorneys had not provided a copy of their authority to act for the Indians and asked if they
had a contract approved under Section 2103 of the Revised Statutes (GLO 1899). This
section codified the Act of May 21, 1872, which required that contracts with Indian
groups or non-citizen Indian individuals be in writing, be executed before a judge, and be
approved in writing by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and the Secretary of the
Interior (Statutes 1372). There is no evidence that the attorneys submitted such a contract
for approval. '

The Commissioner of Indian Affairs, W. A. Jones, quickly informed this law firm that the
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Figure 6. CHINOOK DESCENDANTS IN BAY CENTER, ca. 1915

Note: @ = household of a descendant.

Source: Strong 1979, with emphasis added by circling household location.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 84 of 418



Historical Report - Chinook

Indian Office would not investigate its claims because there was no law under which such
claims could be adjudicated by the executive branch of the Government and there was no
appropriation out of which such claims could be paid. He advised the attomeys that it
was “within the power of Congress alone to afford relief to the claimants™ (BIA
11/10/1899). The law firm appealed this decision to the Secretary of the Interior
(Lancaster & Dewees 1899¢). Commissioner Jones argued that the attorney's brief erred
in citing the statutory provisions dealing with Indian depredation claims and the general
duties of the commissioner as his authority to act on the claims. He also noted that the
attorneys had not shown that they were accredited to act for the claimants (BIA
11/28/1899). Secretary of the Interior E. A. Hitchcock upheld the action of the
commissioner and dismissed the appeal (Interior 1899; BIA 12/8/1899).

Within weeks, the first bill was introduced in the United States Congress for the relief of
the Lower Band of Chinooks (Senate 1899). A bill for the relief of the Kathlamet band
was introduced the following month (Senate 1900). These Senate bills provided that the
claimants could bring suit against the United States and that the Court of Claims couid
determine the validity of their claims to the money collected by the Government from the
sales of the lands which would have been ceded by the bands in their unratified treaties. -
When the bills were referred to the Office of Indian Affairs, Commissioner Jones
indicated that he had no objection to these claims being judicially determined by the
Court of Claims (BIA 3/3/1900).” Secretary Hitchcock, however, sent this report to the
Senate with a vigorous dissent from the commissioner's position and a strong
recommendation that the bills not become law. The secretary apparently believed that the
claims lacked merit because of the Senate's refusal to ratify the treaties. He also added
the comment that the Chinook “bands, as such, have become practically extinct” (Interior
1900).

In March 1901, the Senate referred these claims to the United States Court of Clai‘ms for

its findings of fact (Senate 1901a, 1901b; Court of Claims 1906, 1). The firm of
Lancaster and Dewees submitted the petition of the Lower Band of Chinook Indians to
the Court in August 1901. Its brief contended that the ancestors of the claimants had
lived together in 1851 as one band, which “existed independently of all other bands or
tribes™ of the Chinook Nation. Conceding that the “treaty contract” had not been
executed, it claimed that by repudiating that “unconscionable contract” the Senate had left
the rights and possession of the claimants in force. The brief argued that the lands
described in the treaty had been taken from the claimants and their ancestors against their
consent an<l without compensation. Thus, the claimants asked for “all the moneys
received by the United States from sales of their lands™ and compensation for fishing
rights on the Columbia, plus interest (Court of Claims 1901). The Government
contended that the “tribal rclations‘of the Chinook Nation have long ceased to exist. . . .”

3 The Petition misrepresents the commissioner’s lack of objection to the bill’s passage as a
positive endorsement of the bill, and ignores the secretary’s refusal to support the commissioner’s
position (Petition 1987, 76).
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Its brief argued that if the band's descendants based their claim on the unratified treaty,
their rights and cornpensation were governed by that document. Its position was that the
claimants had no right to any land sale revenues or interest and were entitled to recover
only the $20.000 provided in the treaty (Court of Claims n.d.).

The attorneys for the claimants and the Government took depositions in Astoria from five
Chinook descendants and several non-Indian residents of the area in 1902 (Court of
Claims 1902). This testimony, for purposes of the claims being advanced, was focused
on conditions at the time of the treaties in 1851, not conditions in 1902. A hearing in the
case was held in November 1906. The Court filed its report in December 1906 and
forwarded it to Congress in January 1907. According to the Court of Claims, the issue
before the Court was that the claimants requested a fair settlement for the value of the
lands which the Lower Band of Chinook Indians attempted to cede to the United States
by the unratified treaty of 1851. The Court provided a factual recitation of the treaty
negotiations and provisions, noted that the treaty had neither been ratified nor rejected,
and stated that the claimants had received no compensation for these lands. It estimated
that there were not more than 250 descendants of the Lower Band of Chinooks living at
the time (Court of Claims 1906, 1-5). The Court concluded that the “‘claimant, as a band,
has long ceased to exist” (Court of Claims 1906, 4).

While the issue of the claims of the Lower Band was before the Court of Claims, bills to
pay compensation 1o the claimants continued to be considered by Congress. The Court of
Claims had been asked only to make findings of fact, but a proposed amendment to the
Indian appropriation act, offered at the request of the claimants' attorneys in 1905, would
have referred the claims of the Lower Band to the Court for judgment (Senate 1905a, 102,
106). Another proposed amendment would have mandated a payment of $100 to each
living individual who was a member of one of the Chinook bands in 1851. Senator
Fulton of Oregon proposed that descendants should be paid as well (Senate 1905b). His
amendment of the amendment increased the payment to $200 per person and specified
that it would be made to Indians alive at the time of the 1851 treaties “or their heirs”
(Senate 1905¢). Ful:on estimated that there were “not over a hundred” Chinook
descendants and statzd that “they have no tribal relations” (Senate 1905a, 103, 105). The
House dropped its objection to this Senate amendment when it was amended, in
conference, to deletz the appropriation and to authorize an investigation (House 1905).

Thus, the Indian Appropriation Act of 1905 directed the Secretary of the Interior to report
on the number of Indians, or their heirs, who belonged to the Lower Band and Kathlamet
band of Chinook at the time of the treaty negotiations in 1851 (Statutes 1905, 1073). The
act also called for such reports on the Clatsop and Tillamook Indians. Noting that the act
did not provide an appropriation for the required investigation, the Secretary of the
Interior directed the Indian Office to detail a special agent to conduct the research
(Interior 1905). The Indian Office selected Charles E. McChesney and issued him
instructions on December 8, 1905. McChesney was told “to locate all the Indians or their
heirs” (BIA 12/1/1906). He was to take testimony, examine agency records, and exhaust
every source of available information in this search. McChesney's request for additional
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instructions indicated that he saw his task as to “locate and see all who claim heirship”
from the 1831 Chinook bands (BIA 1/15/1906).

McChesriey submitted his report to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs on November 185,
1906. He also provided the testimony he had taken and separate lists of Lower Chinook,
Kathlamet, Clatsop, and Tillamook Indians. McChesney indicated that his list of the
Lower Chinook Indians consisted of those alive on the day of the treaty of 1851 “and the
heirs of those who have died since that time. .. ."” (BIA 11/15/1906). It was, in short, a
list of descendants. It was not, however, a complete list of descendants, for it did not
include the children of living heirs. McChesn::y's list of 1906 contained the names of 116
descendants of the Lower Band of Chinook. In addition to these living descendants of the
historical (Chinook, the genealogical information McChesney included as part of the list
contained the names of at least 70 deceased descendants of the Lower Band (McChesney

1906).

Because McChesney’s task was to identify heirs, most of the individuals included on his
1906 list were adults. All 4 Kathlamet descendants, 75 of 80 Clatsop descendants, and 95
of 116 descendants of the Lower Band on his list were adults. It is possible to say that 35.
of these 174 adults, or 20 percent of them, have a descendant who is a current member of
the petitioning Chinook organization. The probability that an individual on McChesney’s
1906 list has become an ancestor of a member of the Chinook petitioner varies by the
descendant’s historical band: 75 percent of the Kathlamet adults (3 of 4), 24 percent of
the Lower Band adults (23 of 95), and 12 percent of the Clatsop aduits (9 of 75) have a
descendant who is a current member of the petitioner’s organization. Thus, 76 percent of
the descendlants of the Lower Band on McChesney’s 1906 list, and 80 percent of the
descendants of the Chinookan bands, have not produced descendants of their own who
have affiliated with the present Chinook petitioner.

The geographical distribution of the descendants of the Lower Band with a known post
office address in 1906 (114 of 116) was that 31 were from Shoalwater Bay, 26 from the
Columbia River, 21 from other locations in western Washington, 11 from eastern
Washingtor, and 25 from out of state. Thus, it appears that 50 percent (31+26 = 57 of
114) were fror southwestern Washington and 68 percent were from western Washington
(31426+21 = 78 of 114). In addition, some of the Oregon descendants, about 10 percent
of the total list, lived along the shore of the Columbia (McChesney 1906). There were 23
adult descendants of the Lower Band on McChesney's list who definitely have
descendants of their own on the membership roll of the petitioning Chinook organization.
The geographical distribution in 1906 of these ancestors of the Chinook petitioner (22 of
23 with a known post office address) was that 10 were from the Columbia River, 8 from
Shoalwater Bay, and 4 from other locations. The most common address was Bay Center,
where 5 of these 23 ancestors lived. Almost none of the Chinookan descendants on
McChesney's 1906 list who lived in a location removed from the shores of the Columbia
River or Shoalwater Bay have become an ancestor of a member of the petitioner's

organization.
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The first bills to cornpensate claimants on behalf of the Waukiakum,
Nucqueclahwemuck,, and Wheelappa bands were introduced in 1906, after McChesney
had been given his instructions (Senate 1906). The Indian Appropriation Act of 1906
directed the Secretary of the Interior to investigate the validity of these claims against the
United States (Statutes 1906, 369). The acting Commissioner of Indian Affairs reported
to the secretary on these claims in December 1907. It was probable, he suggested, that
these bands had received supplies from the Government which were more valuable than
the compensation specified in the unratified treaties. Believing that the Senate’s refusal to
ratify their treaties meant that their claims lacked merit, he concluded that the
Government should give *“no further recognition . . . to these pretended claims” (BIA
12/11/1907). The Secretary of the Interior informed Congress that he agreed that these
bands had no claim against the Government (Interior 1908). Another adverse report on
the reports of Chincok and Clatsop bands was made by the secretary the following month
(Interior 1910, citing Interior 1908). Two years later, the Department reversed its
position. It disparaged its earlier research and found no evidence that the bands had
received benefits equal to the treaty amounts. It now was willing to consider Indian
claims even if “stale after a haif-century (Interior 1910 and 1911).

In 1912, the Senate C'ommittee on Indian Affairs recommended that “final settlement”
bills be passed for the Lower Band and other bands of Chinook, Clatsop, and Tillamook
Indians. This series of bills had been introduced by Senator Chamberlain of Oregon. The
committee noted that the Government had taken possession of the lands of these bands
and had not paid them any compensation. It recommended payments equal to the
amounts mentioned in the treaties and amended the pending bills to authorize payments
to “lineal descendants™ rather than to “‘heirs” (Senate 1912a). Later in the session, the
committee added the substance of these claims bills to the Indian appropriation bill by
amendment (Senate 1912b). Thus, the Indian Appropriation Act of August 24, 1912,
provided for payments of $20,000 to the Lower Band of Chinook Indians, $7,000 to both
the Kathlamet and Waukikum bands, and $5,000 to the Wheelappa band. Payments to
the Clatsop, Nucqueeclahwemuck, and Tillamook Indians also were authorized. The
recipients, according to the act, accepted these payments in full satisfaction of all claims
against the United States for the lands described in the treaties. The act provided that the
Secretary of the Interior was to apportion the payment “among those now living and the
lineal descendants of those who may be dead. . . .” (Statutes 1912, 535).

The Indian Office again turned to Charles McChesney to prepare a payment roll for the
funds appropriated by the Act of 1912, and issued instructions to him in October 1912,
McChesney submitted his report on December 12, 1913, He used the lists he had
prepared in 1906 as the basis for his new lists. The earlier lists had sought to identify
those who could claim heirship from the treaty tribes, but the new lists were defined as
the lineal descendants of those tribes (BIA3/7/1914). One effect of the act’s reference to
“lineal descendants™ was to exclude from an award the non-Chinook spouses who had
earlier been listed by McChesney as heirs. McChesney also identified some new
descendants and added the living descendants of some deceased individuals. McChesney
prepared lists for the Liower Band, Wheelappa band, Waukiakum band, and Kathlamet
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band of Chinooks, and the Clatsop and Tillamook tribes. Because of the shift in focus
from heirs to lineal descendants, many more individuals were included on McChesney’s
1913 lists than his 1906 lists. Although complete 1913 lists have not been located, the
extant lists appear to have included 680 lineal descendants of the Lower Band and a total
of 1011 living descendants of the Lower Chinookan Indians -- Clatsop and Lower,
Wheelappa, Kathlamet, and Waukiakum bands of Chinook.*

The result of McChesney's work was an annuity payment roll, to fulfill the Act of 1912,
which was approved by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs on July 18, 1914, and by the
First Assistant Secretary of the Interior on July 24, 1914 (BIA 1914). The annuity
payment roll of 1914 was based on an identification of members of the Chinook bands
who had been alive at the time of the unratified treaty of 1851. McChesney's 1914 roll
attemnpted to include the living lineal descendants who stood to inherit the funds due
those Chinook ancestors. His 1913 lists were transformed into payment rolls by deleting
those lineal descendants with a living Indian parent who was able to receive payment. No
one born arter 1912 was listed, so it appears that the Indian Office intended to make
pagments to persons alive when the appropriation act was passed. The annuity payment
roll for the lineal descendants of the Lower Band of the Chinook tribe included 268
numbered claimants and 117 numbered deceased ancestors. Many individuals had
multiple entries, however, and could claim multiple shares of the payment because they
could trace their descent back to more than one ancestor alive in 1851. Consolidating
multiple claims into unique individuals reveals that this payment roll contained the names
of 68 deceased ancestors and 149 living lineal descendants of the Lower Band of the
historical Chinook tribe. More generally, the annuity payment roll of 1914 listed 260
living descendants of Chinookan bands from the lower Columbia River.

McChesney's task had been to trace living individuals back to an Indian alive at the time
of the 1851 treaties. The genealogical information provided by McChesney on his lists of
1906, 1913, and 1914 identified 111 Chinookan Indians who had been alive in 1851 and
also did not have an ancestor living in 1851: 50 individuals from the Lower Band, 29
Clatsop, 13 Wheelappa, 11 Kathlamet, and 8 Waukiakum (McChesney 1906 and 1913;
BIA 1914). These individuals were potential progenitors of Chinookan family lines
surviving after the treaty. McChesney found descendants in the 20th century, however,
for only 57 of these 111 individuals. Thus, the actual progenitors, as identified by
McChesney, were 29 individuals from the Lower Band, 18 Clatsop, 7 Wheelappa, 3
Kathlamet, and no Waukiakum. All five of the Waukiakum claimants on the 1914
annuity payment roll could trace their ancestry back to Wheelappa and Kathlamet
ancestors. Because of intermarriage between descendants of the various bands, the band

‘ The 1913 McChesney lists at the BIA Agency in Hoquiam do not contain lists of the
descendants of the Kathlamet and Waukiakum bands, and do not include the first page of the list
of the descendants of the Lower Band. For the purposes of this analysis, descendants listed on the
1914 annuity payment roll, but not found on the extant 1913 lists, were assumed to have been on
the missing pages of the 1913 lists. Individuals found on the lists of both the Lower Band and
other bands have been counted here as descendants of the Lower Band.
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affiliation of the 1851 progenitors of 20th-century Chinookan descendants could be
counted somewhat differently from the totals given here. This count has given priority
first to Lower Band progenitors, and then to Wheelappa progenitors.

The funds appropriated by the Act of 1912 were paid not to a tribe or a group, but to
individual claimants. Indeed, the Comptroller of the Department of the Treasury required
a release form from each individual recipient, rather than from a council or head man,
precisely because of an interpretation that the act provided for payment to “Indians in
their individual capacity rather than any tribal or band capacity” (Treasury 1914).
Following the recommendation of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, the attorneys who
had prepared the claims case received 20 percent of the award (BIA 3/7/1914). Living
claimants did not receive equal shares, but shares in various amounts which were the
result of dividing an inherited claim among the descendants in a family line (BIA 1914).
Not all of the appropriated funds were paid, for the Interior Department found no living
lineal descendants of the Nucqueeclahwemucks and made no payments to § Clatsop
claimants and 56 claimants of the Lower Band (BIA 5/13/1940). It is not clear whether
the claimants failed. or refused, to seek the award, or the Department was not able to
locate them. The outcome was that about 21 percent (56 of 268) of the claims due Lower
Band descendants were not paid. Because of attorneys' fees and missing claimants, the
Indian Claims Commission concluded, the descendants of the Lower Band received
$14.837 of the $20,000 appropriated for them (Indian Claims Commission 1970, 86).

Allotments and the Roblin List, 1903-1933:

The Indian Office issued instructions for alloting the Quinault Reservation in 1905 (BIA
1907-1933 at #119). Allotting agent Finch Archer testified in count, according to a later

superintendent, that his instructions had been to enroll and allot the Indians at
Georgetown, Bay Center, and as far south as the Columbia River (BIA 12/14/1926).
Supplementary instructions to Archer, however, informed him that Chinooks should not
“be classed as ‘fish-eaters’ in the sense that will entitle them to allotment” on the Quinault
Reservation. Allotment of a Chinook would require evidence of his or her affiliation
with, and acknowledgment by, the Indians residing on Quinault (BLA 5/10/1906).
Superintendent H. H. Johnson reported in 1908 that he and Archer had visited the Indians
at Bay Center because they were entitled to allotments at Quinault (BIA 6/15/1908). A
later letter appears to indicate that the superintendent believed that the Indians at Bay
Center were from the Shoalwater Bay, or Georgetown, reservation (BLA 10/19/1909).
Between 1907 and 1910, 690 allotments were made on Quinault (BIA 1907-1933).
About 1914, the allotment program was suspended on the grounds that the agricultural
and grazing lands of the reservation had been allotted and only timber lands remained
available, which could not be allotted (Kinney 1937, 267-268; Ray 1976, 29-30). No
allotments were made on the Quinault Reservation between 1910 and 1924 (BLA 1907-

1933).

In 1919, special agent Charles E. Roblin of the Office of Indian Affairs produced a series
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of lists of the region’s unenrolled Indian descendants which included a list of unenrolled
Chinooks. Roblin’s lists resulted from an effort by Thomas G. Bishop, president of the
Northwestern Federation of American Indians, to open the Quinault Reservation to
additional allotments of land. This effort followed the Act of March 4, 1911, which
directed the Secretary of the Interior to provide allotments from the “surplus lands” on the
Quinault Reservation to Indians from tribes affiliated with the Quinault in the treaty
which authorized the reservation (Starutes 1911, 1346). Bishop presented the Indian
Office, in May 1916, with 82 applications for enrollment and allotment on the Quinauit
Reservation. The Commissioner of Indian Affairs responded by instructing Roblin, in
November 1916, to “carefully examine each application™ to see if the applicant had
maintained tribal relations with a tribe eligible for enroliment and allotment at Quinault.
Thus, Roblin was to identify those individuals eligible for enrollment. However,
recognizing that many of the applicants for enrollment at Quinault would be rejected, and
that not all unattached Indians had applied, the commissioner indicated that he also
desired a separate list of individuals who *““can not be enrolled and allotted at Quinaielt”
so that a full report may be made to Congress on the “unattached and homeless Indians”
of Washington state (BIA 11/27/1916).

Roblin later recalled that he had been instructed to “report on the number of unattached
and unallotted Indians in western Washington™ who had “asserted rights to allotments” on
the Quinault Reservation. My duties,” he said then, “were simply to interview Indians
and list those who claimed allotments . . . or 2 money indemnity for failure to receive
such allotrrents™ (Roblin 1942, emphasis in the original). Roblin included a list of 261
unenrolled Chinooks as part of his report in January 1919. While all earlier lists had
made distinctions between various bands of Chinookan-speaking Indians, Roblin did not
do so. Roblin did, however, prepare lists of 26 Shoalwater Bay and 3 Clatsop Indians
separate from the list of Chinooks (Roblin 1919). More than one-third of the unattached
Chinooks identified by Roblin were included in a single family line, the descendants of
Mary Rondeau. For this reason, almost one-third of Roblin's Chinooks used Dahlia,
Washington, as their post office address. More than half of those whose address was
known to Roblin lived on the Columbia River, while less than 5§ percent lived on
Shoalwater Bay. In short, Roblin's list of Chinooks was not a comprehensive or
representative selection of descendants of the historical Chinook tribe. It was a very
selective list of Chinook descendants who were not enrolled or allotted at Quinault.

Roblin's 1919 list of unenrolled Chinooks was almost totally different from the 1914
annuity payment roll of the Lower Band or other bands of Chinook. Indeed, only 28 of
the 261 nanes on Roblin's list of Chinooks and none of the 26 names on his list of
Shoalwater Bay Indians appeared on the 1914 annuity roll (Roblin 1919; BIA 1914).
Many of Roblin’s unattached Chinooks, however, were children of annuity claimants.
McChesney's lists of 1906 and 1918 had included 66 percent (171 of 261) of Roblin's
unattached Chinooks, and all 3 of his unattached Clatsops. Only 8 percent (2 of 26) of
Roblin's unenrolled Shoalwater Bay Indians, however, had appeared on a McChesney list
of Chinookan bands. Roblin's list of unattached Chinooks introduced eight family lines
which McChesney had not noted, and 23 percent (61 of 261) of Roblin's unattached

v
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Chinooks were included in these new lines. Roblin's list of unattached Shoalwater Bay
Indians used three new family lines which had not appeared in McChesney's lists, and
included 85 percent (22 of 26) of the unattached Shoalwater in these new lines. In
general. Roblin’s list of unenrolled Chinooks should be considered only as an addendum
to the McChesney lists of Chinook descendants.

In his written repor:, Roblin observed that in southwestern Washington there were “a
number of small Indian settlements, comprising the remnants of the tribes originally
inhabiting” the region. Although they had “almost entirely lost their character as Indian
settlements,” he noted, *so far as it has been possible, the Indians can be said to have kept
up their ‘tribal relations’ and communal life.” Roblin's argument was that the Indians
could not be said to have “severed tribal relations” voluntarily when white settlers had
“surrounded them and overwhelmed them, thus making tribal conditions impossible.” He
went on to remark that “the majority of these people have taken their places in the
communities side by side with the white people, and have become a part of the white
community life.” Roblin concluded, in general, that most claimants for allotment at
Quinault were descendants of Indian women who had married the early non-Indian
pioneers of the country (BIA 1/31/1919). The Indian Office's overall interpretation of
Roblin's findings on numerous historical tribes was that many of the applicants had
obtained the status of citizens and had “never . . . associated or affiliated with any Indian
tribe or tribes. . . .”" (BIA 11/17/1919).

The lists produced by McChesney and Roblin identified 1,159 Chinookan descendants.

In 1906 McChesney listed 200 descendants, in 1913 he added another 845 descendants,
and in 1919 Roblin identified another 114 descendants. The 1914 annuity payment roll
was based on McChesney's 1913 list and identified no new lineal descendants of Chinook
bands. McChesney's lists of 1906 and 1913, and the annuity roll he produced in 1914,
grouped individuals by their descent from the Chinookan treaty bands. A substantial
number of these descendants were listed as having descent from two bands, and some
were listed inconsistently, so a simple summary must be inadequate. The count presented
here attempts to maximize the identification of descendants of the Lower Band. From the
information in McChesney's lists, 701 individuals can be identified as lineal descendants
of the Lower Band of Chinook. McChesney's lists also identified 32 descendants of the
Wheelappa band, 6 descendants of the Kathlamet band, and 3 descendants of the
Waukiakum band of Chinooks. In addition, he identified 303 descendants of the
Chinookan Clatsop Tribe. Roblin did not use the treaty band designations, and thus his
114 new descendants were classified as 90 Chinooks and 24 Shoalwater Bay Indians.’

3 These data are a summary of several lists, and therefore differ somewhat from the band
identification in any particular list. In assigning this summary identification, several rules were
followed. If an individual was listed under two bands in the same list, priority was given to the
listing of the individual as a descendant of the Lower Band. If an individual was listed under two
bands in different lists, priority was given first, to the most frequent identification; second, to the
identification on the 1914 annuity roll; and third, to identification as a descendant of the Lower

' {continued...)
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The cessation of allotment on the Quinault Reservation led to litigation to force the
assignment of timber lands and to compel allotment to specific individuals. The issue of
allotting timber lands was taken to court by a potential allottee, Tommy Payne. In 1924,
the Suprerne Court held, in United States v. Payne, that forested lands might be allotted
(Supreme Court 1924; Ray 1976, 30). In addition, a series of cases on behalf of
individuals was brought in the United States District Court and, as the Department of the
Interior summarized the proceedings, “practically all the plaintiffs were granted
allotments” by the Court (Interior 1933). The Department was unable to have these
adverse decisions appealed. The most notable case, the Department believed, was that of
Elliort v. United States, brought by Chinook descendants. The result of these decisions
was that the number of allotments on the Quinault Reservation more than doubled.
Between 1924 and 1928, the number of allotments increased from 690 to 1467 (BIA
1907-1933).

The successful court cases to gain allotments for individuals were followed by cases
which asserted the rights of their descendants to allotments as well. These cases raised
the issues of the allotment rights of descendants of the Chinook tribe and of Indian
descendarnts who did not reside on reservations. In a consolidated case in United States
District Court, known as Halbert v. United States, the plaintiffs argued that they were
entitled to allotment because they were the children and grandchildren of allottees. The
plaintiffs, rmany of whom were Chinook descendants, did not argue that they were
Chinooks. but that they were Quinaults.® In addition, they contended that “the Indians
about Shoalwater Bay . . . have always been considered a part of the Quinaielt tribe™
(District Court n.d.a, passim, quote at 17). The Government contended, in several
individual cases, that the plaintiffs were not Quinaults because they or their parents had
been judged to qualify as Chinooks for payments under the Act of 1912. In general, the
Government argued that the plaintiffs were descendants who were without tribal
affiliation or tribal relations, and that the enrollment of an ancestor did not preserve tribal
rights to descendants who had separated from tribal life (District Court n.d.b, passim, 44).

The District Court's decision in 1928 interpreted the Executive Order expansion of the
Quinault Reservation in 1873 to be intended for the use of the Upper Chehalis, Lower
Chehalis, Cowlitz, Chinook, and Shoalwater Bay bands, and therefore concluded that
they were entitled to allotments on the reservation under the Act of March 4, 1911
(District Court 1928, 23). That act had directed the Secretary of the Interior to make
allotments on Quinault to “other tribes of Indians in Washington who are affiliated with
the Quinaielt and Quileute tribes in the treaty” of 1855/1856 (Statutes 1911, 1346). The

%(...continued)
Band.

8 The Petition asserts that the “Chinook Indian Tribe played an active role” in this litigation, but
offers no evidence to support this conclusion (Petition 1987, 268-269). It simply assumes a trbal
role because of the involvement of individuals of Chinook descent. It ignores the plaintiffs’
argument that they were Quinaults rather than Chinooks.
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District Court found that, of the tribes affiliated with the Quinaults in the negotiations
leading to that treaty, only the Cowlitz retained a tribal organization in 1928, while the
Chinook and the other historical tribes had lost their tribal organization. This was not a
problem, the Court concluded, because the Executive Order of 1873 was intended for
“remnants” of tribes without tribal organization (District Court 1928, 25-27, 31). The
superintendent of the Taholah Agency at Hoquiam interpreted this decision to mean that
“the Indians of this locality, including the Chinooks . . . were entitled to receive
allotments on the Quinaielt Reservation. . ..” (BIA 11/30/1928). In 1931, the Supreme
Court affirmed the District Court decision by holding that Chinooks were entitled to
allotment at Quinault and that the Act of 1911 did not require residence on that
reservation for allotment (Supreme Court 1931, 760, 762).

It was in the context of the Halbert decision to provide allotments on the Quinault
Reservation to Chinook descendants that, in the following year, the superintendent
referred to the Chinook as one of the “new tribes” of that reservation (BIA 8/13/1932).
The number of allotments on the Quinault Reservation increased by 40 after the District
Court decision in Halbert in 1928. After the Supreme Court decision in 1931, an
additional 833 allotments were made. Thus, the result of this litigation was to increase
the number of allotrnents on the Quinaulit Reservation by 60 percent, from 1467 to 2340
(BIA 1907-1933). Charles Roblin was assigned to be the allotting agent who would
determine which individuals were entitled to allotments of reservation land. Roblin
recalled that he stopped his work in 1933 when the land available for allotment was
exhausted (Roblin 1942). The Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 prohibited the making
of any further allotments (Statutes 1934, 984). Because allottees were not required to
reside on the reservation, the agency superintendent observed in 1940 that Chinook
allottees lived “scattered throughout western Washington” (BIA 11/22/1940).

In general, 40 percent (468 of 1159) of the individuals who appeared on any of the
Government's lists of Chinookan descendants -- those compiled in 1906, 1913, 1914, and
1919 -- were allottec! land on the Quinault Reservation. The rate of allotment was lower
than average for descendants on the list of 1906 or the annuity payment roll of 1914,
probably because they were the oldest descendants and the least likely to live until the end
of the allotment process in 1933. The rate of allotment was higher than average for
descendants on the list of 1919, probably because they were the youngest descendants and
most likely to be alive throughout the allotment period. However, those descendants who
never appeared on a McChesney list and were first identified by Roblin in 1919 were only
half as likely to be allotted (22 percent) as descendants identified by McChesney

(42 percent). In general, also, more Chinookan descendants were allotted during the
second phase of allotment at Quinault from 1924 to 1933 (25 percent) than were allotted
during the first phase of allotment from 1907 to 1910 (15 percent). However, the first
descendants to be identified by McChesney in 1906, and presumably the oldest
descendants, were more likely to have been allotted before 1910 than after 1924. None of
the Chinookan descendants on Roblin's 1919 lists, in contrast, were allotted prior to 1928.
Clearly, Roblin did not consider Indian descendants who had been allotted at Quinault to

be unattached Indians.
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The probability of being allotted on the Quinault Reservation varied somewhat by the
identification by the Government's special agents of a Chinookan descendant’s band, or
the band of his or her ancestor. Individuals who were identified by McChesney as
descended from an ancestor in the Lower Band were allotted on Quinault at the rate of
53 percent (372 of 701). The rate of allotment for those identified by McChesney as
Wheelappa descendants was 50 percent (16 of 32). The highest rate of allotment was
obtained by Kathlamet descendants, 83 percent (5 of 6), and Waukiakum descendants,
67 percent (2 of 3), but they were few in number. A much lower rate of allotment was
obtained by Clatsop descendants, 16 percent (48 of 303), and by individuals who had
been identified only by Roblin as Chinook descendants, 23 percent (21 of 90), or as
Shoalwater Bay Indians, 17 percent (4 of 24).

In general. 63 percent of the Chinookans listed by McChesney or Roblin who were
allotted on Quinault were allotted after allotment resumed in 1924. However, all of the
Kathlamet and Waukiakum descendants, 94 percent of the Wheelappa descendants, and
77 percent of the Clatsop descendants who received allotments did so before 1910. On
the other hand, all of the Chinook and Shoalwater descendants identified only by Roblin
were allotted after 1924. During the first phase of allotment at Quinault, from 1907 to
1910, 67 percent of allotments to Chinookan descendants on a McChesney or Roblin list
were made to descendants of the Lower Band, while during the second phase of
allotment, from 1924 to 1933, 88 percent of such allotments were made to Lower Band
descendants. Although allotment of Chinookans before 1910 included some Clatsop,
Wheelappa, Kathlamet, and Waukiakum descendants, allotment after 1924 was
overwhelmingly made to descendants of the Lower Band.

The 1906 post office address is known for 41 of the 175 Chinookans listed on a
McChesney or Roblin list who were allotted between 1907 and 1910. In general, 27 of
these early allottees lived on Shoalwater Bay, 12 lived in western Washington, and 2
lived in Orzgon. Bay Center was the address of 14 allottees and South Bend of 7, so the
majority of these allottees (21 of 41) came from the area of just these two towns. It
appears that the Waukiakum, Kathlamet, and Clatsop descendants allotted before 1910
were allotted because they lived in or near Bay Center. A reservation had been created
for Indians on Shoalwater Bay, and it appears that this association led Government
officials to consider the Indians residing along Shoalwater Bay to be eligible for allotment
even before the Act of 1911 or the decisions of counts. A significant fact is that only 1 of
these 41 allcttees lived along the Columbia River, and that was on the Oregon shore.
Before the Kalbert case, clearly, BIA allotting agents treated Chinook descendants along
the Columtia River differently from those along Shoalwater Bay.

The allottees before 1910 who were listed on McChesney or Roblin lists descended from
13 of the 29 progenitors of Lower Band family lines, 7 of 18 Clatsop progenitors, 6 of 7
Wheelappa progenitors, and 1 of 3 Kathlamet progenitors. Allotment after 1924 added
allottees frorn 7 additional Lower Band progenitors and 1 Clatsop progenitor, plus 3 new
family lines identified by Roblin in 1919. At the completion of the allotment process in
1933, 382 individuals who had been listed on a McChesney or Roblin list and who could

-43-

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 95 of 418



Historical Report - Chinook

trace their ancestry back to one of 20 progenitors of the Lower Band had been allotted.’
By far the largest of these family lines were those of Elmermach or Marian Aubichon,
with 90 allottees on the McChesney or Roblin lists, and Mary Rondeau Ducheney-Preble-
Kelly. with 68 allottees. These two lines together comprised 41 percent of allotments to
descendants of the [Lower Band. These descendants benefitted by court rulings on
allotment, for 78 of the 90 Aubichon descendants and all 68 of the Rondeau descendants
were allotted after 1924. '

Qrganization and Claims, 1925-1950:

In February 1925. Congress passed an act which conferred jurisdiction upon the United
States Court of Claims to hear suits brought on behalf of any of “the tribes and bands of
Indians” from the 5:ate of Washington, and to render a final judgment in those cases.

The act explicitly mentioned the Chinook as a tribe or band which could submit its claims
against the Government to the Court (Starutes 1925, 886). The Chinook claims case
authorized by the Act of 1925 eventually became a part of a consolidated case known as
Duwamish et al. v. United States. In 1934, the United States Court of Claims concluded
that it lacked the authority to decide a suit such as that brought by the Chinooks to
recover the value of their aboriginal lands. The problem for the Court was that title to
these Chinook lands was claimed merely by the Indian right of occupancy, and not by a
treaty or an act of Congress which recognized Indian title. Whether or not to recognize
and pay such a claim, the Court stated, was a political rather than a judicial issue. In
denying the Chinook claim, the Court also noted that, under the Act of 1912, the Chinook
descendants already had accepted payment “in full satisfaction of all demands or claims
against the United States” for the lands described in the unratified treaties (Court of
Claims 1934, 598-600, 609).

After the jurisdictional act was passed in 1928, the superintendent of the Taholah Agency
at Hoquiam, W. B. Sams, observed that “the Chinooks are trying to get together” because
they had been authorized to bring a suit. This language implied that the Chinooks had not
previously formed a formal organization. Superintendent Sams said that as soon as the
Chinooks, who consisted *“of a large number of scattered Indians,” could be called
together, he would hold a meeting with them (BIA 4/4/1925). On April 8, 1925, the
superintendent published a notice, addressed to *all members of the Chinook Tribe of
Indians,” informing them that a meeting would be held in South Bend to select an
attorney to represent them before the Court of Claims (BIA 4/8/1925). Clearly, the
superintendent was acting to obtain the approval of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs
for a contract between an Indian group and an attorney as required by the Act of 1872,

4

’ Some individuals who were not identified by McChesney as Lower Band descendants couid
trace their ancestry back 1o a Lower Band progenitor, such as some of the Chinooks and 2 of the
Shoalwater Bay Indians on Roblin’s lists. Therefore, the number of Lower Band descendants
given here is different from the number of descendants listed on any of McChesney's lists of
descendants of the Lower Band.
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which had been codified as Section 2103 of the Revised Statutes (Statutes 1872).

The meeting, on April 18, 1925, was called to order by Superintendent Sams. The
attendees chose William Garretson of Ocean Park as chairman of the meeting and Paul
Petit of Bay Center as secretary. The name of only one attomney, Arthur E. Griffin of
Seattle, was presented to the group, and he was chosen by unanimous vote. In order to
sign a contract with the attorney, the meeting then elected three representatives: William
Bailey of South Bend, Sam Oliver of South Bend, and James Jones of Dahlia (BIA
4/18/1925). A week later, the superintendent mailed the minutes to the chairman and
requested that he sign and return them (BIA 4/27/1925). This request made it clear that
the minutes were prepared by Superintendent Sams as part of agency business, and were
not prepared by an existing Chinook council which kept records of its proceedings. In
addition, that the superintendent addressed the chairman as *“William Garrison,” who then
signed the rinutes as “William Garretson,” indicated that the superintendent had not
established a familiar relationship with the Chinook chairman. Two of the five officers
chosen at this meeting were not listed on either the McChesney or Roblin lists of Chinook
descendants. Sampson Oliver was not on a McChesney list, but his wife and children
were. Oliver was the Cowlitz husband of a Chinook woman (Oliver 1932). Neither
chairman Garretson nor an ancestor of his had been included on the McChesney or
Roblin lists.

A Chinook Tribal Council was organized on June 25, 1925, in Bay Center, according to
claims made in 1952 by Myrtle Woodcock, who was the secretary of an organization by
that name in the early 1950's (Woodcock 1952¢, 1952b). No available contemporaneous
evidence confirms the formation of such an organization in 1925. A 1953 report by the
superintendent of the Western Washington Agency, however, accepted the claim
advanced in 1952 that the Chinooks had had an “‘organization as far back as 1924...."
(BIA 5/13/1953). The Federal district court judge in Halbert concluded that the Chinook
did not have a tribal organization in 1928 (District Court 1928, 25-26). In a 1927
deposition for a different case, Woodcock agreed with her attorney's statement that she
was “recognized as the president” of the Chinook (Woodcock 1927). The first clear,.
public evidence of a formal Chinook organization and leadership was a 1931 letter
written to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs by Myrtle Woodcock as President and
Edna Olsen as Secretary of the “Chinook Tribe of Indians.” Both Myrtle Johnson
Woodcock iand Edna Clark Olsen had been listed on one of McChesney's lists. Their
letter claimed that the members of their organization had passed a resolution requesting
the Federal Government to procure and produce evidence relevant to their claims suit
(Woodcock 1931). In that claims litigation, Woodcock testified in 1932 that she was the
“President cf the council of the Chinook Indians” (Woodcock 1932).

For the years before 1951, no contemporaneous evidence has been found of the existence
of a Chinook tribal council, and very little contemporaneous evidence has been found of
Chinook meetings. Myrtle Woodcock's 1931 letter to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs
claimed that a tribal meeting had been held in South Bend that year to consider the suit
pending in the Court of Claims (Woodcock 1931). In a 1932 application for an allotment
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of land on the Quinauit Reservation, Lillian Larsen Bates answered that she had kept up
tribal relations by "Attending tribal meetings" at Bay Center and South Bend (Bates
1932). Bates said that she had been born at Cathlamet and now lived across the river at
Wauna. Oregon. In another application, Sampson Oliver said that he had maintained
tribal relations by visiting at a "Tribal meeting yearly" (Oliver 1932). Oliver lived at
South Bend and was married to Myrtle Woodcock's older sister. Since Oliver identified
his tribe as the Cowlitz, however, this evidence is ambigous. He may have meant that he
attended an annual Cowlitz meeting, or he may have meant that he visited with his wife's
Chinook relatives and the neighboring Indians of Bay Center at Chinook annual meetings.

In the absence of contemporaneous evidence of Chinook political or organizational
activity in the first half of the 20th century, affidavits made in 1990 and 1991 by Chinook
descendants provided some recollections of the activities of their parents or siblings
during the 1920's and 1930's. Since their recollections were of events more than half-a-
century earlier, in which they had not been direct participants themselves, their memories
were imprecise about dates and vague about details. William Garretson, whose father had
served as chairman of the 1925 meeting called by the agency superintendent to organize
for the Court of Claims case, remembered his father as having been the “hereditary” and
“recognized overall chief” at the time. He claimed that his father had “collected
assessments for the legal fund from about 1915 to 1926 or a little later when Harlan
Herrold became the legal fund assessment officer” (Garretson 1991). Oma Singer, the
daughter of Myrtle Woodcock, claimed that her mother had taken her “to Chinook Tribe
meetings” before she began school, which would have been prior to 1925. She said that
her mother, presumably in 1925, had been elected secretary. Both Garretson and Singer
remembered the Chincok adopting a constitution in 1925, and of doing so at the request
of the BIA (Singer 1991).

In the years after 1925, her daughter said, Myrtle Woodcock engaged in an “enormous
correspondence . . . with the tribal families. . . .” (Singer 1991). Woodcock's daughter
recalled that Woodcock had been active after 1925 in “enrolling™ Chinooks and
corresponding with the claims attorneys (Singer 1984). The specific activities of her
mother she remembered were gathering seven witnesses about 1927 for the Court of
Claims case and working *to document the Chinook™ for the Halbert allotment case
(Singer 1991). Attomey Griffin did write to Woodcock in 1927 about arranging
testimony for the claims case, but he did not refer to a Chinook organization or address
Woodcock as an officer in it (Griffin 1927).! When he deposed her, however, Griffin did
refer to Woodcock as the Chinook president (Woodcock 1927). Charlotte Davis recalled
that, after 1928, her brother, Harlan Herrold, had “collected assessment fees from tribal
members to finance the lawsuits” for fishing rights and allotments (Davis 1990).
According to the recollections of their relatives, Garretson, Woodcock, Herrold, and
others worked to gather names and document the Chinook heritage of claimants to be

' The Petition assers that this letter was addressed to Woodcock as “tribal secretary” (Petition
1987. 272, and Petition Ex.260). The document itself does not show this.
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placed on Roblin's allotment roll in the early 1930's (Garretson 1991; Singer 1991; Davis
1990).

Oral history from the 1980's provides some support for Woodcock's individual leadership
role on behalf of the Chinooks from the mid-1920's to the early 1950's. In a 1987
affidavit, a 91-year-old member of the petitioner's organization claimed that Woodcock
had been “'an active tribal leader” during the 1930's and 1940's when she “enrolled many
Chinooks™ (Glazier 1987). Another 1987 affidavit, by a 75-year-old member, recalled
that Woodcock “worked for many years in the 1920's, 1930's, and the 1940's to enroll
Chinooks. communicate to us about land claims and fishing issues, and to call meetings
of the tribe in Bay Center and South Bend. . . .” (Stephan 1987).° The president of an
association of fishermen claimed that Woodcock had been either chairman or secretary,
or both, of the Chinooks from 1925 to 1952 (Bristow 1987). The only recollection of
legal or pclitical activity between the early 1930's and 1951 by someone other than
Woodcock was the claim, by his sister, that Harlan Herrold had been “very active in
traveling to conduct tribal business and maintain contact with every member from 1928
until approximately 1951 when he married” (Davis 1990).

Some local non-Indians made affidavits in 1987 which recalled Chinook annual meetings
and referred to a Chinook council. An 81-year-old former resident of South Bend
claimed that, by 1927, she “‘was cognizant of these Chinook Indians making a yearly
pilgrimage to an ‘Annual Meeting’ of their tribe.” The Chinooks, she recalled, were
almost continuously involved in “legal actions” between 1925 and 1952. She also
suggested that they had a council of local representatives during those years (Miller
1987). An 81-year-old man, who served as president of a fishermen's union from 1938 to
1962. recalled attending Chinook meetings in the early 1930's. Meeting minutes listed
him as a committee member during the 1950's, however, so he may have misstated the
decade (Bristow 1987; CN 5/2/1959)."° An 82-year-old woman said that during her
service with a county Tuberculosis League from 1935 to 1952, the “Chinook Tribal
Council” requested a report for its “annual meetings” in June. She recalled that, in 1937,
a “Chinook Tribal Council” had organized examinations of Chinooks for tuberculosis
(Davis 1987). With the exception of the fisherman, these statements were made by
people who had played no role in a Chinook council or Chinook annual meetings. These
recollections were offered decades after annual meetings undeniably had begun in 1951,
and may have been influenced by these more recent memories. None of these affidavits

% The Petition cites these two affidavits of Glazier and Stephan as providing evidence that a
“tribal council” -- not merely Woodcock -- assisted members in enrolling their children, providing
information to Roblin, and registering to vote (Petition 1987, 273). Neither affidavit makes such a
statement or supports such a claim. They refer only to Woodcock's role, and refer to her role only
as “enrolling” Chinooks.

10 Russell Bristow's 1987 affidavit implied that he was a non-Indian. “Because the Chinook
Indians fished among us and with us,” he said, "I began attending their meetings. . . .” He was
listed as an {absent) member of the “Lawyer Committee” of the Chinook Nation in 1959.
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4

offered details of meetings before the 1950's.

[n 1940, an attomney from Aberdeen, W. A. Ackerman, inquired about the payments to
Chinook descendants which had been authorized by the Act of 1912, and the Office of
Indian Affairs provided him with a discussion of the claims paid on behalf of seven bands
and a list of the shares still due the claimants of the Lower Chinook band (BIA
5/13/1940). The available evidence does not suggest that this attorney was acting on
behalf of a Chinook tribal council.'' In 1948, Charles Larsen, who in the early 1950's
would serve as an officer in a Chinook organization, was the secretary of the
Northwestern Federation of American Indians and issued a notice announcing its annual
meeting. The available evidence does not indicate that Larsen was serving in the
Northwestern Federation as a delegate of a Chinook tribal council or as a representative
of Chinooks (NWFAI 1948)."2 '

After the claims case testimony of 1932, the next contemporaneous evidence for the
existence of a Chincok organization was a 1948 letter by the Indian Claims Commission
addressed to Myrtle Woodcock as president of the Chinook Tribal Council, presumably
because she had used that title in her letter to the Commission.'> The Commission, which
had been created by Congress two years earlier, informed Woodcock that no claim on
behalf of the Chinock tribe was pending before the Commission. If she desired to make a
claim, the Commission advised her, she should obtain an attorney (Indian Claims
Commission 1948). A petition on behalf of the Chinooks, filed not by Woodcock but by
J. Grant Elliott, was presented to the Indian Claims Commission in 1951.

BIA Services and Jurisdiction, 1925-19350:

When the Office of Indian Affairs received a petition in 1931 requesting the Government
to expedite the Chinook claims case, which was pending before the Court of Claims, the
commissioner indicated that he had a problem considering the petitioners to be Chinook
claimants since 21 of the 34 signers of the petition had been “allotted as members of the
Quinaielt tribe” (BLA 4/10/1931). Individuals who inquired about funds due the

' The Petition states that “the Tribal Council secured the assistance” of this attorney (Petition
1987, 274). There is nothing in the Indian Office’s reply to this attomey (Petition Ex.250) to
support this assertion. [t is possible that the attorney’s letter might support this claim, but the
petitioner did not submit the attorney's letter among its petition exhibits.

12 The Petition states that Larsen was “the delegate” (Petition 1987, 274) or “the representative”
(Petition Ex.330) of “the Chinook Indian Tribe’’ to the Northwestern Federation of American
Indians. Nothing on the face of the document itself identifies Larsen as a Chinook or as a Chinook

delegate.

'3 The Petition misidentifies the author of this letter as an emplbyee of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (Petition Ex.259).
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Chinooks also were reminded by the Indian Office that they were “enrolled and allotted
as a Quinaielt Indian” (BLA 4/30/1931). When a bill was proposed in 1947 to authorize a
claims suit against the United States over a disputed survey of the Quinault Reservation
boundary, the Secretary of the Interior took the position that the Indians with an interest
in the reservation, whatever their tribal ancestry, “may be regarded as one tribe.” This
litigation. he argued, was being conducted “for the benefit of all Indians having rights on
the Quinaielt Reservation,” and thus it was *“‘proper to refer to the collective group
regardless of tribal blood as the Quinaielt Indians” (Interior 1947).

Because of the Supreme Court's decision in Halbert, the superintendent of the Taholah
Agency said, 62 claimaints in that suit were placed on the Quinaielt census roll for the
year 1932. “They were listed on the Quinaielt roll,” the superintendent said, “as 40
Indians of the Chinook Tribe . . . allottees of the Quinaielt Reservation.” The
superintendent asked if the Indian Office wanted those claimants deleted from the
Quinaielt roll and listed on a separate census roll of the Chinook tribe. He noted that
there had “never been . . . a census roll of the Chinook Tribe. . . . and this agency never
reported themn on any census roll up until the time they were granted allotments on the
Quinaielt Reservation™ (BIA 1/28/1933)." The Indian Office provided instructions that
the rolls were to be made by reservation and not by tribe (BIA 11/28/1934, citing BIA
4/5/1933). The distinction which the commissioner made between a census roll and a
tribal roll apparently did not result in keeping such separate lists (BIA 1/11/1935). The
practice at the Taholah Agency, its superintendent said in 1940, was to *“carry all
Quinaielt allottees . . . on the Quinaielt census.” As a consequence, he noted, there was
no Chinook tribal roll (BIA 10/7/1940, citing BIA 4/5/1933).

After the Indian Reorganization Act (L.R.A.) of 1934 became law, the Indian Office
defined indlividual voting rights under the act. Making a distinction between three
sections of the act, it concluded that an individual's right to vote in the referendum on
whether or not to accept the act did not give that individual a right to vote on ratification
of a constitution or a right to vote on ratification of a charter (BIA 10/26/1934). The
agency superintendent took the position that since no enrollment had ever been made of
the Chinooks and they had not been *“officially recognized,” they would not vote in the
referendum on acceptance of the act (BIA 12/7/1934)." On the other hand, individuals
with allotments on the Quinault Reservation, including Chinook descendants, were
registered to vote in the LR.A. referendum at Quinauit (Petition 1987, 43, 273). A

'* The Petition claims that the superintendent’s statement that no enrollment of the Chinook had
ever been done was erroneous, because of the McChesney lists, annuity roll, and Roblin lists
(Petition 1987, 39, and Petition Ex.327). The superintendent, of course, was referring to the
agency's census rolls. His statement clearly indicates that the Office of Indian Affairs did not
consider the McChesney and Roblin lists to be an “enrollment” of Indians at the agency. The
superintendent understood the distinction between a list of descendants and an agency enroliment.

'S The Petition insists, however, that Chinook descendants who voted in this election did so “as
Chinooks” (Petition 1987, 14, 273).

v
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reservation was required for purposes of voting on whether or not the act would apply to
the reservation, and individuals with a “legal interest” in the reservation, defined in part
as ownership of “restricted property” within the reservation, were entitled to vote in the
referendum (Interior 1934).'¢ In 1935, the superintendent sought authorization to hold a
vote on whether or not to accept the act (BIA 2/14/1935). The election was held on
April 13, 1935. The votes were counted and the results were reported by reservations, not
by tribes. On the Quinault Reservation, the vote was 184-176 in favor of accepting the
act. On the Shoalwater Bay Reservation, the vote was 3-5 against accepting it. There
was a fundamental difference of opinion between resident and absentee voters on the
Quinault referendurn; absentee voters favored the act 148-69, while resident voters
opposed it 36-107 (BLA 1935, 4/13/1935, and 4/23/1935).

Children of Chinook descent attended Bureau of Indian Affairs schools, such as the non-
reservation Chemawa Indian School in Oregon. In 1932, for example, Oma Woodcock
and Christine Bailey, both 15-year-olds from South Bend, completed that school's form
for “*application for admission” and “test of eligibility.” Woodcock's form identified
herself as Quinault, while Bailey's form claimed that she was Chinook, Chehalis, and
Quinault (BIA 3/7/1932). When these application forms were submitted by the Chemawa
school to the superintendent of the Taholah Agency at Hoquiam for review, he replied
that neither applicant was enrolled with a tribe under his jurisdiction. He added that he
knew the Woodcock family “to be of Quinaielt blood” and would recommend their
daughter for acceptance. He claimed not to know Bailey, but had no reason to question
the “‘degree of blocl™ she claimed on her application (BIA 3/14/1932)."” These forms and
this letter suggest that these students were accepted at the school because of their Indian
ancestry and blood degree, not because of membership in a Chinook tribe or organization.

An exchange of comespondence in 1937 between the Indian agency and the State
Department of Public Welfare also indicates that it was the students and their parents, not
the agency, who prepared the application forms for the Chemawa school. When the
welfare office in Cathlamet sought information from the agency to help some Indian
students complete their application forms, it did not identify them as Chinooks
(Washington State 1937). The Taholah Agency superintendent replied that three of the
parents were Quinault allottees. He also provided their degree of Indian blood, stating
that the parents were of Chinook-Chehalis or Quinault-Chinook ancestry (BIA

16 Section 18 said that the L.R.A. “shall not apply to any reservation wherein a majority of the
adult Indians . . . shall vote against its application” (Statutes 1934, 988).

1" The Petition implies that the agency superintendent had solicited, approved, and “submitted”
these applications on behalf of the students, and also implies that the students met the school’s
requirements by being “Chinook children” and “tribal members” (Petition 1987, 47). The
documents do not support this interpretation.
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7/22/1937).'* When the Chemawa school requested information from the agency about
another of the students of interest to the state welfare office, the superintendent reported
that further investigation showed that she was “of 5/16 Indian blood,” not the previously
reported 5/32, and being more than one-quarter Indian was therefore qualified for
admission to the school (BIA 11/30/1937 and 11/16/1937). Again, the emphasis for
admission te the Indian school was not on any alleged Chinook tribal membership, but on
the students’ blood degree and their parents' reservation allotment.

In addition to the Chemawa Indian School, Chinook descendants attended state public
schools. which sought financial aid from the Government because of their enrollment.
The BLA superintendent at Hoquiam informed the public school district in Bay Center in
1932 that the Indian Office would pay tuition for all the school district's Indian children
who were of one-fourth Indian blood or more (BIA 9/3/1932). In 1934, the
superintenclent explained to the South Bend school district that payment of tuition for
Indian pupils in public schools required that the students have one-fourth degree of Indian
blood and that their parents not own taxable property within the school district. He also
indicated, however, that some students on the school district's list were eliminated from
support because they were not on the agency census roll (BIA 7/9/1934). When the
Indian Office provided the Bay Center school district with vouchers in 1935, it paid
tuition not for Chinook students but for “16 Quinaielt Indian pupils” (BIA 6/13/1935).
As was the case with eligibility for Indian school attendance, it was the degree of Indian
blood and the reservation status of families which were considered for financial support
of public schools. That some public school students were of Chinook descent did not
mean that the public schools or the State of Washington had a relationship with an
autonomous Chinook tribe. '

Qbservers and Scholars, 1900's-195Q's:

Although early-20th century scholars wrote about a Chinook tribe, they described the
tribe of the past rather than a tribal entity of their own time. When the journals of Lewis
and Clark were published in 1904 and 1905, editor Reuben Thwaites commented that the

'* The Petition implies that the State welfare office and the Federal Indian agency assisted these
students because they were members of a Chinook tribe (Petition 1987, 50). The cited documents
do not support such an interpretation. |

' The Petition suggests that two attempts to survey Indian children in the region’s public
schools are evidence of an identification of a Chinook tribe or of a relationship between the State
of Washington and a Chinook tribe (Petition 1987, 101). Although they revealed a knowledge of
the location of Indian students, neither document made any attempt to identify a tribal entity or to
deal with a tribe. The 1944 report by the Taholah Agency merely observed that some of the Indian
children in public schools were Chinooks (BIA 6/8/1944). The 1947 letter by a state supervisor of
Indian education merely proposed an itinerary to consider applications for funds and did not
specifically mention Chinooks (Washington State 1947).
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Chinook Indians “are almost extinct now” (Lewis and Clark 1904, 3:226). The
Smithsonian Institution's first Handbook of American Indians, published in 1907, claimed
that the Chinook had “completely fused” with the Chehalis, “their language being now
extinct” (Hodge 1907, 272). Photographer Edward S. Curtis included the Chinookan
bands in a 1911 volume in his series which sought to recapture and to preserve the culture
of a vanishing race with photographs and ethnographic descriptions of the historical tribe
(Curtis 1911). Charles H. Carey's History of Oregon, published in 1922, recounted Lewis
and Clark's description of the Chinooks (Carey 1922, 47-48). In 1927, when J. Neilson
Barry identified a “'Chin-ook-an linguistic family™ along the Columbia River and
Shoalwater Bay, he described it by using the past tense (Barry 1927, 149-151). J. F.
Santee’s 1932 article surveyed the life a century earlier of Chinook chief Comcomly
(Santee 1932). An article in 1933 by Frederic Howay mentioned the Chinooks in the
context of describing the discovery of the Columbia River by non-Indian explorers
(Howay 1933). In 1936, when anthropologist Leslie Spier described tribal boundaries in
Washington, he did so as of the early-19th century (Spier 1936, 24).

Some local non-Indians in the early 20th century referred to Indians of Shoalwater Bay, or
the Shoalwater Bay Reservation, as Chinooks. Har Plumb, who in 1978 published his
reminiscences of his childhood, said that he knew George Charley in 1920 as chief of “the
Shoalwater Bay branch™ of the Chinooks and leader of a seasonal fishing crew on the
Columbia River (Plumb 1978). In 1925, an lwaco newspaper reported that the War
Depantment was atternpting to prevent fishing on the Columbia near Fort Canby “by
members of the Chinook Tribe of Indians headed by Chief George Charley. . . .” (Ilwaco
1925). George Charley, however, testified in court proceedings about 1929 that he was a
Quinault and a Chehalis. In his testimony, Charley referred to Chinooks and Chinook
fishermen as “‘they” rather than as “we.” He also expressed the opinion that *“the Chinook
people were mostly all dead™ and that the surviving Chinooks “were old people,” but he
appeared in these remarks to consider only full-bloods to be Chinooks (District Court
1930, 384, 499, 508). When Charley died in a fishing accident, a local newspaper
referred to him as the “heriditary [sic] chief of the Willapa Bay Indians. . . .” (Raymond
1936).

The first scholarly ethnography of the Chinook was not published until 1938.
Anthropologist Vernie Ray of the University of Washington began his field work on the
Chinook in 1931. Ray acknowledged that it had “been assumed since the late nineteenth
century that the Lower Chinook were an extinct people.” He said that in 1930, however,
he received reports ‘'that one or two aged Lower Chinook were yet surviving.” He
investigated and found three “survivors,” but concluded that “only two of them were
usable as informants™ (Ray 1938, 29). His principal informant, Emma Millet Luscier,
was not a descendant of the Lower Band of Chinook -- her father was Kathlamet /
Wahkiakum and her mother Cowlitz / Kathlamet -- but she had lived in Bay Center for
the last half-century. Ray's interest clearly was in the historical Chinook tribe, not in the
conditions of the 1930's. Because Luscier was not born until fifteen years after the treaty
of 1851, however, his principal informant's personal knowledge of the Chinook applied to
the late 19th century and not to the period prior to the arrival of Government agents and
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American settlers. Thus, much of what Ray said about the aboriginal Chinook was based
on his reading of accounts written by early non-Indian explorers, traders, and settlers.

Forty years after publishing this study, Ray was asked to testify about his work on the
Chinook. Ray said that he had come to the conclusion in the 1930's that the Chinook
“were extinct as a tribe” (Ray 1980, 56). He also insisted in 1980 that no new
information had appeared since he had conducted his field work in the 1930's that would
require him to change his previous interpretations (Ray 1980, 219). The Lower Chinook
“tribal organization and the pattern of life was essentially lost,” he contended, “within a
relatively few years” after the treaty negotiations of the early 1850's and the epidemic
which struck around 1853 (Ray 1980, 66-67). The last identifiable groups of Chinooks,
he thought, had existed around the tumn of the century (Ray 1979, 167). Ray's standard of
judgment, in part, was that there was no existing tribe or organization that was
comparable to the tribal entities of an earlier period (Ray 1979, 161). Ray also pointed
out that he used the word “extinct” to relate only *to the culture of those people and to
their tribal existence.” He did not mean that Chinook people had experienced *“physical
extinction.” He argued that, as in the Chinook case, a “political organization” and a
“culture” could be extinct even though many descendants of the aboriginal ethnic group -
were still alive (Ray 1980, 62, 185-186).

Ray acknowledged that by the 1930's a Chinookan population had concentrated in Bay
Center (Ray 1980, 184). Indeed, as part of his research, Ray produced genealogies “for
practically all of the families yet living . . . with a marked Chinook component in the
ancestry.” With one exception, they all were living at Bay Center.(Ray 1938, 63). When
Ray did this work in the 1930's, however, he had never heard of the lists of Chinook
descendants produced earlier by McChesney and Roblin (Ray 1980, 163, 61-62). Ray
apparently visited some Chinook descendants in the Wahkiakum County area around
Pillar Rock, but decided that they would not be good informants about the historical tribe
and its historical culture. Thus, he did no field work in that area (Ray 1980, 54, 57, 128).
The population at Bay Center, Ray argued, was not limited to the descendants of the
native peoples of Shoalwater Bay or those who had moved there from the mouth of the
Columbia River, but included descendants of people from the Kathlamet and Wahkiakum
territory as well. Ray referred to Bay Center as having had *“a very much mixed
population” in the 1930's of “Chinook and whites and Chehalis and the remnants of the
peoples who had lived in that area. . . .” (Ray 1980, 57, 68-69).

In 1950, a committee of the United States House of Representatives reported that “the
remnants of a few tribes” of the “Chinookan linguistic stock™ were living on the Warm
Springs Reservation in Oregon and the Quinault and Chehalis Reservations in
Washington and were “scattered through their former habitat along the lower Columbia
River” (House 1950, 125, 282). In a 1953 report to Congress, the superintendent of the
Western Washington Agency observed that Chinook allotiees did not live on the Quinauit
Reservation, but were “scattered throughout the Pacific Northwest. . . .” Rather than
identifying any Chinook communities, the superintendent claimed that the Chinooks “are
completely assimilated into the communities where they live.” He attributed this to what
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he thought was the fact that *“most of them are more white than Indian. .. ." (BIA
5/13/1953). A draft termination planning document prepared by the agency later in 1953
concluded that most Chinooks were “well integrated in the non-Indian population” of
southwestern Washington and received “the same treatment as any other citizen of
Washington™ (BLA 9/23/1953).

Anthropologist John $wanton, in a 1952 publication of the Smithsonian Institution which
presented information about the historical Chinookan tribes, concluded that the “Chinook
or Tsinuk™ were ‘“‘now nearly extinct. . . .” Swanton also stated that the “‘Cathlamet, or
Kathlamet™ were “now extinct as a separate group” (Swanton 1952, 414, 419). The
implication of the anthropological report for the Indian Claims Commission by Herbert
Taylor in 1953 was that the “Lower Chinook tribal organizations were destroyed” and
that all that remained were “‘several hundred” individuals who could only “prove
themselves descendants of the Lower Chinook tribes” (Taylor 1953, 145). In the most
recent scholarly study of the Chinook, historian Clifford Trafzer has concluded that, about
1950, “two distinct Chinook groups existed, one at Shoalwater Bay and one along the
Columbia River.” Thus, Trafzer linked the creation of two organizations of Chinooks in
the early 1950's to the existence of two geographical groups of Chinooks. His
interpretation was that the Chinooks along the Columbia organized as the Chinook
Nation. while the Indians at Shoalwater Bay organized as the Chinook Tribes (Trafzer
1990, 97).

Qrganization and Claims, 1951-1938:

On August 5, 1951, John Grant Elliott of Skamokawa or Dahlia signed a petition to the
Indian Claims Commission on behalf of the Chinook Tribe and its “subordinate
Waukikum, Willopah and . . . Clatsop™ bands. The petition claimed that Elliott, as
Chairman of the General Council, was authorized by the “Chinook Tribe of Indians™ to
bring this action for the tribe (Indian Claims Commission 1951; Larsen 1953). However,
it was not until two weeks later, on August 18, 1951, that a meeting was held at
Skamokawa “for the purpose,” according to the minutes of the meeting, “of forming an
organization to represent the Chinook Tribe. . . .” The meeting minutes referred to this
gathering as the “first Chinook Tribal meeting. . . .” (Woodcock 1951a). Elliott testified
that he had known nothing about the claims case until August 1951. At that time, he said,
"we called a meeting,” which was attended by about one hundred people, and "we
organized. . .." (J.G. Elliott 1953). “Before we formed to file suit” against the
Government in 1951, Elliott's son and successor recalled in 1971, “the Chinook weren't
organized.” He did not see this as a temporary condition, for he regretted that the
“Chinook weren't organized for the hundred years between” 1851 and 1951 (Astoria
1971). The Indian Claims Commission concluded, in 1958, that “this so-called tribe”
was “‘organized ostensibly for the sole purpose of presenting this claim. . ..” (Indian
Claims Commission 1958, 212).

At the meeting on August 18, 1951, Elliott was unanimously chosen as chairman and
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Myrtle Woodcock was elected as secretary-treasurer. Leaders for seven geographical
areas were chosen by a committee (Woodcock 1951a). Elliott, Woodcock, and at least
five of seven local officers had been listed on either a McChesney or Roblin list. Celeste
Elliott Peterson recalled that since Elliott "was the man that signed for the whole group,
we thought that it was only proper that he should be the chairman” (Peterson 1953). After
a rival Chinook organization was formed in 1953, it pointed to Elliott's election as
chairman after having submitted the claims petition to imply that he had acted without
authorization and had simply asserted his leadership role (Larsen 1953). The general
meeting at Skamokawa was followed a week later by a local meeting in Bay Center and,
perhaps, in the other local areas. At the meeting of the Willapa Group in Bay Center, the
minutes of the Skamokawa meeting were read and local officer Claude Wain “gave a
short talk on the subject of our suit against the Government. . . .”” (Woodcock 1951b).
Although her.minutes in 1951 had referred to “forming™ an organization at the “first”
tribal meeting, Secretary Myrtle Woodcock described this process to the Secretary of the
Interior in 1952 as the tribal council having “re-organized” itself (Woodcock 1952c).

It was after a Chinook petition had been submitted to the Indian Claims Commission by J.
Grant Ellictt and attorney James Sareault of Chehalis, that the superintendent of the
Western Washington Agency issued a notice “to all members and descendants of the
Chinook tribe” that a meeting would be held in Skamokawa on September 22 to elect
delegates to sign a contract with an attorney to represent them before the Commission
(BIA 9/14/1951). The Indian Claims Commission Act of 1946 provided that contracts
with attomeys made by Indian claimants who had not been organized under the Indian
Reorganization Act would require the approval of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs as
outlined in Section 2103 of the Revised Statutes and the Act of May 21, 1872 (Statutes
1946, 1053). The superintendent knew that the Chinook claimants would need such
approval for the Commission to consider their case. The meeting was attended by 65
individuals who elected John Grant Elliott of Skamokawa, Myrtle Woodcock of South
Bend, and (Claude Wain of Raymond as the delegates to sign the contract with attorneys
Frederick Post and Malcolm McLeod of Seattle and James Sarcault of Chehalis. The
meeting also passed a resolution to ratify, after the fact, Sareault's filing a petition with
the Commission (CTC 9/22/1951, minutes and resolution; Cathlamet 1951). The contract
was signed by the parties and approved by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs (BIA
12/27/1951; Indian Claims Commission 1975, 439-440).

At least as carly as March 1952, J. Grant Elliott was referring to the new Chinook
organization he led as the “Chinook Nation” (J.G. Elliott 1952a). Usually, however,
officers referred to the organization as the “Chinook Tribal Council.” In June 1952,
Secretary Myrtle Woodcock wrote to inform the Secretary of the Interior of the
organization. She said the Council had about 900 members. She identified the Council
officers as a president, a secretary,‘and seven area officers. That the names of three of the
seven area officers were handwritten additions to this typed letter suggests that the
organization was still in its formative stages (Woodcock 1952¢). There is evidence that
annual meetings of the new organization led by Elliott were held from 1951 through
1967. The statement of expenses of one of the claims attorneys indicates that he attended
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an "annual Chinook meeting™ each June from 1951 to 1963. All of these meetings,
except that in 1955, were in Skamokawa on the Columbia River (Indian Claims
Commission 1974,

The meetings of the new Chinook Tribal Council were geared to prosecuting the Indian
Claims Commissicn case. The purpose of the council meeting in March 1952, the
minutes stated, “‘was to explain ways of getting evidence for our case” (Woodcock
1952a). At least as early as June 1952, Elliott and Woodcock gave testimony about their
organization for the purposes of this case (J.G. Elliott 1952b; Woodcock 1952b). In
January 1953, the only apparent item on the agenda was attorney Malcolm McLeod's
request for evidence for the claims case (CTC 1/17/1953). Six Chinook descendants gave
testimony for the Indian Claims Commission in August 1953 (Petition Ex.606-611).
Exceptions to this focus on the claims case were that the Willapa local organization
passed a resolution in 1952 objecting to the timber policies on the Quinault Reservation
(CTC 5/17/1952) and that some of the officers of the council undertook a suit in county
court in 1953 against an individual landowner who had uncovered graves on his property
near Long Beach (Washington Superior Court 1953).

Chairman Elliott acknowledged that a “division” within the organization occurred in
1953 (Indian Claims Commission 1958, 212). This split happened, according to Charles
Larsen. an officer in the new organization, because “we could get no reliable information
from our chairman. . . ." (Larsen 1953). A meeting at Bay Center on May 3, 1953, called
by Secretary Myrtle Woodcock, was attended by 68 persons (Larsen n.d., 2, and 1953).
“After a recital of the lack of interest shown by the leaders of the tribe,” Larsen recalled,
“it was decided to elect a new set of officers . . . and to create more interest in the suit
against the governmment” (Larsen n.d., 2). The new officers elected at this meeting were
Roland Charley of Tokeland as chairman, Lewis Hawks of Bay Center as vice-chairman,
and Myrtle Woodcock of South Bend as secretary. In addition, five councilmen were
elected. All eight of these officers, or their parent, had been listed on a McChesney or
Roblin list. Only two of them resided along the Columbia River, both at lwaco
(Woodcock 1953; Larsen n.d., 2, and 1953). According to the Indian Claims
Commission. the chairman of the new organization, Roland Charley, testified that he did
not know the chairrian of the original organization, J. Grant Elliott (Indian Claims
Commission 1958, 212). This meeting also approved a constitution (Woodcock 1953).%

On June 13, 1953, both the Bay Center and Skamokawa groups held organizational
meetings. The Skamokawa group, now clearly calling itself the “Chinook Nation,” met
with J. Grant Elliot: presiding (CN 6/13/1953). Letters were read to the group about the
meeting at Bay Center the previous month from Myrtle Woodcock and the attorney for

0 The Petition incorrectly assumes that the Chinook Tribal Council or Chinook Tribes, Inc.,
adopted a constitution and by-laws in 1951 (Petition 1987, 277, 309). It also contends, however,
that in 1953 the Chinook Tribes, Inc., formally adopted a constitution and by-laws under which it
had operated since August 1951 (Petition 1987, 280-281).
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the Bay Center group. The letter from Woodcock may have been her letter of May 8 to
Elliott in which she said that she had called the meeting, “with what I thought was your
approval,” as an annual meeting “for the purpose of electing officers and adopting a
Constitution and By-laws. . . .”" Because of the misunderstanding which had arisen, she
suggested that Elliott direct her to call another meeting to elect officers and adopt a
constitution (Larsen n.d., 2-3). Thus, at the meeting in Skamokawa, officers were
nominated for an election to be held by written ballot. A motion was passed to recognize
the meetings held at Bay Center as local meetings only, and to notify the Indian agency of
this position (CN 6/13/1953). Two weeks later, the 175 ballots cast were counted at
Elliott's home. At least six of the eight members present at this meeting were Elliott
family members. J. Grant Elliott was elected as chairman and his son Kent Elliott was
elected as vice-chairman without opposition. Frank Quigley was elected as secretary-
treasurer by a vote of 162-13 (CN 6/27/1953). Quigley had not been listed on a
McChesney or Roblin list.

The Bay Center group, calling itself “Chinook Tribes, Inc.,” met on the same day with
Charles Larsen presiding as temporary chairman in the absence of Roland Charley.
Officers of this organization already had been elected at the May 3 meeting in Bay
Center. At this June 13 meeting, however, Myrtle Woodcock submitted her resignation
as secretary and Catherine Troeh of Ilwaco was elected to replace her. Anna Elliott
Koontz was elected to the new position of historian. The chairman stated that the new
secretary would send to the Indian agency in Everett both the results of the election of
May 3. 1953, and a list of applications for enrollment. Articles of Incorporation also were
accepted at this meeting. The Anticles were filed with the Secretary of State's office on
June 15 (CT €/13/1953, minutes and Anticles; Larsen n.d., 4). Although the constitution
used the name “Chinook Tribes, Inc.” the Articles used the name “Chinook Indian Tribe,
Inc.” This organization used “Chinook Tribes” rather than “Chinook Tribe" as its
constitutiorial name, presumably, because its constitution provided that its membership
would consist of descendants of Indians of the Clatsop Tribe and the Kathlamet,
Wahkiakum, Willapa, and Lower Bands of Chinook. The constitution provided for an
annual meeting in Bay Center each June and quarterly meetings of the council. The by-
laws set annual dues at $2 for most adult members (CT n.d.). This split between the
Chinook Tribes, Inc., and the Chinook Nation was not formally reconciled until 1982.

By June 1933, the new organization formed at Bay Center in May 1953 claimed to have
291 recognized members and 979 applications. Because applications were still being
received, the organization had not completed a roll. It also recognized that its
constitution had not been approved by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Troeh 1953a). The
list of applicants of the Chinook Tribes, Inc., was sent to the local Indian agency in July
1953.2' Since this organization had been in existence for only two months, it appears

2! The Petition attributes significance to the fact that this list was “received” by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (Petition 1987, 40, 282). Since the list was titled “Applicants for Enrollment with
(continued...)
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1

reasonable to assume that these applications had been inherited from Myrtle Woodcock
and the predecessor Chinook Tribal Council formed in 1951. The request of the claims
attorney, a year later, that the Chinook Tribes make its enrollment records available to the
Chinook Nation, also suggests that the Bay Center group had inherited the original
application records and that the Skamokawa group lacked such records (Post 1954).

The Chinook Trites' list of applicants contained 974 names (CT 7/12/1953).2 The list
gave addresses for family groups, but it did not always make apparent how many names
were covered by one address listing. As a result, the addresses of 90 individuals were
unknown or unclear. Thus, any statistics of geographical residence from this list must be
tentative. It appears that about 60 percent (528 of 884) of applicants were from
Washington State. about 29 percent (256 of 884) from Oregon, and almost 10 percent (84
of 884) from California.? The most frequent city, or post office, addresses on this list
were: Astoria, OR (85); Bay Center, WA (55); Taholah, WA (55); Aberdeen, WA (51);
Altoona, WA (45); Seattle, WA (37); South Bend, WA (32); Skamokawa, WA (31);
Portland, OR (30); and Warrenton, OR (30). If families or individuals without a given
address are assumed to have had the same city address as the one previously given on the
list. then about 63 percent (613 of 974) of applicants were from Washington State,

27 percent (261 of 974) from Oregon, and 9 percent (84 of 974) from California. This
method significantly increases the number of applicants from Bay Center and makes it the
most frequent address on the list, with 96 individuals, or almost 10 percent of all
applicants.”* By 1953, fewer than half of the Chinookan descendants on this list were
living in towns on the Columbia River, or Shoalwater Bay, or the Pacific coast in
traditional Chinook or Clatsop territory.

*!(...continued)
the Chinook Tribe” (CT 7/12/ 1953). it was not actually a completed “enrollment” or “roll” of
members.

* The list contained 981 names, but 7 appear to be duplicate entries. The Petition says that
there were 978 names on this list, but its table sums to 980 (Petition 1987, 213 and Table 20).

*3 The Petition contends that 74 percent of applicants (whom it calls “members™) lived within or
closely adjacent to the “‘aboriginal homeland” of the Chinook (Petition 1987, 215). The concept of
an “aboriginal homeland,” however, is not mentioned in the acknowledgment regulations. The
1978 acknowledgment regulations require that “‘a substantial portion of the petitioning group
inhabits a specific area. . . ." (BIA 1978a, 39363). According to the 1978 acknowledgment
guidelines, this requires the petitioner to demonstrate that “a sizeable number of its members live
close enough to each cther to meet, associate, and conduct tribal business on a regular basis, and

that they do so™ (BIA 1978b, 8).

¥ The Petition reaches somewhat different totals (Petition 1987, 213-216). This is not
surprising given the difficulty in interpreting the list. The Petition may be counting from a retyped
version of this list rather than from the document mailed to the BIA. Since the Petition does not
consider any addresses to be missing, it appears to have assigned all individuals to the previously

listed address.
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By the Seprember 1953 council meeting of the Chinook Tribes, Inc., council member
Charles Larsen was claiming a total enroliment of 1,173 (CT 9/5/1953, resolutions). Of
this number. he said, 394 were minors and 779 were adults. Resolutions passed at this
council meeting set the voting age in general meetings at 18, confirmed a scale of dues of
$2 for adults and 50 cents for children, and established an order of business for council
meetings (CT 9/5/1953, minutes). On September 13, the Chinook Tribes again sent
enrollment information to the Indian agency (Larsen n.d., 5). Ten days later, however, the
agency took the position that there was *no approved roll of the Chinook Indians at the
Agency” (BIA 9/23/1953). In November, the area office in Portland acknowledged that it
had received a carbon copy of a Chinook enrollment. Unlike the earlier list of applicants
sent to the agency, this list apparently had assigned roll numbers to individuals (BIA
11716/1953). The Chinook Nation also sent the Indian agency a “partial list of qualified
members,” which contained only 71 names, in January 1954 (Quigley 1954). The area
office maintained at this time that there was no officially recognized enrollment of the
Chinook tribe, and that any roll that it had received was simply one prepared by
individuals for their claims case and anticipated distribution of judgment funds (BIA
1/22/1954. quoting BIA 12/16/1953).

The Chinock Nation adopted a constitution in April 1954. At a “council meeting” on
April 3. council members drafted a constitution and by-laws. Later in the day, a “mass
meeting” adopted the council's proposed constitution by a vote of 45-0 (CN 4/3/1954,
minutes). The constitution defined the Chinook Nation as consisting of the “Willapa,
Cathlamet, Clatsop, Wahkiakum and Chinook bands,” and its members as the
descendants of those bands. It provided for an annual “mass meeting” every June in
Skamokawa. A unique feature of this constitution was that it stated that no election of
new officers would be held until the conclusion of the suit against the Government. This
provision, of course, perpetuated the control of the Elliott family. The by-laws provided
that a tribal council, with representatives from ten local districts, would be elected by
majority vote. The constitution assessed a one-time enrollment fee of $3 for adults and
S1 for children (CN 4/3/1954, constitution). The meeting on April 3 passed a resolution
setting the crganization's annual dues at $1 for each person over 16. It also passed a
motion to request the claims attorneys to attend the next annual meeting and provide “a
complete report as to the status of our case. . .."” (CN 4/3/1954, minutes). At the 1954
annual meeting, a “lengthy discussion” was held about “how to dispense the money” if
the Chinook Nation won its claims suit against the Government (CN 6/5/1954).

The Chinook Tribes, Inc., made a contract with attorney Charles Welsh of South Bend in
March 1954, and sought to have it approved by the Government, as required by statute
(CT 3/21/1354). When forwarding this contract for approval, the agency superintendent
noted that the Chinook already had an approved claims contract: He added that the
Chinook Tribes had not been recognized as the “official representative” of the Chinook,
and he speculated that the new group “intends to take over the authorities held by Grant
Elliott. . . .” (BIA 4/27/1954). The area office recommended that this attorney contract
not be apprcved (BIA 5/3/1954). Welsh denied that his contract was made to prosecute
the claims suit against the Government (Welsh 1954a). At this time, the approved claims
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attorneys did provide information on the status of the suit to Charles Larsen of the
Chinook Tribes (Post 1954). The Commissioner of Indian Affairs refused to approve this
contract on the grounds that the Chinook Indians already were “represented by other
attorneys in connection with their claims pending betore the Indian Claims Commission,”
and because the Chinook Tribes, Inc., had no authority to act for them (BIA 6/25/1954).

The annual meeting of Chinook Tribes, Inc., in Bay Center in June 1954 consisted of a
moming session of informational presentations, a group lunch, and an afternoon
“business meeting.” Talks were given on a proposed termination bill, a Quinault council
meeting, and a summary of the events of the past year. The business meeting included
controversy in the forrn of remarks by Anna Elliott Koontz, who, the minutes said,
“evidently headed a delegation from the Chinook Nation. ...” According to the minutes,
Koontz was briefly allowed to “propound her arguments”™ about the division of the
Chinook before a point of order was sustained that the agenda did not allow such
discussions. The meeting then elected Jess A. Williams to be vice-chairman by a 23-14
vote, unanimously elected Charles Larsen to be secretary-treasurer, and elected Charlotte
Davis to be historian. A list of attendees included 53 names, although the notes indicated
that 4 were from Skamokawa and that | may have been a non-member (CT 6/20/1954).

The next month, Secretary Larsen informed Chairman Charley that the council wanted to
submit a list of members to the Indian agency, and that a committee of three, which
included the chairman, had been selected *‘to pass upon the names to be included in this
list” (Larsen 1954a). This appeared to be the first attempt to apply a formal membership
procedure to applicants for membership in the organization. A list prepared for the
October 1954 council meeting showed that only 75 individuals had paid their dues (CT
10/16/1954). At this time, the attorney for the Chinook Tribes contacted the attorneys for
the Chinook Nation to propose that an attempt be made “to mutually arrive at an
authorized enrollment. . . .” (Welsh 1954b). Secretary Larsen also contacted the agency.
“We realize that no official enrollment of the Chinooks have been made,” Larsen wrote,
“and that it will be a long and tedious job. . ..” He judged the number of applications on
hand to be less than what the total enrollment should be. His group wanted to cooperate
with the other Chincok group and to prepare a roll “so as to have it ready should the
Chinooks win their suit now pending before the Indian Claims Commission” (Larsen
1954b).

The superintendent replied that it was the group’s responsibility to prepare its membership
roll, that the only need for a roll would be for the payment of judgment funds from a
claims award, and that previous judgment rolls could serve as base rolls in determining
eligibility for inclusion on a modem roll (BIA 11/22/1954). Perhaps to encourage the
Chinook Tribes in its initial efforts to cooperate with the Chinook Nation in the
preparation of a mumal roll, the superinterident commented three months later that it was
“perplexing” that the Chinooks had *“two goveming bodies” and that it would be
worthwhile to try to consolidate the opposing factions into one organization. He told the
acting secretary of Chinook Tribes, however, that there was “no official need on the part
of the Government at this time for any list of the members of the Chinook Tribe inasmuch
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as the Chinooks, as a tribe, do not own tribal property” or have tribal assets to administer.
If the Chiriooks were to win their Indian Claims Commission suit, he now advised the
group. legislation would probably require the Secretary of the Interior to prepare a
schedule of persons entitled to receive the payment (BIA 2/28/1955).

Some issues in addition to the claims case were considered by the Chinook Tribes, Inc.
At its monthly meeting in April 1956, the council passed a motion relating to the handling
of a specific collection of human remains and antifacts (CT 4/7/1956). At the 1956
annual meeting, the members passed a resolution for the Chinooks to join an unspecified
organization. A representative of the state attorney general appeared to discuss state
determination of Indian status. Anthropologist Ema Gunther encouraged the group to
“reconstruct” their past by compiling family trees. Claims attorney Malcolm McLeod
gave an address about the case. This meeting, which an article in a local newspaper
described s “'a day-long picnic” of Chinook descendants, was held away from Bay
Center at Fort Columbia State Park on the Columbia River opposite Astoria (CT
6/17/1956; McDonald 1956). The council later passed motions to send Dr. Gunther a
letter of appreciation for her help, to ask the claims attomney about the fee for a different
anthropologist, and to copy documents for the claims case (CT 11/10/1956). At the
council meeting in February 1957, with four members present and chairman Roland
Charley absent, members Claude Wain and Ed Scarborough discussed replacing Charley
as chairman by making him an honorary chief. The rest of the council, however, objected
to this discussion (CT 2/18/1957). A notice sent out for a special meeting to be held in
March 1957 indicated that the agenda included fishing rights as well as the claims case
 (CT 2/28/1957).

The contending Chinook organizations came together to support the case before the
Indian Claims Commission and to sign jointly the renewal of the attorney contract for that
case (Indian Claims Commission 1958, 212; 1975, 439-440). The council of the Chinook
Tribes appointed three members to a central, or executive, council “of the thereby unified
groups of Chinook Indians.” Its motion, passed in February 1957, indicated that it
expected its Bay Center representatives to be joined by representatives from Skamokawa
and Portland groups in a meeting at the office of a claims attoney (CT 2/18/1957). A
unification plan was scheduled to be discussed at that special general meeting in Chehalis
in March 1957 (CT 2/28/1957). The Portland group selected one representative to sign a
contract renewal with the claims attorneys, with the proviso that she was authorized to
sign “only if the signatures of representatives of the Bay Center Branch, the Seattle
Branch and the Skamakawa [sic] Branch” also were obtained on the contract (Colbert
1958). It was not until June 1957 that the Chinook Nation chose seven delegates to sign
the contract renewal (CN 6/15/1957). The council of the Chinook Tribes passed a
resolution 1o renew the attorney contract in February 1958, and replaced one of its
original delegates with chairman Roland Charley (CT 2/16/1958). A contract renewal
was signed on February 21, 1958, by 12 Chinooks: the delegates chosen by the
Skamokawa, Bay Center, and Portland groups, plus one other individual (CN 2/21/1958).
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The BIA and Indian Claims Commission, {95Q's:

When the superintendent of the Western Washington Agency was asked in 1951 for
information about the tribes serviced by his agency, he provided the numbers of Indians
residing on and allotted on the Quinault Reservation, but also noted that the allottees who
resided off-reservation in Wahkiakum County “are of Chinook extraction. ...” To
emphasize how much work his agency did, the superintendent claimed that “we extend
service to some 2,500 unenrolled, unallotted Indians,” including Chinooks, who “call
upon this office for a great deal of service and information” in the process of “attempting
to establish their membership and enrollment. . . ."” (BIA 10/31/1951).® The kind of
information requested by these unenrolled Indians, the superintendent later explained,
related to “Indian estates” in which they were interested and “Indian ancestry” which they
attempted to trace “through the inheritance records and heirship findings” of the agency
(BIA 5/22/1952). He also referred to the “services™ his office had to extend to unenrolled
Indians as providing records relating to family history to individuals who were bringing
claims against the Government or who desired to join those claimants (BLA 9/10/1952).

When a local Chinook council passed a resolution in 1952 expressing concerns about the
logging practices on the Quinault Reservation, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs'
response was to dispute that “the Chinook Tribal Council is the duly constituted and
authorized representative of any group of Indians having an interest in lands of the
Quinault Reservation™ and to affirm his policy to consult with “the Quinaulit Tribal
Council, which is the recognized representative of the tribe in such matters” (BIA
6/20/1952). The commissioner also requested information as to “the official status of the
Chinook Tribal Council” from the Portland Area Office. “Until about a year ago,” the
area office replied, '‘we had no knowledge of a'Chinook Tribe as such. ...” Such tribes
which had come fcrward to file claims under the Indian Claims Commission Act, the area
office added, “do riot . . . operate in an organized relationship with this bureau” (BIA
6/27/1952). The area office understood that “‘a number of Indians residing along the
Washington coast . . . commonly call themselves Chinook Indians,” but concluded that
the “*Chinook Tribe is not an organized Tribe” and “has no official status” as a
representative of the Indians of the Quinault Reservation. It also pointed out that
Chinook council member Claude Wain had recently failed in an effort to be elected
Quinault tribal chairman (BIA 7/1/1952).

In 1953, the Indian agency received a congressional request for information in the form of
a “Questionnaire on Tribal Organization.” Although the Chinook were “not listed” by the
questionnaire, Superintendent Raymond Bitney noted, because it “listed only recognized
Indian Tribal Organizations,” he nonethless filled out a form for the Chinook in May

*3 The Petition argues that this letter was “unequivocal confirmation of ‘recognition’ of the
Chinook Indian Tribe" (Petition 1987, 36). However, the superintendent’s reference to
“unenrolled” individuals was not recognition of a tibe with enrolled members, and providing
information to individuals was not the same as dealing with a tribe on a government-to-
government basis.
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1953. He noted that Chinook individuals were allotted on the Quinault Reservation.
Although these allottees held the majority of the land on the reservation, the
superintendent observed, the “*Quinault Tribe . . . control the affairs of the

reservation. . .."” Earlier in the month of his report, Bitney said, the Chinooks had elected
a council. When listing the officers of this “Newly Organized ‘Chinook Tribal Council’,”
the superintendent provided the names of the officers elected at Bay Center in 1953 rather
than those chosen at Skamokawa in 1951. He referred to Roland Charley as the
chairman, although he was aware that J. Grant Elliott “still claims to be chairman.” The
“group becarne active” and organized, he maintained, after the passage of the Indian
Claims Commission Act. Although the Chinooks clairred to have had an carlier
organization, the superintendent concluded that it had *“disappeared” (BIA 5/13/1953).%

When completing the congressional “Questionnaire,” Superintendent Bitney listed the
blood-quantum and affiliation of the eight officers of the Chinook Tribes, Inc. While all
claimed to be Chinooks, he pointed out that all were allotted on the Quinault Reservation.
The superintendent listed five of the eight as Quinaults, two as Quinault-Chinooks, and
only one as a Chinook. The one Chinook he listed as 1/16 Chinook. The chairman of
this Chinook council, the superintendent observed, was listed on the Quinault census as a’
full-bloocled Quinault Indian, had an allotment on the Quinault Reservation, and had a
home on the Shoalwater Bay Reservation (BIA 5/13/1953). In western Washington, the
superintendent was observing, it was common to have multiple affiliations and difficult to
consider someone simply a Chinook. When the Chinook Tribes unsuccessfully sought to
have its aitorney contract approved in 1954, Superintendent Bitney once again noted that,
while the officers of the Chinook Tribes “allege to be Chinook Indians, the official
census” at the agency showed them to be Quinaults (BIA 4/27/1954).

Neither the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ central office, area office, or local agency were
willing to establish an official relationship with either Chinook organization formed in
1953. The BIA refused to accept the rolls and constitutions of these groups, and refused
to approve more than one contract with attorneys for the purpose of pursuing claims on
behalf of all Chinook descendants. When the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Washington,
D.C., received a copy of the constitution of the new Chinook Tribes, Inc., in 1953, it
indicated that its opinion was that the actions of a group which had formed an
organization under state law was not subject to its approval or disapproval (BIA
9/21/1953). In 1954, the area office argued against approval of an attorney contract for
the Chinook Tribes, Inc., by asserting -- although its interpretation of the statutes relating
to attorney contracts was questionable -- that the Chinook Tribes was not a recognized
Indian Tribe, that a Chinook “roll has never been approved,” and that the Government
had “no responsibility to . . . Chinook Indians” (BIA 5/3/1954).-

* The Pesition misrepresents Bitney's position by stating that the superintendent noted “that a
formal orgarnization dated back to 1924” (Petition 1987, 68). It implies that Bitney was affirming
the continuity of a formal organization despite his conclusion that a previous organization had
“disappearec!” and had not continued to exist.
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On behalf of the Chinook Tribes, Inc., Charles Larsen, its acting secretary, wrote to the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs in December 1953 to summarize the history by which the
Chinooks had split into two organizations. After disparaging the Chinook Nation as one
governed as “a one-man organization,” Larsen requested that “the Chinook Tribe, Inc., be
recognized as the official organization of the Chinook Tribe™ (Larsen 1953).
Superintendent Bitney transmitted this letter to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs with
the comment that there was a “controversy as to who shall champion the rights of the
people with Chincok blood in their veins. . . .” Bitney noted that J. Grant Elliott had
taken the lead in placing a Chinook claim before the Indian Claims Commission.
Another group of Chinook descendants, the superintendent said, was now “attempting to
take over the funds and affairs of the Chinook organization organized by Mr. Elliott.”
Bitney did not think that the BIA could designate one faction as the “official body” of the
Chinooks. Furthenmore, the superintendent wondered whether or not their allotment on
the Quinault Reservation would “bar their recognition as members of the Chinook Tribe”
(BIA 1/8/1954).

In 1956, in response to additional congressional inquiries, the acting Commissioner of
Indian Affairs noted that a controversy existed “between two groups of individuals who
possess Chinook blood,” with each claiming to be the legitimate representative of the
Chinooks. The Bureau of Indian Affairs was not involved in the governance of these
groups, he said, as it had withheld its approval of the constitution of Charles Larsen’s
group and did not have a copy of the constitution of J. Grant Elliott's group. The BIA, he
stated. had “withheld recognition of either group as having authority to speak and act in
behalf of the Chinook Tribe as a whole.” Both groups of Chinooks were allotted on the
Quinault Reservaticn, and the acting commissioner indicated that it was unclear whether
Chinook descendants “allotted on the Quinaielt Reservation would still retain rights as
Chinook Indians.” [f Chinook allottees were considered Quinaults, however, the practical
problem they faced was identified by the acting commissioner's observation that a “‘great
weakness’ in the bylaws of the Quinault council was the lack of any provision “for the
participation of absentee members in discussions on tribal matters and in tribal elections”
(BLA 4/19/1956). In 1957, a United States Senate committee referred to the Chinook
Tribal Council as a “tribal entity,” but one which was “not recognized by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs " (Senate 1957).

Two programs which brought Chinook descendants into contact with the Bureau of
Indian Affairs during the 1950's were the issuance of identification cards, usually referred
to as “blue cards,” 1o individuals who used them to assert hunting and fishing rights in the
state, and the discussion of proposed legislation to “terminate” the Federal trusteeship
over Indian tribes and Indian trust property. It was the State of Washington's opinion that
“treaty Indians shou!d be exempt” from its fishermen's taxes, the state’s Department of
Fisheries informed a Chinook descendant in 1951 (Washington State 1951). Such
generic letters to individual Chinook descendants, however, did not identify or extend
formal State recognition to a Chinook tribal entity. The BLA agency superintendent
indicated in 1952 that he was unable to issue such identification cards to Chinooks
because he did not have a list of Chinook members (BIA 4/28/1952). This comment
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revealed that the agency had not maintained a separate enroliment of Chinooks. The
counsel ai the area office agreed with the superintendent's apparent policy of not issuing
identification cards to Indians whose names did not appear on any official tribal roll.
Those “tribes whose existence has in effect been ‘revived'™ to prosecute claims against
the United States, he assumed, “undoubtedly have not maintained tribal relations over the
years. ...  (BLA 5/5/1952). ‘

In 1954, Superintendent Raymond Bitney explained that the “blue cards™ issued by the
agency were simply statements that an individual's name was on a roll of a certain tribe.
He said that he could not issue cards unless an individual was on a roll (BIA 1/22/1954).
Later in the year, a new superintendent, Melvin Robertson, explained the agency's
position in similar terms, but perhaps with a new requirement. The “primary purpose of
our issuing this card” was to identify an individual as belonging to “a formally recognized
tribe,” he wrote to Charles Larsen, noting that the first consideration was that the group
be *‘a recognized group.” He also said that “we can issue blue cards only to persons who
are known 1o be descendants of treaty tribes.” In attempting to explain that the Chinook
lacked this status, the superintendent said that the agency was “fully aware that the
Chinooks are an Indian tribe,” but their treaty had not been ratified. Although he used the’
present tense, the context of the sentence suggests that the superintendent was referring to
the historical tribe which had negotiated a treaty. The second purpose of issuing a blue
card, the superintendent wrote, was “to identify an Indian as being an enrolled member of
atribe.” He noted that the two organizations which *“purport to represent the Chinook
Indians have no official status™ and had never “prepared an accepted roll” (BIA
10/13/1954).

Chinook descendants received “blue cards,” BIA officials explained, not because they
were Chinooks but because they were on the Quinault roll. Although everyone knows
there “have always been Chinook Indians,” the superintendent said in November 1954,
“they do not now seem to be a legal entity. . . .” Therefore, he concluded, he could not
issue “‘blue cards” to “Chinooks” (BIA 11/22/1954). *“The only Chinooks that we can
issue cards to,” the superintendent clarified in February 1955, “are those that are allotted
on the Quinault Reservation or those who are direct lineal discendants [sic] of Quinault-
allottees™ (BIA 2/28/1955). The Indian agency “issues Indian identification cards only to
those that are listed on our old census rolls,” a new superintendent, C. W. Ringey, said
later in the year. “Some of your Chinook people have cards,” he explained, “because
their names are listed on the Quinault census roll by virtue of their allotments on the
Quinault Reservation” (BIA 10/27/1955).7

The subject of the “termination” of Federal supervision over the Indians of western

?? The Petition claims that the BIA issued “blue cards” to Chinooks after receiving a Chinook
membership roll from them (Petition 1987, 102). The Petition’s presentation of this issue departs
significantly from the BIA's explanation of its issuance of “blue cards.” The sample “blue cards”
provided as part of the Petition described the holder of the card as an “enrolled member of the
Quinaielt-Chinook” tribe (Petition Ex.178, 358), which was consistent with BIA policy.
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Washington was first raised with the Chinook organization in 1952. The superintendent
of the Western Washington Agency invited J. Grant Elliott to attend a meeting with the
Quinault Tribe and the Quinault allottees to “work out a program for the final disposition
of the Quinaielt Tribe and Tribal Reservation™ (BLA 3/25/1952). A visiting BIA official
toured western Washington that month to talk to tribal representatives or groups with
reservation resources about “complete severance of Federal trusteeship

responsibilities. . . . On March 28, he held a “meeting with the Quinaielts” at Hoquiam.
At this meeting, Claude Wain offered a list of suggestions about the regulation of
reservation timber contracts. Although Wain was a council member of the new Chinook
organization, he made no plea on behalf of Chinooks. Rather, one of his points was to
urge that the “Quinaiclt tribe be granted independence” (BLA 4/30/1952). The next
month the local Chinook council at Bay Center passed a resolution relating to logging
practices on the Quinault Reservation (CTC 5/17/1952). The council's nine points were
completely different from the eight points Wain had made at the meeting of Quinaults,
which suggests thar Wain had been speaking for himself rather than for the council. The
resolution revealed, however, that Chinook descendants other than Wain were concerned
about policies relating to their allotments on the reservation.

. With termination legisiation under consideration, Superintendent Bitney of the Western
Washington Agency began including the Chinook organizations on the mailing list of
memorandums conceming the termination program or proposals. Many Chinook
descendants, after zll, held reservation trust allotments. The superintendent sent a copy of
such a memorandum to the “Chinook” as carly as August 1953 (BLA 8/28/1953). In
November 1954, Superintendent Robertson included both the Chinook Nation and
Chinook Tribes. Inc., on the mailing list for a conference to discuss the termination
program (BIA 11/10/1954).®* During this period, both Chinook organizations received
copies of some mernorandums from the BLA which dealt with issues other than
termination; they may, however, have dealt with resources or services which would be
affected by termination (for example, BIA 1/27/1954, 2/17/1954, 5/17/1954).2 At times,
however, the Bureau attempted to limit the notices forwarded to the Chinook
organizations to those which dealt with termination. In February 1958, for example, a
memorandum on “T'ribal use of Government Contracts” was sent to a list of “tribal
chairmen™ which did not include either Chinook organization (BIA 2/7/1955). In March
1955, however, the Indian agency did include the two Chinook organizations on the
mailing list for a memorandum with additional information on a proposed termination bill

** The Petition emphasizes that Robertson referred to a meeting of representatives of “tribes”
(Petition Ex.387), but ignores his later reference to “tribes, or other organizations.”

*¥ The Petition portrays the act of providing this information to both Chinook organizations as
an indication that the B1A, identified and dealt with the Chinook as a tribe (Petition 1987, 65-67).
The Petition does not extend its interpretation to its logical conclusion that, if such notices were an
indication of identification and recognition, these notices constituted identification and recognition
of two separate and distinct Chinook entities. The Department disagrees with this interpretation
that providing a group with information constitutes recognition of the group.

- 66 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 118 of 418



Historical Report - Chinook

(BIA 3/14/1955).

The Indian agency prepared for the possible passage of the proposed termination
legislation by formulating statements of the ““withdrawal status” of the Indians of western
Washington, including Chinooks. “It is believed,” a late September 1953 draft said, that
“there are several hundred Chinooks most of them on the Quinault roll.” The draft
observed that the difficult issues involved in the “termination of Federal trusteeship
responsibilities” would be the allotments to Chinooks on the Quinault Reservation and
the settlement payment to Chinook descendants authorized by Congress in 1912 (BIA
9/23/1953). The superintendent recognized that it would be necessary to consult “with
Indian people” who would be affected by the proposed termination of “Federal
trusteeship” over the “restricted property” of Indians. Noting that *“a number of them are
allotted on the Quinault Reservation,” he invited Chinooks to attend a meeting on the
reservation at Taholah or a meeting with the Shoalwater and Georgetown Indians at South
Bend (BILA. 9/30/1953).

At a meeting on October 3, 1953, at Bay Center rather than South Bend, a BIA official
from the sub-agency at Hoquiam explained the proposed termination bill. The minutes
noted that Roland Charley played a dual role at this meeting as both the representative of
the Shoalwater Bay Indians and the Chinook chairman. Because “they have no tribally
owned property,” the Bureau's minutes said, the discussion was about what the Chinook
and Shoalwater Bay Indians would receive for their allotments and their claim against the
Government, and what to do with the Shoalwater Bay Reservation (BIA 10/3/1953). Ina
second meeting at Bay Center, arranged with J. Grant Elliott, attendees from the Chinook
Nation indicated that their chief concen was their allotments on Quinault and the long-
term timber sale contracts pertaining to them. They also asked that their claims suit be
settled before termination became effective (BLIA 10/25/1953). Noting that there were
“Pacific County” and “Waukiakum County” factions of Chinooks, the BIA official
concluded that “neither faction recognizes the other” as the legitimate Chinook
representative (BLIA 10/7/1953). Representatives of both factions apparently were invited
to a meeting in Seattle with the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to discuss the proposed
termination legislation.

Chinook Tribes councilman Charles Larsen prepared a briefing paper for the
commissioner, and secretary Catherine Troeh forwarded it to the BIA sub-agency official,
claiming that Larsen’s comments represented “the views of the members generally” on
termination issues. Larsen complained that the Quinault tribe had denied absentee
allottees the right to vote in reservation affairs and probably would deny those allottees
their rights in a distribution of reservation assets. He worried that it would take a long
time to get in touch with all Chinook descendants, since they were scattered over many
states, and said that the group woulid need at least two years to prepare a roll and have it
inspected. He was concerned about warnings against dual enrollment, and asked if being
a Quinauit allottee and a member of the Chinook in their suit against the Government
constituted dual enrollment (Troeh 1953b). The Commissioner of Indian Affairs replied
to Larsen's cornments on the proposed termination legislation and specifically addressed
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his concerns about dual enroliment. The commissioner made a distinction between rolls
prepared for claims cases against the Government and rolls prepared pursuant to the
proposed bill. He indicated that a Chinook descendant allotted on the Quinauit
Reservation could be on both the Quinault roll for termination purposes and the Chinook
roll for claims purposes (BLIA 2/2/1954).

Although termination legislation for western Washington State was not enacted, Congress
did pass a termination act for western Oregon in 1954 (Statutes 1954). Because the act
listed the historical tribes of western Oregon, not just the tribes which were currently
recognized by the Federal Government, the act not only terminated any existing Federal
relationships, but also prohibited the establishment of a Federal relationship with any of
those historical tribes. The act clearly stated that it applied not only to the tribes or bands
of Indians, but alsc to their “individual members.” The act specifically stated that it
applied to the “Chinock,” “*Clatsop,” and “Kathlamet.” The same three tribes or bands
were again explicitly mentioned by the Secretary of the Interior in the Federal Register
notice he published in 1956, as required by the act, to declare that the Federal trust
relationship to the affairs of the tribes, and Federal services to its members, had
terminated (Interior 1956). The western Oregon termination act clearly applied to the
Clatsop Tribe of Oregon, but not to the Lower Band of Chinook of Washington State.*
Although the historical Kathlamet Band had villages on the Oregon shore of the
Columbia River, some scholars have concluded that the Kathlamet moved to the
Washington shore of the Columbia, among the Waukiakum, about the 1810's (Ruby and
Brown 1976, 6; Suphan 1974, 217-218).>' This act specifically stated that it did not affect
any claim filed against the United States. Thus, the descendants of the Chinook and
Clatsop were able to pursue their claim before the Indian Claims Commission, despite the
termination or prohibition of a Federal relationship with the Clatsop Tribe.

The Indian Claims Cornmission announced its findings of fact and opinion in the case of
Chinook Tribe and Bands of Indians v. United States on April 16, 1958. Although the
Commission found *‘no evidence” that the “newly organized” Chinook group had *a tribal
organization recognized by the Secretary of the Interior,” it accepted the right of the
Chinook “petitioner to present the claims of the Chinook (proper) and Clatsop Tribes on
behalf of the descendants of such tribes” because it followed a liberal interpretation of the
capacity, or right, to sue under its act. The Commission, however, refused to allow the
Chinook petitioner to present claims on behalf of the Wahkiakum, Willapa, Kathiamet,
and Nucqueclahwerruck bands on the grounds that they had “maintained their separate
identities” and had "at no time” merged with the Chinook to form a “Chinook Nation.”
The Commission found that the Chinook proper, or Lower Band of Chinook, had proven

% The Petition claims that Congress identified the Chinook petitioner in this act (Petition 1987,
99). If this analysis were correct, the Chinook petitioner would be prohibited from
acknowledgment by the executive branch of the Government (25 CFR 83.7(g)).

' The members of the petitioning group with Kathlamet ancestry descend from Indians who
~ have long been associated with individuals of Waukiakum and Chinook ancestry north of the
Columbia River in Washington State.
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that it had held.exclusive aboriginal title to lands north of the Columbia River, and that it
had shared the area of Willapa or Shoalwater Bay with the Chehalis. The United States
had taken ccntrol of Chinook lands, the Commission ruled, as of the 1851 unratified
treaty with the Lower Band. Having found that the Chinook and Clatsop had had an
exclusive claim to aboriginal lands which had been taken by the United States
Government, the case proceeded next to a determination of the value of those aboriginal
lands (Indian Claims Commission 1958, 205-207, 211, 225-226, 228, 229).

The Chinool¢ Nation, 1958-1968

Two months after the Indian Claims Commission announced its opinion, the Chinook
Nation held a meeting and potluck in Skamokawa, which was attended by about 74
members. The Commission’s findings and opinion were read to the group and explained
by the claims attorneys. Although the Chinook claimants had won their case, the
Commission had not granted nearly as large an aboriginal area as they had claimed.
Thus, the meeting minutes observed, a “spicy discussion was held between the lawyers
and several members.” At this meeting, a decision was made to attempt to arrange a
meeting between the councils of the Chinook Nation and the “Bay Center group” in order
to reconcile all the Chinook descendants in “one group representing all of the business of
the Chinook Nation™ (CN 6/14/1958). No record of such a meeting has been found.
Although the Chinook Nation continued to hold regular meetings through the 1960's, no
available evidence indicates that the Chinook Tribes, Inc., continued to function in the
decade after 1958. It does not appear that the explanation for this lack of activity was an
absorption of the Bay Center group by the Chinook Nation, for only a few individuals
from Bay Center or South Bend signed the attendance sheets for Chinook Nation annual
meetings during the 1960's (CN 1953-1967). '

In the years from 1959 to 1962, Chinook Nation meetings were presided over by Wilfred
“Bill” Petit, while chairman J. Grant Elliott was absent due to illness. Elliott died in
1962. At the next annual meeting, in June 1962, the constitution was amended to provide
for an election of leaders every two years. A nominating committee was chosen by the
council and, later in the day, it reported to the annual meeting a slate of candidates for the
leadership positions. The annual meeting unanimously elected these nominees. Frank
Quigley was retained as secretary-treasurer and Anna Elliott Koontz was elected to the
new position of recording secretary. The minutes of the meeting originally listed Petit as
the candidate for chairman and Elliott's son, J. Kent Elliott, as the candidate for vice-
chairman, but later annotations crossed out the “vice™ after Elliott's name and inserted it
after Petit's narne (CN 6/10/1962, minutes; 10/-/1962). At the next council meeting, J.
Kent Elliott began presiding as chairman of the Chinook Nation (CN 7/14/1962).

During the 1960's, the council of the Chinook Nation held quarterly meetings at the home
of one of its members. Every June, in Skamokawa, the council would hold a morning

meeting which would be followed in the afternoon by the annual meeting of the general
membership. One change at the annual meetings during the 1960's was that potlucks
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were replaced by the practice of asking everyone to bring their own lunch. On occasion,
“special”” meetings of either the council or the general membership were called (CN
1953-1967). In 1981, four of the seven “area councilmen” of the Chinook Nation resided
in Oregon and represented those areas: Warrenton, Astoria, Portland, and Salem. The
three Washington areas were: Bay Center-South Bend, Aberdeen, and Seattle (CN
2/23/1961). This list did not include the chairman and secretary, both of whom lived in
the vicinity of Dahlia or Skamokawa. The council minutes for January 1963 listed the
addresses of the eight council members present, including the officers. At this time, three
of the eight resided in Oregon (at Hammond, Portland, and Salem), three resided in
Washington along the Columbia River (two at Skamokawa and one at Rosburg), one
resided on the coast {(at Moclips), and one resided at Bay Center (CN 1/19/1963).

Leadership of the organization remained stable during the 1960's. The only change after
Kent Elliott became chairman was that Anna Elliott Koontz was elected to replace Frank
Quigley as secretary-treasurer when he resigned in 1963 (CN 8/25/1963). At the 1964
annual meeting, chairman Elliott, vice-chairman Petit, and secretary Koontz were
reelected to their positions without opposition (CN 6/6/1964, minutes). Although their
term in office was [(wo years, it was not until the annual meeting of 1967 that these three
officers were again unanimously reelected (CN 6/10/1967). In 1968, the council of the
Chinook Nation consisted of chairman J. Kent Elliott of Skamokawa, Washington; vice-
chairman Wilfred Petit, who had moved to Pocatello, Idaho; secretary Anna Koontz of
Rosburg, Washingtcn; five area representatives from Washington; and five area
representatives frorn Oregon (CN 4/-/1965). The three leadership positions were filled by
the same individuals in 1968, but by then Koontz had moved to Taholah on the Quinault
Reservation (CN 6/13/1968).

The overriding concern of the meetings of the council and the membership after 1958 was
preparation for the Indian Claims Commission of expert testimony on the value of
Chinook lands and resources at the time of their “taking” by the Government in the
1850's. The claims attorneys made a presentation at all six annual meetings from 1958 to
1963 (CN 1953-19€7). Attorneys did not participate in the meetings from 1964 to 1967,
for in these years members debated whom to fire and whom to hire as attoneys. The
leaders of the Chinook Nation were especially concerned that a case be made not only for
the value of the land, but also for the value of the area’s fish, furs, and tidelands. They
apparently had been led to believe by their original attorney that they could expect to
receive a judgment award “in excess of a quarter million dollars™ (CN 6/18/1960). As
early as 1959, the council was investigating the value of the mineral wealth “on the
Chinook beaches™ (CN 3/14/1959). An Indian Claims Commission hearing on the
valuation of Chinook and Clatsop lands was held in 1963. A second hearing was held in
1968 on the valuation of aboriginal resources.

How to pay for the necessary appraisals of lands and resources was a constant concern for
the Chinook Nation during the 1960's. In part, the Chinook Nation's interest in

reconciliation with the Chinook Tribes, Inc., arose from its belief that the Bay Center
group had acquired records and dues meant for the claims effort. Its leaders asked the
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claims attorneys in 1959 if they knew what had been done with the money the Chinook
Tribes had collected as dues (CN 5/2/1959). At its annual meeting in 1960, the Chinook
Nation passed a motion to assess its adult members in order to fund the appraisal effort
(CN 6/18/1960). The council then set the assessment fee at $12 per adult member (CN
10/15/1960). The next year, the council began referring to this fee as a “contribution”
rather than an “assessment” (CN 4/29/1961). In order to raise more money, the council
also lowered the age limit from 21 to 18 for what it still called the appraisal assessment
(CN 6/10/1961). When it was reported that the appraisers had stopped work for lack of
funds, the council agreed to “borrow” from its general administrative fund on behalf of its
appraisal fund (CN 10/21/1961, 10/-/1962).

When the appraisers indicated, in early 1961, that they would not be finished by the
tentative date for hearings, the council began to press its claims attorney for an
accounting of funds for the appraisal (CN 3/4/1961). After making an additional payment
to the appraisers, the council voted to request from its claims attorney a copy of the
appraisers’ contract (CN 12/2/1961). The next year, the council retained a private
attorney to examine the contract with the appraisers and say what he considered wrong
with it. The council then decided to send a delegation to meet with the claims attorney to
draw up a new appraisers’ contract (CN 8/18/1962). During the Indian Claims
Commission hearings in January 1963, attomey McLeod reportedly stated that a contract
existed berween the Chinook Nation and the appraisers. The appraisers claimed that this
was incorrect, that attoney McLeod did not submit a contract to the BIA until the third
day of the hearing, and that the BIA then refused to approve it (CN 5/30/1964). Later that
month, the council met with BIA officials to discuss the appraisers’ contract (CN
1/19/1963). By July 1963, the council had decided to go around the claims attorney to
contact the appraisers directly to get an estimate of the future costs of their work and to
negotiate a contract with the appraisal firm (CN 7/27/1963). ‘

The council concluded, on the basis of what it had learned, that it should “hire another
lawyer” to present the remainder of its valuation case (CN 8/10/1963). A special meeting
of the membership was called for August 1963 to consider the appraisal contract. The
appraisers spoke at the meeting and, according to the minutes, noted the lack of
cooperation they had received from attorney McLeod and suggested hiring a new trial
attorney. A motion was then passed, by a margin of 63-2, to terminate the current
attorney ccntract for the claims case. A separate motion was passed to make a contract
with the appraisers (CN 8/25/1963, 9/30/1963, 11/3/1963 resolution). In November, the
council passed a resolution, which it intended to present to the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, requesting the termination of the contract with the claims attorneys. The council
complained that the attorneys had not been prepared for the valuation hearings in January
1963 and did not present evidence pn the value of the fisheries and pelts taken from
aboriginal Chinook lands. The attorneys, the council also complained, had not furnished
the Chinook Nation with an accounting of the $3,000 paid to them for expenses (CN
11/3/1963, minutes and resolution). The BIA area office complied and notified McLeod
that his claims contract was being terminated (BIA 4/8/1964).
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In 1964, the council met with prospective claims attorneys (CN 5/30/1964). At the
annual meeting in June 1964, the general membership of the Chinook Nation, by a vote of
28-2, authorized its council to enter into a contract with attorneys Jeremiah Long and
Richard Broz of Seattle (CN 6/6/1964, minutes and resolution). This contract was
approved, but these attorneys soon asked to terminate the agreement and to end their
representation of the Chinook (Indian Claims Commission 1975, 440 n.2). Thus, in May
1966, the council again passed a resolution asking the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to
terminate its attorney contract (CN 5/14/1966, minutes and resolution). The BIA area
office again complied (BIA 6/20/1966). By early 1967, the Chinooks were being
represented in the claims case by attomey E. L. Crawford of Oregon (Indian Claims
Commission 1975, 439-440). Crawford handled the case until an award was made.

After dismissing their original claims attorney and seeking to deal directly with the
appraisers, the Chiriook Nation needed to raise additional funds to pay the appraisers’ fee.
Thus, it asked members for a second contribution to the appraisal fund. The first
contributions were for the hearing on land values in 1963, it claimed, and the second
contributions would be for a hearing on the value of fish, furs, and tidelands. At the end
of 1963, chairman Elliott reported, only $642 remained in the appraisal fund while the
appraisers needed an immediate $3,000 and eventual $6,000 (CN 12/16/1963). Chinook
Nation leaders took the position that members who contributed to the appraisal fund
would be repaid out of the judgment funds (CN 6/10/1962, minutes; 7/14/1962). They
passed a motion in 1963 to make that the official policy of the Chinook Nation (CN
8/25/1963, 9/30/1563). Chairman Elliott assured members that all contributions “will be
refunded at the time of the settlement” (CN 9/30/1963).

In 1963, the council directed its executive committee to begin preparing plans for the
distribution of funds to be awarded by the Indian Claims Commission (CN 6/8/1963).
The next month, a BIA official was a guest at the council meeting and indicated that the
group could pass a resolution on how to prepare a judgment roll and submit that
resolution to the BIA and the Commission (CN 7/27/1963). At a council meeting in
August 1963, vice-chairman Petit proposed a resolution that “this judgment when
awarded be based on a per capita payment” to descendants of the Lower Chinook on the
payment roll prepared to satisfy the Act of 1912 (CN 8/10/1963). The minutes of that
meeting do not indicate whether this resolution was adopted by the council. This was the
position, however, which the council would take a decade later. At a special meeting of
the general membership later in August 1963, the BIA official advised the group that
judgment funds likely would be distributed to the lineal descendants of individuals on a
base roll, such as the payment roll developed for the Act of 1912. The Chinook Nation
then passed a motion to request a copy of that annuity payment roll from the BIA (CN
8/25/1963). Two years later, vice-chairman Petit was acknowledging that the BIA would
prepare the payment roll (CN 6/6/1965).

The council came to the conclusion, by the start of 1965, that the only way to fund

adequately the appraisal of resources on aboriginal Chinook lands was to borrow money
from the Federal Government. Congress recently had made loans available for the
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purpose of hiring expert witnesses to prepare evidence to present to the Indian Claims
Commissicn (Sratutes 1963, 301). A special meeting of the membership in January 1965
unanimously approved a resolution to apply to the Government for a loan of up to
$20,000, the meeting minutes said, to hire the expert assistance needed “to finish up our
case” (CN 1/30/1965). In October, another special meeting voted unanimously to accept
the approved loan and its attached conditions. A problem for the group, however, was
that the loan conditions prevented using the loan funds to pay the appraisers for their
previous work (CN 10/23/1965; BIA 10/23/1965).

Although consideration of the claims case always dominated Chinook Nation meetings,
other issues were considered by the council and members and appeared in the
organization's minutes. In 1960, the annual meeting voted to endorse a petition to the
Federal Pcwer Commission, already filed by the group's claims attorney, to oppose two
dams which were proposed to be built well upstream on tributaries of the Columbia River
(CN 6/18/1560). Should the dams be built, the Chinook Nation intended to claim a
“reimbursement” for an alleged loss of fishing rights and a depletion of salmon runs (CN
2/23/1961. 6/10/1961). In 1961, the annual meeting voted to adopt the model
constitution, prepared by a new Indian Fisheries and Game Commission which had been
created by Indians of western Washington, for use “in helping to govern the Chinook
Nation with their fish and game” (CN 6/10/1962, resolution and minutes).

The number of individuals attending the annual meeting of the Chinook Nation between
1958 and 1967, according to sign-in sheets attached to the meeting minutes for 8 of the
10 years, varied from 24 to 74. The average attendance at annual meetings was 43
members or descendants, while the median attendance was about 37 people. It is unlikely
that everyone at the meetings signed these attendance sheets, of course. For example, J.
Grant Elliott presided over the 1958 meeting but did not sign the attendance sheet. In
addition, there were always some visitors at these meetings. On the other hand, some
Clatsop descendants from Oregon attended these meetings -- because they were to share
the Claims Commission award with Chinook descendants -- who probably did not
consider thernselves members of the Chinook Nation. The largest turnout occurred in
1958. when the findings of the Indian Claims Commission were read and discussed. In-
addition to the annual meetings, three special meetings of the general membership were
held in 1963 and 196S. The sign-in sheets for the 1963 special meeting indicate that 81
individuals attended the meeting, but only 65 voted on the issue of terminating the claims
attorney contract. The average attendance at these special meetings was 55 voting
members (CN 1953-1967).

The geographical distribution of attendees was predominantly from towns in Washington

~ along the Columbia River and in northern Oregon. The 1958 meeting included 50
individuals from Washington and 17 from Oregon. In 1962, 1966, and 1967, however,
the number of attendees signing in from Oregon exceeded the number from Washington.
On the list for 1964, when attendees were asked for their tribe as well as address, though,
almost all of those from Oregon indicated that they were Chinook, not Clatsop. If Oregon
descendants were overrepresented, Shoalwater Bay descendants were poorly represented
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in these meetings. In 1958, 13 people attended from the Shoalwater Bay towns of South
Bend and Bay Center, which was almost as many as atiended from Wahkiakum County.
During the 1960's, however, the maximum attendance from South Bend and Bay Center
was in 1965, wher 6 people were present from those towns. It is possible, of course, that
area representative: Paul Petit from Bay Center kept people on Shoalwater Bay informed
of the activities of these meetings. The apparent conclusion from these sign-in sheets of
the Chinook Nation, however, is that Chinook descendants from Shoalwater Bay
participated very little in the meetings of the Chinook Nation during the 1960's (CN
1953-1967).

No records of any meetings of the Chinook Nation after 1967 have been found. By the
late 1960's, Chinook Nation leaders appeared to be discouraged by how few Chinook
descendants paid annual dues. According to the 1968 newsletter, 90 individuals had paid
dues in 1966 and 72 in 1967. Secretary Anna Koontz indicated that she had not answered
recent letters from many writers who had not paid their dues for 1965, 1966, or 1967,
because "I find no reason to answer their demands of ‘when are we going to be paid’ [or]
‘why don't we get our money’???” (CN 6/15/1968). The Chinook Nation did not hold an
annual meeting in |968. The reason for not meeting in June 1968, chairman J. Kent
Elliott wrote in his last newsletter, was the “lack of news and funds. . . .” He held out the
possibility of a special membership meeting after the hearing on the 1851 valuation of
Chinook resources, which was scheduled for September 1968 (CN 6/15/1968). Although
annual meetings apparently ceased, local newspapers reported that meetings of Chinook
and Clatsop descendants were held at Cathlamet in 1970 after the Commission's final
award, at Skamokawa in 1971 to consider an appeal, and at Skamokawa in 1973 after
Congress appropriated judgment funds (Longview 1970b, [1973]; Long Beach 1970d;
[Long Beach] 1991).

The Chinook Indian Tribe. Inc.. 1970-1982

A new Chinook organization, or a reactivated one, was formed in 1970. Betsy Herrold
Trick called the “first meeting” of the organization to order in April 1970, and “suggested
that the already incorporated Chinook Council be reactivated. . . .” This reference to the
Chinook Tribes, Inc., clearly assumed that that previous organization was inactive and
had no current leaders. Trick had been the last secretary of the Chinook Tribes in the late
1950's. While presiding over the new meeting, Trick called for an election of officers.
Adolph Sund of lwaco was elected as chairman. Lewis Hawkes of Bay Center was
chosen as vice-chairman. Stephen Meriwether of lwaco was picked as secretary. The
three council members were all from Owaco (CIT 4/10/1970). Council member Dolores
Guse was Sund's sister, Secretary Stephen Meriwether, only 18, was Guse’s son and
Sund's nephew. Thus, five of the six officers of the new organization were from liwaco,
and three of the six were from a single family line.

The new organization also designated Catherine Herrold Troeh as its secretary for the
Seattle area. Troeh was Trick's sister and predecessor as secretary of the previous
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organization (CIT 4/10/1970). There is no evidence, however, that Troeh had attended
the group's first meeting or assumed such a position with it. Indeed, in 1972 the
organization denied that Troch was associated with it (CIT 2/4/1972). At one monthly
council meeting in 1971, the three members of Sund's family line were the only council
members present (CIT 2/26/1971). At that meeting, new members were elected to the
council frcrn Raymond, Washington, and Astoria, Oregon. By 1971, no one from Bay
Center was on the council, and the position of vice-chairman was vacant. waco
remained the home of four of the council’s six officers (CIT [1971], 7/8/1972). Aftera
year of monthly meetings, in November 1971 the council began meeting only three times
per year (CIT 11/19/1971). Although the reason given was lack of business for monthly
meetings, Meriwether also was away at college.

A local newspaper reported that the Chinook council “had been disbanded” after the
death of Reland Charley in 1958, but that Adolph Sund had *pulled it together again. . . .”
(Longview 1971). In an attemnpt at claiming continuity with the earlier Chinook Tribes,
Inc., Sund declared that his council's records were complete up to 1960 (CIT 4/25/1970).
This appears to have been an acknowledgment that the earlier organization had been
inactive for a decade. Stephen Meriwether, the organization's secretary, originally used
“Chinook Tribal Council” as his letterhead, but by late 1970 was referring to himself as
the secretary of the “Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc.” (CIT 11/6/1970). By 1971, the new
organization was explicitly claiming to function under the incorporation papers filed in
1953 (CIT [1971), 7/8/1972). Ever since, Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., has been the name
used by the organization.

Meriwether often contended that the reason his organization lacked its historical records
was that his predecessors as secretary had been poor record-keepers. Thus, he sought old
records from outside sources, especially the BIA. In December 1970, Meriwether asked
the BIA for a copy of the 1953 constitution and by-laws of the Chinook Tribes, Inc.,
claiming that his continuous organization had “misplaced” its copy during one of its
“office moves” (CIT 12/31/1970). He apparently received copies of these documents. A
year later, in November 1971, the council approved a “new and revised Constitution”
(CIT 11/-/1971). In 1976, as the group began to consider filing a petition for Federal
recognition, Meriwether also requested that the BIA provide him with copies of the “lists
of tribal members” which had been submitted to the Bureau by Catherine Troeh in 1953
and by Frank Quigley in 1954 (CIT 2/7/1976). The BIA complied with this request as
well (BIA 2/9/1976).

At its first meeting in 1970, the sole item of business for this new Chinook Tribal Council
was to decide whether or not to join the Small Tribes Organization of Westen
Washington, Inc. (STOWW). Betsy Trick argued that joining STOWW would cost
nothing and could further the interests of the Chinooks. After the election of its officers,
the new council unanimously approved a motion to join STOWW. The organization
elected three delegates to STOWW, including Trick (CIT 4/10/1970). This limited
agenda suggests that the new organization was created, or reactivated, in order to benefit
from STOWW sponsorship. The agenda for the Council's first monthly meeting in June
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consisted of a presentation on the benefits of STOWW membership by a STOWW
representative (Long Beach 1970a). The chairman of STOWW spoke at the second
monthly meeting in July (CIT 7/24/1970; Long Beach 1970c). At the October council
meeting, STOWW's fisheries specialist made a presentation, and at the November
meeting he recomrended litigating “an aboriginal fishing rights case™ (CIT 10/23/1970,
11/27/1970).

A week after becoring chairman, Adolph Sund wrote to the BIA agency, not to notify it
of his election, but to inform it that in the future it should obtain information about the
Chinook Indians from his *“‘Chinook Tribal Council, Inc.” in Dwaco (CIT 4/25/1970).
This letter puzzled the agency. Its enrollment officer contacted Anna Koontz of the
Chinook Nation, who said that she knew nothing about the organization and that Adolph
Sund had “taken no part in Chinook activities in the past” (BIA 4/30/1970). The BIA
area director bluntly told Sund that, “We fail to understand the . . . purpose of this letter.”
He stated that the Chinook Tribe had never been recognized by the Bureau to receive
Federal services. “The only recognition of the Chinook group” by the Bureau, he said,
“relates purely to Indian Claims Commission, Docket No.234.” The BIA had dealt with
certain Chinook individuals and their contract with an attorney, he explained, “in order
that the claim filed with the Indian Claims Commission could be continually prosecuted”
(BIA 5/12/1970).

In view of the BIA's response to the group's initial letter, Meriwether wrote to Senator
Henry Jackson in an attempt to gain BIA recognition for his organization and to get the
Indian Claims Commission to deal with it in the distribution of judgment funds. After
joining STOWW, 2 local paper reported, the group's *“next project” was “to update its
membership rolls before the Chinook land settlement is ready for dispersal” (Long Beach
1970b). Meniwether argued that the signatories to the attorney contract were only an
unorganized “‘group of individuals™ as opposed to a “tribal council” whose records went
back to 1951 (CIT 5/30/1970). The Department of the Interior advised Senator Jackson
that, “We recognize no Chinook tribal entity. . . .” It argued that a group's state
incorporation did not justify recognizing the group as a tribe. The Department noted that
the Indian Claims Cornmission Act allowed any “identifiable group of Indians” to enter a
claim and contended that recognizing individuals to speak on behaif of a group “in no
way should be interpreted as constituting recognition of the Chinook Indians as a tribal
entity. .. ."” (Interior 1970). Meriwether also tried to convince the BIA agency to
substitute his organization for the “inactive” group headed by Kent Elliott of Skamokawa
(CIT 11/6/1970). The BIA took the position that it recognized “no Chinook tribal entity,”
saw no reason to change the individuals with whom it dealt for purposes of the Chinook
claims case, and expected to prepare the claims judgment roll itself (BLA 8/17/1971).

The Indian Claims Commission issued its bpinion on the 1851 value of aboriginal Lower
Chinook and Clatscp lands in November 1970. An absence of comparable land sales
prior to 1851 precluded determining the actual market value of the tract, the Commission
concluded, so it sought to assess the factors which hypothetical buyers and seilers would
have considered to arrive at a fair market value. The best use of the majority of these
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76.600 acres, the Commission found, was as timberland, which in 1851 had a potential
for profit but no immediate market. Accepting the valuation of neither the plaintiffs nor
the Government, the Commission placed the fair market value of the tract in 1851 at
$75.000. It noted that Lower Chinook and Clatsop descendants aiready had received
$26,300 in compensation for these lands from payments made under the Act of 1912.
Subtracting this compensation from the fair market value of the lands, Lower Chinook
and Clatsop descendants were awarded $48,700 by the Commission (Indian Claims
Commission 1970, 56-58, 62-63, 64-65, 85-87). The Commission's award was upheld by
the Court of Claims in 1971 (Court of Claims 1971, 780). After the deduction of
attorneys' fees and expenses, the award was reduced to about $28,000 (BIA 6/20/1974).
Congress appropriated the funds to pay this judgment in 1972 (Statures 1972, 1518; BIA
2/14/1974).

In February 1974, the Bureau of Indian Affairs' Washington, D.C., office concluded that
the beneficiaries of the Indian Claims Commission award were the lineal descendants of
the individuals identified as Clatsops or Chinooks of the Lower Band of Chinook on the
1914 pavment roll prepared by McChesney. It recommended that the Secretary of the
Interior should prepare a roll of these descendants and that the judgment award “should
be distributed per capita to all persons on this new roll” (BIA 2/14/1974). The *“Chinook
Council” -- presumably the council of the Chinook Nation, since the BIA had been
dealing with it for claims purposes - recommended that some of the award be used to
dispose of the debts incurred in prosecuting the claim, that $5,000 be reserved for a
lobbying effort to get the old treaty ratified, and that the remainder be distributed per
capita to Chinook and Clatsop descendants of individuals on the 1914 payment roll (BIA
6/8/1974, p.10; [1974)).

As required by new legislation passed by Congress in 1973 (Statutes 1973, 466-468), the
BIA held a public hearing at Skamokawa in 1974 to discuss the distribution of the
Chinook and Clatsop judgment funds (BIA 6/8/1974). The Bureau's hearing officer told
the audience that the BIA recognized the Chinook “only for claims purposes,” thus
implying that a tribal award would not be made (BIA 6/8/1974, p.22). He read the
recommendations of the “Chinook Council.” Only seven individuals made public
comments, one of whom was the appraiser presenting a bill for his unpaid fee. No one
spoke as a representative of either the Chinook Nation or the Chinook Indian Tribe,
although Anna Koontz made some remarks. Most comments complained about the result
of the case, sought information about the case, or questioned the appraiser about the case.
One individual proposed setting up “a scholarship fund with what is left” of the award
after attorneys' fees and expenses, and another speaker supported that idea (BIA 6/8/1974,
p-28, 36). The testimony at the public hearing, the BIA reported, revealed a “strong
feeling that the per capita distribution of these funds will result in little or no benefit to
those descendants” and a *'strong feeling that these funds should be invested™ and the
interest used for scholarships (BIA 6/20/1974). Thus, the BIA agency made such a
recommendation and the area office agreed (BIA 6/20/1974, 7/2/1974).

Stephen Meriwether of the Chinook Indian Tribe apparently did not know until 1976 that

-77-

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 129 of 418



Historical Report - Chinook

a public hearing had been held in 1974 (CIT 4/20/1976). Thus, it was not until two years
after the hearing and recommendation that, at a meeting in Bay Center in 1976, the
Chinook Indian Tribe unanimously passed a resolution opposed to a per capita
distribution of the judgment funds (CIT 4/17/1976). It also asked its STOWW attorney to
draft a letter to the Secretary of the Interior (CIT [1976]). On April 26, 1976, Meriwether

- wrote to the Secretzary of the Interior to inform him that the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc.,
wanted him to delay his submission of a distribution plan in order for the organization to
prepare a plan of its own (CIT 4/26/1976). The Solicitor of the Department of the Interior
replied that the Department could not prepare a plan for the tribal use of judgment funds
by the Chinooks, since “at this time the Chinook Indians are not a federally recognized
Indian tribe. . . . Thus, *“a per capita payment to individual Chinook Indians” was the
only plan the Department could recommend to Congress (Interior 1976).

In 1982, the BIA agency replied to an inquiry about the Chinook and Clatsop judgment
funds from the chairmnan of the Chinook Indian Tribe. The acting superintendent
explained that although a proposal for distribution of the award had been developed and a
public hearing on the matter held, a plan for utilization of the funds had not been
submitted to the Congress before the 180-day deadline set by the Act of 1973 (BIA
5/25/1982; Statutes 1973, 466-468). In 1984, the BIA area office drafted proposed
legislation for the clistribution of the funds, again proposing their use for educational
purposes, and held ancther public hearing in Bay Center (BIA [1984]; Petition 1987, 56,
298). After the meeting, the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., informed the BIA that it wanted
no action taken on distribution of the judgment funds until its petition for Federal
acknowledgment had been reviewed (Petition 1987, 298). When the business manager of
the Chinook Indian Tribe later complained to the BIA that it was providing information
about the judgment funds to the public without sending her organization copies of these
letters, claiming that such correspondence “relates to our enrollment,” the BIA pointed
out that an enrollment created for the distribution of the award was not the same as the
enrollment of the organization known as the Chinook Indian Tribe (CIT 11/15/1985; BIA
12/11/1985). The Irdian Claims judgment award has not yet been paid.

In addition to its interest in the claims award, the new Chinook organization also had
cultural objectives. At the group's “first annual Chinook Indian salmon bake” in lwaco,
in August 1970, these Chinooks announced that they hoped to use the revenue from the
event to build a longhouse which would function as a tribal center and artifact museum
(Longview 1970a; Portland 1970; Astoria 1970). Secretary Meriwether contacted the
Washington State Museum about acquiring some of its artifacts for the proposed Chinook
museum, with conditional success (CIT 12/29/1970, 1/15/1971, 2/1/1971; Washington
State 1971). Meriwether also successfully sought the return from a county historical
museum of a Chinock skull reputed to be that of Chief Comcomly (CIT 11/-/1971,
5/10/1972; Astoria 1972; Clatsop County 1972). His apparent plan to display the skuil at
the annual salmon bake prior to reburial, however, drew a rebuke from at least one

elder -- the former secretary of Chinook Tribes, Inc. -- and was cancelled (Troeh 1972;
Meriwether 1972). In addition to its cultural concemns, the organization asked STOWW,
which was urging water rights litigation, to make a “water survey for the Chinooks” (CIT
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11727/1970).

A decade later, the Chinook Indian Tribe continued to seek some cultural objectives. By
1978, at least, the organization was publishing a monthly newsletter for its members. In
addition to lists of the organization's officers, highlights of the annual meetings, and
accounts of the activities of the council and committees, the newsletter included news
about mermbers, selections from the historical notes of Stephen Meriwether, and the
poetry of the late Myrtle Woodcock (CIT 1978- ). In 1978 and 1980, the Chinook Indian
Tribe contacted local governments to express its concern about protecting historical
Indian burial grounds. Both counties indicated that they needed more specific
geographical information. The historical planner of Pacific County asked if “the elders in
your group could help determine the site” of the burial ground, since there was some
doubt about its exact location. He also pointed out, however, that there was no record of
a complaint having been filed at the time of construction on the site, which had occurred
more than a decade earlier (Pacific County 1978; Clatsop County 1980).

Ata general meeting of the Chinook Indian Tribe in 1976, the organization unanimously
passed a motion to authorize the STOWW attomeys “to research all of the arguments for .
federal recognition of the Chinook Tribe and to prepare a recognition petition to the
Secretary of the Interior” (CIT 4/17/1976). This meeting also approved Meriwether's
recommendation to form both a recognition committee and a fisheries committee. The
Chinook Indian Tribe acquired statements of support for its recognition effort from the
town courcil of lwaco, the board of commissioners of Pacific County, and the governor's
Indian Advisory Council (Long Beach 1976b; Pacific County 1976; Washington State
1976). In 1982, the Chinook Indian Tribe initiated a formal enrollment process to update
its rolls. It did so because of concerns raised by the BIA after its initial review of the
acknowledzment petition. As part of this effort, the Chinook Indian Tribe placed legal
notices in local newspapers in Washington and Oregon. Current members were asked to

reaffirm their desire to be enrolled, while new members were required to submit ancestry
charts. As a result of this enrollment project, the Chinook Indian Tribe asserted that its

1981 membership roll was “wholly superceded [sic]” by the roll submitted to the BIA in
1987 (Petition 1987,217, 311). The 1981 roll had contained 323 names, but the 1987 roll
listed 1,164 members.

The BIA agency at Hoquiam had formed, by 1981, a committee to develop a management
plan for the Quinault Reservation. The voting membership of the committee consisted of
three representatives from the Quinault Tribe and three representatives from the recently-
formed Allotiees Association. Seeking wider involvement on a proposed “Trust
Landowners' Advisory Board,” the superintendent twice wrote to Chinook Indian Tribe
chairman Donald Mechals to encourage recommendations during public meetings (BIA
1/13/1981, 4/24/1981). The council of the Chinook Indian Tribe passed a resolution
which supported the concept of an advisory board for Quinauit allotment issues and
opposed the existing reservation management plan. The council argued that “the
Quinault Tribe does not have the authority to act for the individual land owners” on the
reservation, and insisted that “individual land owners have the right to say what happens
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on their land. . .. (CIT 1981). The Quinault Business Committee wrote to the Chinook
Indian Tribe in September 1981 and enclosed a proposal to initiate an “Interim Intertribal
Forestry Advisory Board" for the reservation. The goal, it said, was to develop
““cooperation among the tribes and allottee groups, whose members were allotted at
Quinault. . . . It referred to the Chinook as one of the “Allottee groups™ of the
reservation, and proposed a meeting of “representatives from the Tribes and Allottee
groups to discuss this proposal™ (Quinault 1981b).

The Department of the Interior was urging the Bureau of Indian Affairs to create an
advisory board for the reservation and to “include tribal government-appointed
representatives frcm all reservation landowners” (Interior 1981). The draft presentation
by the BIA area office on how to carry out this policy directive stated that *“the Quinault
Nation will be the Tribal Governing Body that the Bureau of Indian Affairs will consult
with. .. ." (BIA 11/5/1981). Donald Mechals protested against such an interpretation.
The “Quinault Nation does not own the Reservation,” he wrote. “It is owned by
individual Indians and their heirs. . .. He sought to clinch his argument by quoting the
BIA's own manual on the importance of “individual property rights” (CIT 1/28/1982). In
the Department of Interior's reply to Mechals, it now made a distinction between tribes
and groups of allottees, and contemplated a plan in which members of the forestry
advisory committee would be officially designated by “their respective tribes, or by the
group to which they belong” (Interior 1982). The BIA and the Quinault Nation
apparently decided in 1982 not to implement such an advisory committee (Petition 1987,
296).

Another organization of Chinook descendants was formed in the 1970's under 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 Band 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).32 A Cowlitz organization
and the Wahkiakurn 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).® In 1983,
the chairman of this Wahkiakum Tribe of Chinook Indians wrote to the BIA area office to

3 The Petition attempts to claim the suit of the Wahkiakum Band as an action of the Chinook
Indian Tribe (Petition 1987, 291, 293).

33 A state court in Oregon earlier had reached different conclusions, relying upon what it had
thought was precedent of the Ninth Circuit (Oregon Court of Appeals 1979). The impact of this
decision was limited to Oregon.

-80-

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 132 of 418



Historical Report - Chinook

seek advice on how to obtain -approval of its membership roll. The Wahkiakum claimed
to be “'a seperate [sic] tribal entity,” but “closely related” to “the larger Group that ties
into the Chinook Tribe” (Wahkiakum Tribe 1983a). The secretary of the Wahkiakum
Tribe at that time, Timothy Tarabochia (Wahkiakum Tribe 1983b), is the current
chairman of the petitioning Chinook Indian Tribe.

Some local observers commented on Chinook activities after 1958. Local historian
Lucile S. McDonald, writing in 1966, concluded that the early intermarriage of Chinooks
and non-Indians had resulted in both a “loose identity” for the tribe and individual _
Chinook descendants in “whom Indian characteristics are not strong. . . ." Only recently,
she claimed, had young descendants “become aware that their ancestors had proud
genealogies and traditions and -- unless something is done to preserve them -- they will
have lost a precious heritage™ (McDonald 1966, 5). During the 1970's, several local
newspapers reported on the activities of the new Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., and its
secretary Stephen Meriwether. Papers in lwaco, Long Beach, and Longview,
Washington, covered the meetings of the Chinook Indian Tribe and its efforts to file a
petition for Federal recognition (Ilwaco 1970, 1976, 1980; Long Beach 1970a, 1976a;
Longview 1970a, 1976). Astoria and Portland, Oregon, papers reported on the group's
effort to create a Chinook museum and to retrieve Comcomly's skull (Astoria 1970, 1972;
Portland 1970, 1972). In 1971, the Longview paper published a biographical profile of
the new chairman, Adolph Sund (Longview 1971), and the Astoria paper published an
article about the two Chinook organizations and quoted the views of Stephen Meriwether
and Kent Elliott (Astoria 1971).

Organizations beyond the local area also took note of Chinooks during the 1970's. The
report to Congress in 1976 by its American Indian Policy Review Commission suggested

“that the Chinook at that time met 14 of 15 considerations which previously had been used
to recognize tribes. It supported this position only with a simple check list and not with a
review of Chinook history or a discussion of its evidence and assumptions (AIPRC 1976).
Despite its lack of Federal recognition, the Chinook Indian Tribe won acceptance from
some Indian groups. In addition to its membership in STOWW (LaClair 1974), by 1980
the Chincok Indian Tribe had become a member of the National Congress of American
Indians (INCAI 1980). Its NCAI membership certificate indicated, however, that the
Chinooks were from Sumner, Washington, which was the location of STOWW rather
than the Chinooks. The Quinault Indian Nation generally has resisted Chinook tribal
claims. In one attempt to defuse Chinook antagonism toward the Quinault position on a
reservation heirship case, however, the Quinault chairman wrote to the Chinook Indian
Tribe to seek to maintain what he called “the generally good relations between your tribe
and ours” (Quinault 1981a). Although this letter referred to “your tribe,” later in the year
the Quinault Business Committec was describing the Chinook Indian Tribe as only an
“allottee group” (Quinault 1981b).

The only scholar to publish the results of his or her research on the contemporary

Chinook has been the historian Clifford Trafzer. He relied on the work of a *‘Chinook
Heritage Project” which had been created in 1979 by the tribal elders of the Shoalwater
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Bay Reservation. With the help of community elders and university professors, and
funding from university, state, and Federal sources, the project gathered historical and
cultural data about the Chinook. From the results of this research, Trafzer concluded in
1990 that “the Chinook no longer are a unified tribe. . . .” He identified three
contemporary groups of Chinooks in the 1980's. One group was the Wahkiakum
Chinook, which he inexplicably said was living on the Quinault Indian Reservation.
Perhaps he was aware that Anna Elliott Koontz, the Chinook Nation secretary from
Wahkiakum County, and Timothy Tarabochia, secretary of the Wahkiakum Tribe, were
living on the reservation in the late 1980's. The second group, he said, was the Chinook
Indian Tribe, an organization which he linked to the group which had incorporated under
state law in 1953. The third group of Chinooks, Trafzer concluded, lived at Shoalwater
Bay (Trafzer 1990. 99-100).

By the late 1970's, the council of the Chinook Indian Tribe had expanded its
representation beyond the llwaco area. In late 1976, Adolph Sund remained chairman,
Barbara Harden had become vice-chairman, Elmer Wilson had become secretary-
treasurer, and Dolcres Guse was business manager. These four officers formed an
executive board. This board, also functioning as a nominating committee, presented the
names of five individuals as candidates for vacancies on its council and said that three
more individuals were needed to serve as council members (CIT 10/30/1976). An
undated list of officers of the organization, from about 1977, showed an executive board
of chairman Adolph Sund of [lwaco, his sister Dolores Guse of [lwaco as business
manager, EImer Wilson of Astoria as secretary-treasurer, and Barbara Harden of
Raymond as field representative. The council of nine members included Guse and
Harden. Of the other seven members, four were from South Bend, one was from Bay
Center, one was frcrn Chinook, and one was from Rosburg. Thus, 6 of these 11 officers
were from the Shoalwater Bay vicinity, 4 were from the vicinity of the mouth of the
Columbia (3 on the Washington side and 1 on the Oregon side), and only | was from the
Wahkiakum County area (CIT (1977)).

It was about 1977 that Carlton Rhoades became chairman of the Chinook Indian Tribe.
This change in leadership appears to have been accompanied by a significant shift in the
council's size and membership as well. The council in 1978 included only seven officers:
a chairman, vice-chairman, secretary-treasurer, and four council members (CIT 8/-/1978).
The distinction between an executive board and a council had been eliminated and the
size of the council reduced. Four of these seven officers were new to the leadership of
the organization. Because this list did not provide addresses, the geographical
representation of these officers is not known. The business office also had been moved to
Chinook, Washington. Rhoades’ tenure as chairman may have lasted only a single year,
for Donald E. Mechals, of Chinook, became chairman at some time before December
1978 (CIT 10/20/1978, 12/-/1978). The Chinook Indian Tribe adopted a new constitution
in 1980. This document confirmed that the council would consist of three officers and
four members. Rather than representing geographical areas, the four council members
were given terms of different lengths, perhaps to provide more experienced members with
longer terms. The chairman’s term was set at three years (CIT 6/21/1980). Although the
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constitution used Chinook Tribes, Inc., as the organization’s name, the group's stationary
continued to use Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc.

In 1982, the councils of the Chinook Indian Tribe and the Chinook Nation met together in
Kelso, Washington, and passed a resolution which stated that its “‘central purpose” was to
provide a “clarification of the respective positions of the two groups in light of the
pending Petition of the CHINOOK INDIAN TRIBE, INC. before the Federal
Acknowlecdgment Project. .. ." The resolution stated that the Chinook Indian Tribe was
“the political continuation” of the “aboriginal bands of Chinook Indians,” while the
Chinook Nation was only the “representative” of Chinook Indians *“for the purposes of
land claims litigation before the Indian Claims Commission. . ..” By this resolution, the
Chinook Nation acknowledged that “the TRIBE represents its members in a
governmental capacity and that the NATION does not purport to exercise governmental
authority over the Chinook Indians who are members of the TRIBE. . . .” (Chinook Indian
Tribe and Chinook Nation 1982; Petition 1987, 297, 310). Following this reconciliation,
the Chinook Indian Tribe adopted a revised constitution and by-laws in 1984 (Petition
1987, 310). It was this Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., which submitted the revised petition
for Federal acknowledgment in 1987. _
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Alternative Indian Name and Surmmame Spellings Guide

Adopted for this Report - Alternative Spellings in Historical and Other Documents

Charley -

Comcomly

Ducheney

Haguet -
Héwks -
Owaco

LaFromboise: -
Luscier -
Millet -

Nahcotta

4

Pickemnell

‘Silackie

Skamock

Taltrich

Charlie, Charly

Cumcumley, Concomley
Duchene, Duchesne, Dushane
Hagge, Haugiet, Hoguet
Huckswelt, Hox, Hawkes, Hawk
Elwah, Ellewa, Elwahco Jim
Laflemboy; Laflombois

Lussier, Lucier

Mallet, Mallette, Millertte

Narcotta, Narcotty, Narkarty, etc.

Picknoll {a.k.a. Edmonds]

Solackie, Salakike, Selekee, etc. {sometimes surname is listed as

“Bobb,” according to patronymics]

Skamaqueup, Skumahquea, Scummaque [sometimes surname is

listed as “George,” according to patronymics]

Talltech, Toltech, etc.
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Place Names

Georgetcwn or Georgetown Reservation. Now known as Shoalwater Bay Reservation.

Goose Point. Point of Peninsula where Bay Center is located that extends into
Shoalwater Bay.

Shoalwater Bay. Now known as Willapa Bay.

Tokeland. Town near Georgetown Reservation. Referenced in 1854, as the place where
Chief Toke lived on Shoalwater Bay.

Toke Point. Over time, this place name has been used to designate different locations at
the north end (North Cove) of Shoalwater Bay.

Yellow Eluffs. One reference in the Petition Exhibits, Volume 2 (a 1970's newspaper
article), says it is in the vicinity of lwaco, where a park was made.
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

In 1851, the Lower Band of Chinook Indians (sometimes called the Chinook Proper) had
their principal residence in several villages along the north shore of the Columbia River,
in what is known today as Pacific County, Washington. It is from this band of Indians
that most of the petitioner’s members descend. In the winter months, many of these
Indians would migrate to villages on Shoalwater Bay to exploit food and other resources
available there. By 1851, the population of the Chinook Indians had been greatly reduced
due to diseases introduced by non-Indian pioneer settlers. In January 1851, for example,
George Gibbs made a census of the Indians living along the Columbia River, from the
confluence of the Cowlitz River to the Pacific Ocean. He counted 15 heads of household
and a total population of 171 Indians. Of these 171 Indians, 135 were Chinook Indians
and 36 were slaves. Also by 1851, a number of non-Indian pioneers had married Chinook
Indian women. By Gibb’s count in January 1851, there were eleven Indian women who
were married 1o non-Indian men. Many of the petitioners' members are descendants of
such pioneer-Indian marriages. By the early 1850's, local observers such as James Swan,
George Gibbs, and George Dawson noted that the Chinook Indians were heavily
intermarried with the Lower Chehalis Indians, whose traditional territory was to the
immediate north of the Chinook Indians. The main settlement for Chinook descendants
in 1851 was the village of Chinookville, on the Columbia River.

Further up the Columbia River’s north shore, in what is now known as Wahkiakum
County, were villages inhabited by the descendants of the Wahkiakum and Kathlamet
bands. These two bands had amalgamated prior to 1851. On the south shore of the
Columbia River, at its mouth, was a village of Clatsop Indians, in what is known today as
Clatsop County, Oregon. By 1851, these villages had also been decimated by diseases
introduced by non-Indians. Each of these four bands (Lower Chinook, Wahkiakum,
Kathlamet, and Clatsop) spoke a different variety of the Chinook language. There was
social contact between these villages, as demonstrated by patterns of village and language
group exogamy. Some of the petitioner’s members have ancestry from the Wahkiakum,
Kathlamet, and Clatsop bands (for details of descent from the various bands, see the
Genealogical Report). Collectively, the Lower Band of Chinook Indians, the Wahkiakum
Band, the Kathlamet Band, and the Clatsop are sometimes referred to as “Chinookan
Indians” in the anthropological literature.

For the most part, the first non-Indians to contact these villages described them as being
politically autonomous, each one organized under a village headman. One exception to
this form of political leadership was Chief Comcomly I (died 1830) who, for a short time
before his death, provided leadership for most of the Indians at the mouth of the
Columbia River. Supporting evidence that the four bands of Chinookan Indians from
which the petitioner descends were not organized politically as a single tribe stems from
the 1851 Tansey Point treaty negotiations. Initially, the Federal Government negotiators
tried to have all of the Indians around the mouth of the Columbia River, including the
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four bands narned above, to sign a single treaty. The Indians balked at this idea. Instead,
their leaders signed several treaties as allied villages which resided in a common territory.
It is possible that this organization into political bands at the time of the 1851 treaty
negotiations reflected the Indians’ own perceptions of cultural similarities and
dissimilarities between neighboring villages and/or inter-village political alliances that
were alreadly in existence.

After 1851, the Indians that were living along the Columbia River in these various bands
experienced dramatic social and political changes. Some of these changes were due to
encroachment by non-Indians on the Indians’ traditional territory. For example, as non-
Indian settlers moved into Wahkiakum and Pacific Counties, there was greater political
pressure to settle the remaining Indians in those counties onto reservations, so their land
could be setiled by non-Indians. This was one of the forces behind the establishment of a
more permanent Indian community at the north end of Shoalwater Bay (then known as
Willapa Bay) at Bay Center, as well as the Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation (also
known as Georgetown). The Quinault Reservation was established, enlarged, and allotted
with the sarme motive, so that non-Indians could obtain the land on which the Indians of
western Washington, including the Chinookan descendants, were still residing.

Shoalwater Bay Reservation was established by presidential order in 1866, and the
original assignment of lots occurred in 1881. The initial assignees at Shoalwater Bay
Reservation were from several different tribes: Chinook, Chehalis, Kathlamet,
Wahkiakum, and Clatsop. Some of the Indians who were assigned land on Shoalwater
Bay Reservation in 1881 can be identified in the Federal census as living within the
jurisdiction of the Oysterville or Cathlamet post offices in 1870 and at Chinookville in
1880. From at least 1888 to 1920, the residents of Bay Center and Shoalwater Bay
Reservation were a single community. There was much family migration between the
two locations, with some of them using Georgetown as a temporary residence for
oystering purposes and Bay Center as a more permanent residence. For example, a family
recorded as living on the reservation in the 1888 Georgetown Indian census might be
found living in Bay Center in the 1900 census. In 1910, the same family, or some of their
primary kin, might be living back on the reservation. In 1910, the Indian agent noted that
there were approximately 150 Georgetown Indians, most of whom resided in Bay Center,
where they owned land, worked, and went to school with the local non-Indians.

In 1880, the predominantly Indian settlement of Chinookville was still in existence on the
north shore of the Columbia River. In June 1880, a large number of Indian families and
pioneer-Indian families are listed in the Federal census for Chinookville. Because this
census was taken during fishing season, it is not clear how many of the Indians listed
were residing there permanently. It is known that many Indians lived at Chinookville
only during the fishing season, but had their main residence elsewhere. This was the case
in the 1854, when George Dawson took a census of the Indian population at Chinookville
(65 individuals) and noted that about three times as many Indians would be present at the
beach during fishing season. In a similar pattern of work migration, the 1900 census
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provides evidence that many of the Indians listed as fishing in Dwaco were actually
residing in 3ay Center (entire Indian families were listed as living in both locations in the
1900 census). Sometime between the 1880 and 1900 Federal censuses, Chinookville
ceased to exist, perhaps before the modem town of Chinook was established, in 1884,
Many of the Indian descendants who were living and/or fishing at Chinookville in 1880
were living in Bay Center, llwaco, and Dahlia in 1900.

Quinault Reservation was established by the Treaty of Olympia, which was signed by the
Quinault and Quilleute Indian leaders in 1855. At first, the Chinook Indians’ leaders
participatec! in the negotiations that led up to the Treaty of Olympia. But they eventually
withdrew from the negotiations when the Federal Government negotiators made it clear
that the Chinook Indians would have to move to a reservation in Quinault Territory rather
than one in Chinook Territory. Quinault Reservation was enlarged in 1873, but the first
allotments there were not approved until 1907. Even though the Chinook Indian leaders
did not sign the Treaty of Olympia, some of the Indians allotted on Quinault Reservation
in 1907, 1908, and 1910 were Chinookan descendants from Bay Center (29% of the first
690 allotments on Quinault went to Chinookan Indians, almost all of them were residents
of Bay Center). In 1908, some of the Chinookan descendants from Bay Center who were
allotted on Quinault were listed as “Georgetown Indians.” Some of the Chinookan
Indians allotted on Quinault Reservation from 1907 to 1910 continued to live in Bay
Center and/or on Shoalwater Reservation according to the 1910 and 1920 Federal
censuses; that is, even though they were allotted on Quinault Reservation, they did not
move there.

One of the results of the establishment of the more permanent Indian community at the
north end of Shoalwater Bay and the allotment of Bay Center Chinook descendants at
Quinault Reservation was the political and social separation that eventually developed
between the concentration of mixed-blood Indians in the three contiguous settlements of
Altoona, Dahlia, and Brookfield and the Indian community at the north end of Shoalwater
Bay. Altoona, Dahlia, and Brookfield were almost exclusively inhabited by Chinook
Indian descendants, and were close enough to each other geographically, and in terms of
kinship and social interaction, that they can be thought of as a single community until at
least 1932 In this report, this community will be referred to as “Dahlia.” The Dahlia
community was principally comprised of descendants of pioneer-Indian marriages. The
three settiements are located on the sites of three former Wahkiakum Indian villages
which had existed in 1844. But there is no historical continuity between these
Wahkiakum Indian villages and the three modern settlements of mixed-blood Indians
who were all descendants of the Lower Chinook Band. Mostly they were descendants of
Mary Rondeau Ducheney-Preble-Kelly (especially the children of Agnes Ducheney
Elliott) and Emelie Chinook Ero-Durival.

From 1883 to 1920, there is clear evidence that the Indian descendants at Bay Center, and
those in Dahlia, maintained social relations with other residents within their respective

communities. The evidence includes Federal census data, school district census data, a
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map of Goose Point/Bay Center annotated by a Chinook resident of Bay Center which
accurately indicates the residential patterning of Indians living there about 1915, marriage
patterns, and descriptions provided by Indian and non-Indian residents who lived in the
vicinity of these settlements. An analysis of the McChesney Rolls for 1906, 1913, and
1914 yielded a list of 418 adult Chinook Indian descendants for the year 1906. Of the
418 adults living in 1906, 324 do not have descendants on the 1995 membership list. Of
the adults who do not have descendants on the list, 169 either lived out of state or have an
unknown address in 1906 and 1910. This evidence indicates that a large number of
Chinook descendants (169 of 418 adults or 40%) moved away from Pacific and
Wahkiakum Counties by 1906 and that their descendants have not maintained social or
political relations with the petitioner. Regarding the 94 adults alive in 1906 who do have
descendants on the 1995 membership list, 16 of them were resident in the Dahlia
community (16 of 94, or 17%) and 24 were living in the Bay Center community (24 of
94, or 26%) in 1906 and/or 1910.

Evidence regarding the maintenance of social community at Bay Center through 1910 is
very clear. Newspaper accounts, the writings of local residents, and the Federal census
make it clear that the Indians at Bay Center were maintaining their Indian culture through
at least 1910. Chinook elder Anna Mae Strong submitted to the BAR an annotated map
(Map #3) based on information provided by her mother, Annie Clark Rhoades. The map
demonstrates that approximately half of the Indians living at Bay Center about 1915 were
actually residing in a separate Indian settlement called Goose Point, on the swampy tip of
the peninsula where Bay Center was established. The other half lived in the town of Bay
Center proper, where some non-Indians also lived. The Indians residing in the town
tended to live in a cluster near each other. The Federal censuses for 1900, 1910, and
1920, as well as district school records support this settlement pattern in Bay Center.

In addition to this important evidence regarding residential patterning, the Indians living
in Bay Center maintained an Indian Shaker Church until at least the 1920's. The location
of the Shaker Church changed over time. The first one, built in the town of Bay Center,
was converted into a gymnasium where boxing matches were held. The second church
was built at Goose Point, in the Indian settlement. There are descriptions from the 1890's
of Shaker meetings being held in Bay Center, Georgetown (Shoalwater Bay Reservation),
and Bruceport. Johnny Skanown, a Chehalis Indian and resident of Bay Center, was one
of the preachers for the Shaker Church.

Many of the Indians listed in the 1910 Federal census of Bay Center were said to be
speaking Chehalis. Chehalis is an Indian language that many of the Chinook Indians had
adopted through social contact, including intermarriage, with their northern neighbors.

As early as 1852, there are references to the extensive intermarriage between the Chinook
and Chehalis Indians at Chinookville and at the north end of Shoalwater Bay. In 1890,
when Anthropelogist Franz Boas visited the Bay Center Indian community, he discovered
only one reliable informant who could still speak Chinook. All of the Chinook
descendants living in Bay Center had adopted the Chehalis language for purposes of daily
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conversation. Thus, the 1910 Federal census data on language is consistent with other
earlier evidence. Photographs taken in 1913 at Tokeland (near Shoalwater Bay
Reservation) during McChesney's enroliment, show Indians wearing a mixture of western
and traditional clothing. The traditional clothing included woven basket-style hats.

There is no similar evidence for the maintenance of distinct Indian culture for the
Chinook descendants at Dahlia. There is no evidence from 1880 to 1910 that the
Chinook descendants at Dahlia continued to speak an Indian language, to practice an
Indian religion or burial customs, to wear items of Indian clothing, or to maintain any
other elements of their Indian culture. This lack of evidence, in contrast to Bay Center,
suggests tha: most of the Chinook residents of Dahlia had acculturated more quickly than
those living in Bay Center.

The Federal censuses for 1900, 1910, and 1920, that there was a concentration of
Chinook descendants living at Dahlia in those years, though a more thorough analysis of
the 1900 tax records for Dahlia does demonstrate that the Chinook descendants were not
the only individuals present there. The district school records from 1918 to 1932 suggest
that most of the individuals living at Dahlia may have been Chinook descendants, since
most of the children attending the public school in those years were Chinook descendants.

There is some evidence for the existence of social ties between the residents of Bay
Center and Dahlia until 1910. An analysis of primary kinship relations (defined as
grandparents, parents, self, siblings, and children) provides one form of evidence that the
residents of Bay Center and Dahlia may have been maintaining some social relations until
that time. FFor example, Margaret Ero Pickemnell-Johnson was living at Brookfield (a
settlement in the Dahlia community) in 1900 and Bay Center in 1910 and 1920. Several
of her children were living in Bay Center as well. Julian Ero (her brother) and George
Ero (son of Julian Ero) were living at Dahlia in 1910 and 1920 as were some of Margaret
Ero's half-siblings (the Durivals). Aside from evidence based on primary kinship
relations, there is very little evidence of communication between Bay Center and Dahlia
residents. ‘There was at least one marriage between residents of these two settlements;
that is, between Joseph Howe Elliott (Dahlia) and Josephine Johnson Elliott (Bay
Center). A death notice in a Wahkiakum County newspaper for Dixie James (a Chinook
Indian resident of Bay Center; he died 1909) noted that he had continued to fish with his
relatives at Altoona until the time of his death.

There is no evidence that the residents of Bay Center and Dahlia maintained social
relations between their settlements after 1920. There is some evidence that the Chinook
descendants in Bay Center and Dahlia were becoming more and more separated from
each other. For example, many of the Chinookan descendants at Bay Center were allotted
at Quinault between 1907 and 1916. Some of the Chinook descendants at Dahlia were
adopted by the Quinault Indians during a Quinault council meeting in 1912, but their
adoptions were revoked in 1918 at a subsequent council meeting. Most of the
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descendants living in Dahlia were not allotted at Quinault until 1932, after several years
of 'egal battles.

There is also no evidence that the Indian descendants living in Dahlia and Bay Center had
leaders who worked together on a variety of significant issues. There is some evidence
that George Charley was a leader for the Indians at Bay Center/Georgetown from 1889 to
about 1929. He was especially known for his leadership with regard to fishing rights for
the Indians of Bay Center from about 1920 to 1929. But there is no evidence that he had
any influence over the Chinook Indian descendants living at Dahlia or elsewhere. There
is also no evidence that the Indians in Dahlia communicated their views to George
Charley on issues that were significant to the Chinook Indians as a whole. When it came
to getting allotments on Quinault Reservation, for example, the Dahlia residents pursued
them as individuals, with no help from George Charley, or any other *“Chinook™ leader
(George Charley was Chehalis, but his wife was part-Chinook). There is no clear
evidence of a political relationship of any kind between the residents of the two
settlements until 1951.

In addition to this, evidence for leadership or political influence within the mixed-blood
Indian community at Dahlia is lacking before 1951. The petition made vague claims that
political leadership was provided by family elders, such as Mary Rondeau Ducheney.
The petition suggested that she was a leader because she signed the 1899 lawyer contract
for the first Chinook land claim. A contemporary newspaper article referred to her as the
“queen” of the Chinook Indians because she was the oldest living descendant of Chief
Comcomly 1. This is not the same as evidence that Mary Rondeau Ducheney provided
leadership for the Chinook descendants of Dahlia on a wide range of issues that were
important to the Chinook Indians as a whole.

In 1935, only the Indians living on Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation were allowed to
vote on the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA). Those living in Bay Center were not
allowed to participate in the election at Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. In 1920, the
close kinship ties between the residents of these two communities provide evidence that
this political and social distinction between the Indians of Bay Center and Shoalwater Bay
Reservation did not exist in 1920. It is not known if the decision regarding who could
vote in the 1935 Shoalwater Bay Reservation IRA election helped to create the division
between Bay Center and the Reservation residents, or if the division had become a reality
between 1920 and 1935. The distinction that is made between the Indian descendants of
Bay Center and Shoalwater Bay Reservation in 1935 could be related to George Charley's
death that year. George Charley was a resident of Shoalwater Bay Reservation and/or
Bay Center, and recognized leader of the Indians there, from at least 1889 (when he was
named chief of the Shoalwater Bay Indians by the BIA agent) until about 1929. He was
also allotted at Quinault Reservation, and died fishing at the mouth of the Quinault River
in December of 1935. Because he was buried on Quinault Reservation, it may be that he
moved from Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation to Quinault Reservation after 1929. In
spite of the distinction that was made at the time of the vote to reject the IRA, the
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Commissioner of Indian Affairs in 1951 stated that there were 215 Shoalwater Bay
Indians that were either living on, or had an interest in, the Shoalwater Bay Indian
Reservation.

There is very little evidence regarding the maintenance of social community or political
authority from 1929 to 1951 in the petition. Myrtle Johnson Woodcock is one person
who proviced some leadership during those years. For example, she helped to gather
evidence for the Chinook Indians’ land claim, and may have helped in the fight to get
some Chinook descendants allotted on Quinault Reservation. There is evidence that she
was personally concerned about the preservation and dissemination of Chinook culture
and history, but it is clear that she was not a leader for all of the Chinook Indian
descendants in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties. She variously claimed to be the
secretary or the president of the Chinook Indian council from. 1925 to 1951, but there is
little evidence that there was an organization that she was leading. It is likely that if she
had any political authority it may have been limited to the Indian descendants who grew
up in Bay Center. Several members of the petitioning group provided depositions in 1987
for inclusion in the petition for Federal acknowledgment that stated that they or their
parents had attended meetings in the home of Myrtle Johnson Woodcock during this
period. But there is no contemporary evidence that such meetings took place. There is no
contemporary evidence regarding how broad (how many families) or extensive (the
percentage of total members) participation in these meetings may have been or what
political issues were discussed at the meetings. There is also no evidence linking the
Dahlia community to the leadership that may have been provided by Myrtle Woodcock
during these years.

The next available evidence regarding community and political leadership concerns 1951
to 1968. In that year, J. Grant Elliott, a Chinook descendant from Dahlia, filed a land
claim petition with the Indian Claims Commission. He supposedly did this on behalf of
all the Chinook descendants. There is no evidence that Grant Elliott provided leadership
before 1951 for the Chinook descendants of Dahlia or for the Chinook Indians as a whole.
After he filed the land claim, about 100 Chinook descendants held a meeting and formed
an organization, the Chinook Tribal Council (it was sometimes called the Chinook
Nation). At that meeting, Mr. Elliott was elected Chairman of the council, and Myrtle
Woodcock was elected Secretary-Treasurer. They began a process of collecting
information in order to establish a membership list. They also began holding occasional
meetings. While the land claim was always the centerpiece of the meetings, other issues
were sometimes raised, for example, hunting and fishing rights, the value of timber on
allotments of Chinook descendants on Quinault Reservation, the protection of Chinook
Indian grave sites, and the disposition of a flattened skull that was believed to be that of
Chief Comcomly I (skull flattening was a mark of high social status among the Chinook
Indians). The skull was returned to Grant Elliott from a museum in England. Mr. Elliott,
in turn, donated it to a historical museum in Astoria, Oregon.
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Before the membership list had been completed, there was a leadership dispute between
Mr. Elliott and other members of the Chinook Tribal Council. Members from Bay
Center, including Mynle Woodcock, Charles Larsen, and Claud Wain, were unhappy
with Mr. Elliott’s leadership style. Mrs. Woodcock specifically mentioned that Mr.
Elliott had not been holding regular meetings, but there is other evidence that they were
equally unhappy with what they perceived as a general lack of political process and Mr.
Elliott’s attitude of superiority.

In May of 1953, about 68 Chinook descendants held a meeting in Bay Center for the
purpose of electing a new chairman and other officers, which they did. Roland Charley,
the son of chief George Charley, was elected Chairman and Myrtle Woodcock was the
Secretary. Anna Mae Elliott Koontz, who would later become the secretary for the |
Chinook Nation, was elected tribal historian. The new organization was called the
Chinook Tribes, Inc. (CT, Inc.). On June 13, 1953, separate annual meetings were held in
Bay Center and Skamokawa. Grant Elliott disavowed the election held in Bay Center in
May. He held his own election at the June 13th meeting. He and his son, Kent Elliott,
were elected Chairman and Vice-Chairman, respectively. A total of 173 ballots were cast
in the election for chairman and vice-chairman (for comparison, there were approximately
555 Chinook: adults living at that time, according to the membership applicants list
submitted to the Western Washington Agency by the CT, Inc. in 1953). From that point
on, Elliott always referred to his organization as the Chinook Nation.

When Myrtle Woodcock defected to CT, Inc. from Elliott’s Chinook Indian Council, she
took the meeting minutes, membership records, and the bank account records with her. It
was not clear that all of the people in the membership records wanted to belong to the CT,
Inc. In fact, several of Elliott’s followers wrote to the CT, Inc. secretary asking that their
membership applications be returned so that they could be properly registered with the
Chinook Nation. At the June 1953 annual meeting in Bay Center, Myrtle Woodcock
resigned as secretary of the CT, Inc.

In July 1953, Catherine Troeh, secretary for the CT, Inc., submitted a list of membership
applicants to the Western Washington Agency. The 1953 CT, Inc. list of applicants
provides the only information on the group as a whole in 1953. The list contained 555
adults and 421 minors, for a total of 976 applicants for membership. This list was
probably based on information gathered by Mr. Elliott’s Chinook Indian council from
1951 to 1953. The list included the city and state of residence for each of the members.
This data provides evidence that the communities that once existed at Bay Center and
Dahlia were rio longer as significant in terms of the percentage of the Chinook
descendants who lived there. According to the 1953 list, only 56 CT, Inc. applicants were
living at Bay Center/Georgetown (10%) and 23 at Dahlia (4%). Only 173 (31%) of the
adults on the list resided in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties, more generally.

In 1954, Charles Larsen, the secretary of the CT, Inc., wrote to the area officers of the
organization, asking them to contact the Chinook descendants in their region who had not
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yet expressly agreed to become members of the CT, Inc. He included a list of
approximately 115 people who had yet to declare their loyalty. The purpose of the
contact was to ask if they wanted to be members of CT, Inc. or not.

There is no separate membership list for the Chinook Nation in the 1950's. Their
membership remains unclear, and it is impossible to check thoroughly for overlap
between the two groups’ supporters in the early 1950's. It is possible that Chinook Nation
never had its own separate membership list. Initially, the Chinook Nation fought to have
the original membership records returned. From 1953 to 1958, the officers for Chinook
Nation and the CT, Inc. discussed cooperating with each other in order to develop a single
membership list which would be acceptable to both councils, but this never became a
reality.

The leadership dispute between Chinook Nation and CT, Inc. lasted from 1953 to at least
1958. During those years, the two councils held separate annual meetings. The lawyers
for the two councils and BIA staff attempted unsuccessfully to get the two councils to
resolve their differences. There is a possiblity that the CT, Inc. members voted to begin
cooperating with the Chinook Nation at their June 1955 annual meeting, and that the CT,
Inc. council members opposed this move (Chinook Nation meeting minutes, February 4,
1956). It may be that CT, Inc. lost support soon after that 1955 meeting, since they held
their last annual meeting in 1957. Also in 1957, Claud Wain, along with about 15 other
Chinook Indian descendants, appeared before a Senate committee that was reviewing
timber sales on Quinault Reservation. After 1957, former CT, Inc. members gradually
started attending meetings of the Chinook Nation, which continued to meet annually
through 1968. Some of them also supported the Chinook Nation financially by paying
dues and supporting a fund that was started in 1961 to appraise the value of the land in
the aboriginal Chinook territory.

From 1953 to 1958, it is not clear to what extent the two councils had mutually exclusive
groups of followers. If there were two separate groups which persisted over time, cut
across family lines, and differed on a variety of issues, this might be evidence of
factionalism. In this case, the available evidence indicates that most of the dissention was
between the officers of the two organizations. There is no evidence indicating that the
members were divided over a variety of issues important to the group as a whole. Also,
the dispute between the leaders did not last very long: according to minutes of the
Chinook Nation meeting held on February 4, 1956, the members attending the June 1955
CT, Inc. annual meeting voted to end the conflict and reunite with the Chinook Nation.
The minutes also reported that the officers of the CT, Inc. were opposed to reunification.
There are no CT, Inc. meeting minutes to confirm either of these assertions. It is known
that in 1958, the officers of the two councils were still discussing the possibility of
reunification. Beginning in 1956, some of the people who had participated in the
meetings of the CT, Inc. started attending meetings of the Chinook Nation. The steps
toward reunification were slow, but even former officers of CT, Inc. were participating in
Chinook Nation by 1959. For example, on March 13, 1959, Paul Petit, Wilfred Petit, and
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Claud Wain all attended a meeting of the Chinook Nation. Also present was Lillian
Larsen Bates, the sister of deceased CT, Inc. secretary, Charles Larsen.

From 1957 to 1968, the Chinook Nation continued to hold annual meetings. Most of the
emphasis in the meetings was on the Chinook land claim, including the extent and value
of the land and mineral resources of their ancestors’ aboriginal territory. They also
discussed obtaining fishing and hunting rights from the state of Washington, protecting
fishing rescurces in the Columbia River, elected leaders, voted on membership
applications, and appointed delegates to attend a variety of meetings. From 1961 to 1965,
the Chinook Nation collected money for a fund that would be used to pay a professional
appraiser to estimate the value of their aboriginal land as established by the Indian Claims
Commission in 1958. Most of the contributions were made from 1961 to 1963. At least
266 Chinook descendants contributed to the fund.

There is no evidence that a Chinook organization existed between 1968 and 1970.
Chinook Tribes, Inc. had become defunct by 1958. Also, the Chinook Nation did not
hold annual meetings consistently after 1968. The last known meeting of the Chinook
Nation was in April, 1973. On June 8, 1974, a meeting was held in Skamokawa,
Washington at the request of the BIA, in cooperation with Kent Elliott, to discuss the
Chinook Indians’ wishes regarding payment of the land claim award. There is no
evidence that this was a regular annual meeting of the Chinook Nation, even though it
occurred abcut the time their annual meetings had been scheduled in earlier years.
Evidence that the Chinook Nation stopped holding meetings about this time includes
information from Kent Elliott’s sister, Natalie “Louise” Elliott Meyer, who stated that,
when she returned to the Skamokawa area in the early 1970's, the Chinook Nation was no
longer functioning.

In 1968, however, a new Chinook organization was beginning to form under the
leadership of Adolph Sund, a descendant of the Petit and Pickernell Chinook families.
Sund lived in Owaco, where he worked as a fisherman. A newspaper article in 1968

mentioned that Adolph Sund had collected money from members of the Chinook Indians
for the purchase of a foghorn for the jetty at the mouth Columbia River. Stephen
Meriwether, Adolph Sund’s nephew, recalled that about 1968 the Small Tribes of
Western Washington (STOWW) sent representatives to meet with Adolph Sund to see if
the Chinook. Indians were interested in organizing. This organization was not formally
initiated until 1970. Meriwether stated that the delay in organizing was due, in part, to
staff changes at STOWW.

The new organization which started in 1970 was called the Chinook Indian Tribe (CIT),
and is the sarne organization that submitted the first petition for Federal recognition in
1981. In 1970, Adolph Sund recalled that the new Chinook organization started to form
about 1968, when a group of Chinook descendants met and discussed the possibility of
constructing a traditional Chinook plank house as a museum for Chinook history and
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culture. There is no evidence regarding how many people attended the meetings that
were held in 1968, or which Chinook families were represented.

The petitioner claims that the CIT, which formed in 1970, is the continuation of Chinook
Tribes, Inc. which had existed from 1953 to 1958. However, there is a period of at least
10 years (1958 to 1968), and perhaps 12 years (1958 to 1970), for which there is no
evidence that the Chinook Tribes, Inc. held meetings or carried on any activities. The
minutes of the first CIT meeting, held April 10, 1970, state: “The first meeting of the
reactivated Chinook Council was called to order .. ..” The classification of the meeting
as the “first meeting” of a “‘reactivated™ council provides supporting evidence that the
members of the Chinook Tribes, Inc. had not met from 1958 to 1970.

While some of the people involved with the CIT from 1970 to 1981 were on the 1953
membership applicants list submitted by the CT, Inc., there is serious discontinuity in the
membership reported by the petitioner in 1981 and the 1953 membership applicants list.
Some of the people present at the first meeting in 1970 had been active in the Chinook
Tribes, Inc. in 1953, including Betsy Herrold Trick, Catherine Herrold Troeh, and Lewis
Hawkes. Nevertheless, based on the list of members submitted in 1981, it is not possible
to conclude that this was the same organization as the 1953 CT, Inc. For example, the
1953 list included 976 applicants (555 adults and 421 minors). The 1981 list only
contained the names of 323 members, including adults and minors. While there is no
information in the 1981 petition about where each of the 323 members was living at that
time, most of them were descendants of families associated with Pacific County
(especially Ilwaco and Bay Center since about 1880). In contrast, there were very few
Chinook descendants on the 1981 list whose families have been associated with
Wahkiakumn County since the turn of the century. It is possible that this is because the
dispute between the officers of the Chinook Nation (based in Skamokawa, Wahkiakum
County) and the CT, Inc. (based in Bay Center, Pacific County) had not been completely
resolved during the 1960's.

After the 1981 petition was submitted, the Branch of Acknowledgment and Research
(BAR) sent the CIT a technical assistance letter, advising them of potential problems
needing clarification regarding their membership. One of the concerns of the BAR was
that, given the petitioner’s membership criteria (descent from one of three lists of
Chinook Indians), there was a very large number of potential members that were not on
the membership list. In response, the CIT decided to recruit more members. For
example, they used newspaper advertisements in 1982 and 1983 to try and locate other -
Chinook cescendants who wanted to become members. In 1987, the CIT submitted a
new petiticn which included a new membership list which had expanded from 323 to
1,203 members. The 1987 list was more similar to the one submitted by the Chinook
Tribes, Inc. in 1953 than the 1981 list had been in terms of the family groups represented.
The 1987 petition provided the town of residence for each of the petitioner’s members.
The 1987 petition narrative noted that 65% of the members lived in “close proximity™ t

the Chinockan Indians’ aboriginal homeland. By “close proximity,” the petition mtendcd
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all of the icwns in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties, as well as a number of towns along
the Columbia River in Oregon.

In 1995, the BAR received an updated membership list from the petitioner. The 1995 list
is basically consistent with the 1987 list in terms of individuals on the list and the family
groups represented. The 1995 list contained the names of approximately 1,040 adult
members. According to that list, there are about 632 Chinook descendants in Washington
State, 222 in Oregon, and 186 adults who are living out of state or have an unknown
address. In 1995, there were only 33 Chinook adults (3%) in Bay Center and 17 Chinook
adults (2%) living at Dahlia. The separate geographical settlement of Chinook Indians at
Bay Center, known as Goose Point, no longer exists. There is also no evidence that there
is a distinct community at Dahlia.

In terms of political leadership from 1970 to the present, the petitioner has presented very
little evidence regarding the internal political process of the CIT. Most of the evidence
presented supports the fact that the officers of the Chinook council have been active in
contucting business with political entities such as federal, state, and county government
agencies (e.g., the BIA, state agencies that manage fish and wildlife and cultural
resources), inter-tribal organizations (e.g. Small Tribes of Western Washington,
Affiliated Tribes and Allottees of Quinault Reservation; Northwest Federation of
American Indians), and recognized and unrecognized tribes. From 1970 to 1972, Stephen
Meriwether, the CIT secretary, led a successful campaign to have the skull of Comcomly
returned to the CIT from the historical museum in Astoria. However, there is little
evidence that the members of the organization cared about these activities. For example,
there is not enough information on communication between the officers on the council
and the mernbers of the petitioning group to determine if the actions taken by the council
were requested or supported by the members as a whole, or if the members ever objected
to any actions of the council. Dick Basch estimated that 30 to 35 members attended the
monthly meetings during the 1970's. There is no contemporary evidence to confirm this
level of participation.

One of the ways to gain an understanding of a group’s political process is to focus
research efforts on issues that have caused conflict among the members. For example, in
interviews conducted by the BAR anthropologist, some Chinook members admitted that
there had been some conflict over whether or not to pursue acknowledgment from the
Federal government in 1976. Those who were opposed to asking the Government for
recognition were in favor of a more radical position of asserting their aboriginal rights
which, from their point of view, had never been relinquished. It is possible that the
political aligrment of the members on this issue might support the existence of political
factions within the group. However, it is not clear from this single issue that factions
existed in 1976. Likewise, there is no acceptable evidence of factions before or after

1976.

12

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D005 Page 154 of 418



Activities surrounding the Chinook land claim provide some information about the
Chinook Indians acting collectively in the 1970's and 1980's. The Indian Land Claims
Commission awarded the Chinook and Clatsop Indian descendants $48,692.05 on
November 4, 1970. On December 18, 1970, the Chinook Nation held a meeting to
discuss the award. Altogether, about 100 Chinook descendants were in attendance.
Some of the members of the recently formed CIT were present at the meeting, including
Stephen Meriwether. Those present decided to appeal the award to the Court of Claims.
On December 3, 1971, the Court of Claims dismissed the Chinook Indians’ appeal. The
award money was appropriated by Congress on October 31, 1972. In April of 1973, the
Chinook Nation held a meeting to discuss the possibility of asking Congress for a better
settlement for the land claim.

In 1974, Paul Weston of the BIA notified Kent Elliott that he wanted to conduct a public
hearing with the Chinook Indians to discuss how the award money should be distributed.
In response to the notification, Elliott called a strategy meeting of the Chinook Nation
officers. The officers proposed three uses for the award including using some of the
money for a scholarship, using some of the award to lobby for the ratification of their
1851 treaty, and paying out the rest as per capita payments. Per capita payments was the
method preferred by the BIA.

On June 8, 1974, the BIA held the hearing in Skamokawa with the Chinook Indians. At
that meeting there was discussion from several Chinook Indians about what to do with the
money. No one present at the hearing spoke in favor a per capita distribution. Some
descendants favored making the award into a scholarship fund, others liked the idea of
using the money to have their treaty ratified. Several times the Chinook Indians tried to
act collectively rather than as individuals, at one point trying to turn the hearing into a
business meeting. In a follow up letter to this meeting, dated June 20, 1974, John
Benedetto (acting Superintendent of the Western Washington Agency) wrote the Portland

Area Office Director, informing him that the Chinook Indians were opposed to pes capita
payments, and that they preferred putting the money into a scholarship. Benedetto

recommended that this preference be acted upon. The scholarship fund was never
established, however.

On April of 1976, the CIT council (as a separate entity from the Chinook Nation) held a
general meeting of its membership. The BIA was again proposing to distribute the
Chinook land claim award on a per capita basis. The members present voted to reject the
per capita payment plan. Instead they favored a lump sum payment to CIT so the money
could be used to strengthen their organization or to purchase land and build a Chinook
meeting place. On May 21, 1976, H. Gregory Austin, Solicitor for the Department of the
Interior wrote to the CIT stating that the disbursement of the money on a per capita basis
was the only method acceptable to the Department. He stated that the distribution had to
be done on a per capita basis because the Chinook Indians were not a recognized tribe.
He also denied their request to delay distribution. Nevertheless, the per capita
distribution was never carried out.
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In August 1984, John Weddell (Tribal Operations Officer, Portland Area Office) wrote to
Don Mechals (not knowing that Mechals was no longer CIT chairman), proposing once
again the idea of individual payments. Weddell wanted to talk to the Chinook Indians
about special legisiation that had been drafted for the purpose of distributing the land
claim award money. The meeting that Weddell requested was held under the leadership
of Ralph Lorton, the actual CIT chairman. There is no record of what happened at this
meeting, but the BIA decided on October 18, 1984 to delay distribution of the money,
because of opposition from the Chinook, until a decision could be reached on the CIT's
acknowledgment petition.

From 1976 to about 1983, the CIT council established a fishing committee. The ‘\
committee was comprised of a number of Chinook descendants who still made their
living based on fishing. The committee members met regularly, and the petitioner
submitted meeting minutes for the period from 1980 to 1983. It is not known how
broadly this committee’s work was supported by the CIT membership as a whole. There
is no evidence that the membership communicated with the fishing committee or was
informed by the committee of its activities.

The petition included correspondence from a group of Chinook descendants who
supposedly formed an organization called Quinook Resources in the early 1970's. The
three named officers for the organization were Ferrill Johnson, Norris Petit, and Daniel
Stephan. These Chinook descendants were all fishermen and members of Quinault
Nation, and they threatened legal action against Quinault Nation for allegedly not
allowing them to fish under the provisions of the 1855 Treaty of Olympia. There is no
evidence that they were connected to the CIT council of the 1970's. It is not clear what
the membership, if any, in this organization may have been. There is no evidence that the
organization survived for more than a year,

In 1978, some of the petitioner’s members objected to the chairman, Carleton Rhoades,
publishing hiis own opinions as those of the CIT. Mr. Rhoades supported abolishing the
BIA and Indian reservations, among other things. From the available evidence (minutes
from council meetings held at that time) it is not clear if Mr. Rhoades resigned or was
forced out of office after he made his comments. Whatever the process, he was replaced
by Donald Mechals as CIT chairman. Because of the lack of information about how these
events unfolded, it is impossible to evaluate if the membership as a whole cared about
this matter, or if it was an issue that was resolved by only a few council members.

For most of the period from 1970 to 1981, the available evidence indicates there was not
much interest on the part of the membership in the petitioner’s political affairs. During
the early 1970's, the CIT held monthly meetings that were sometimes only attended by
Adolph Sund (CIT chairman), Dolores Guse (Sund’s sister, CIT business manager), and
Stephen Meriwether (Sund’s nephew, CIT secretary). By November 1971, the council
decided to meet three times per year because there was no business to conduct, and for
lack of participation and interest in the meetings.
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Logging practices on the Quinault Reservation was one issue that raised interest on the
part of some Chinook Indians who were allotted there. Much of this interest was
generated by Donald Mechals, the CIT chairman for most of the years between 1978 and
1994, who is an allottee on Quinault Reservation. For example, about 28 Chinook
Indians attended a BIA briefing for Quinault Reservation land owners in 1981 at the
Chinook office.

The petitioner’s membership shifted dramatically between 1981 to 1987, both in terms of
the total number of members and the family groups that were considered members.' This
evidence makes it impossible to discern the size and character of the group over which
the council may have had political authority. Most of the members on the 1981 list' were
from Pacific County towns, particularly Bay Center and lwaco, with only a few people
from Wahkiakum County. If the the 1981 list includes most of the people who
participatedl in the Chinook meetings from 1970 to 1981, as it seems to, then the officers
of the council could have had authority over only 323 Chinook descendants in 1981. In
1982, the leaders of the CIT and the Chinook Nation signed an agreement which formally
recognized the CIT as the governing body for the Chinook Indians, and stated that
Chinook Nation had only been established to pursue the Chinook land claim. At the same
time, the Chinook Indians began the process that enlarged its membership list, which has
already been described.

In 1987, the CIT submitted a new membership list to the BAR as part of its revised
petition. The 1987 list contained the names of 1,203 members. It included a larger
number of people from Wahkiakum County (e.g., some of the Elliotts), as well as other
Chinook families that had not appeared on the 1981 list. Prior to 1987, there is no
evidence of a political or social relationship between the CIT council and most of the
Wahkiakurn County and other Chinook descendants who appeared for the first time on
the 1987 list. At the same time, it is known that some of the Chinookan descendants
involved in Chinook meetings between 1970 and 1981 were not on the 1981 list. This

would include Richard Basch (council member and Clatsop descendant), Louise Elliott
(council member), and Eugene and Larry Goodell (from Dahlia), for example.

There is more evidence regarding participation in the political process by members of the
petitioning group since 1994. In June 1994, Tim Tarabochia was elected chairman of the
CIT, replacing Donald Mechals after nearly 18 consecutive years as chairman (there was
one brief period when Ralph Lorton served as chairman). In the 1994 election, about 88
votes were cast for the chairman's position (the BAR has no written evidence to confirm
this estimate by Mr. Tarabochia). There were approximately 42 votes for Mr. Tarabochia
and 30 for Mr Mechals. The balance of the votes were split between two other
candidates.

Informants told the BAR anthropologist about a number of political issues that were used
in this election to defeat Mr. Mechals. One was the issue of preserving Chinook culture
and sacred sites. Another issue was the pursuit of Chinook fishing rights. Some Chinook
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members stated that, as CIT chairman, Mr. Mechals had been too single-focussed on the
timber policy on Quinault Reservation and had not paid enough attention to these other
matters. It was Mr. Tarabochia’s opinion that Mr. Mechals had pursued these issues
reluctantly, and only when forced to do so by the Chinook membership. Another issue
that was raised by Mr. Tarabochia and some of his political supporters during the 1994
election was the disposition of income from Chinook Indian Bingo, a small business that
was startecl by several Chinook descendants for the purpose of raising funds for the CIT.
Much of the initial capital for the business was contributed by Mr. Mechals. Mr.
Tarabochia believed that Mr. Mechals was profiting personally from the business more
than he should. The Washington State Gambling Commission conducted an audit and
did not find any illegalities or serious management problems. Nevertheless, the issue of
the bingo business was used effectively to help unseat Mr. Mechals as chairman.

Since Mr. Tarabochia was elected chairman, the CIT has organized several committees
which were functioning in 19985, at the time of the BAR anthropologist's site visit. At
that time, other council members included: Dick Basch (Vice-Chairman); Elmer Wilson,
Jr. (Secretary-Treasurer); Gary Johnson (councilman); Cliff Snider (councilman); Darlene
Brueher (councilman); Leda Anderson (councilman), Fred Lagergren (councilman), and
Jean Shaffer (councilman). The council members are elected to three-year terms.

Most of these council members also provide leadership for one of the following CIT
committees: cultural affairs, business, communications, social, enroilment, and planning.
Some of these committees had only existed since about 1993, but they had all been very
active in 1994 and 1995. For example, the business committee had successfully
established that Chinook Indian Bingo was a CIT enterprise, had made an investigation
into how the income was being spent, and made suggestions to ensure that the CIT was
getting its proper share. The cultural affairs commitiee was engaged in a Chinook

language reconstruction project, was cooperating with state archaeologists on an Indian
site at Cathlapootle, and was working to protect a Chinook Indian grave site at Dahlia,
among other things. The planning committee had devised a strategic development plan
for the CIT to follow. The membership committee has worked to make the enroliment
process more rational and consistent. The communications committee publishes a
quarterly newsletter, which is sent to each Chinook household.

In 1995 and since, the CIT has held monthly council meetings. The attendance at the
meetings varies with their location. Meetings held in the town of Chinook (where the
CIT headquarters is located) draw an average of 20 to 25 participants. Monthly meetings
held in Bay Center were estimated to have between 50 and 70 participants. During the
BAR anthropologist’s 1995 field visit, approximately 100 members attended the monthly
meeting at Bay Center. Also during that visit, the CIT held a potlatch to honor some of
their elders. This potlatch was arranged on short notice; in spite of this, approximately
200 people (most of them were Chinook descendants) were present at the potlatch held at
the CIT headquarters in Chinook, Washington (the old Chinook grade school), some of
them coming from as far away as Bellingham. Jean Shaffer stated that she had used the
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Chinook Newsletter mailing list to notify everyone of the potlatch, targeting those on the
list who lived nearby in Washington and Oregon. The 1996 annual meeting was attended
by at least 159 voting members, since that was the number of votes cast in the election to
recall the chairman (44 in favor of removal and 115 against).

In 1995, both the Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe and the Quilleute Indian Tribe passed
resolutions supporting the petitioner's request for acknowledgment. Quinault Nation
§ubmittccl a brief opposing the acknowledgment of the CIT. None of these submissions
contained any new evidence regarding whether the CIT has continuously existed as an
Indian tribe.
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THE CHINOOK INDIANS PRIOR TO FIRST SUSTAINED
CONTACT WITH NON-INDIANS

The petitioner, the Chinook Indian Tribe, consists mostly of descendants of Lower
Chinook Indians, and other lower Columbia River Indian bands, whose leaders
participated in negotiations for the Tansey Point Treaties in August, 1851. These treaties
were signed by Indian representatives and representatives of the Federal Government, but
were never ratified by the United States Senate. Even though the treaties were never
ratified, the decision by the Federal Government to negotiate a treaty with the Lower
Chinook leaders demonstrates that the Government believed the Lower Chinook Indians
were a tribal entity at the time of the negotiations. Also in 1851, there was a census of
Indians along the lower Columbia River. While there are earlier mentions of specific
Chinook Indians and their villages, for example, in the journals of early explorers and the
records of the Hudson's Bay Company, the treaty and the censuses of 1851 represent the
earliest systematic data on Indian families and their settlements that are available. For
these reasons, this anthropological report, after a brief introduction, focusses primarily on
Chinook history, beginning with the year 1851. For a fuller discussion of Chinook
prehistory and the history of the early contact period, the reader should refer to the BAR
historical report.

At the time the Government negotiated the Tansey Point Treaties in 1851, the Lower
Chinook Inclians had already suffered several major epidemics of small pox and other
contagious cliseases brought by European settlers. These epidemics greatly reduced the
Indian population along the lower Columbia River. At a meeting of the Indian Claims
Commission, Archaeologist Herbert Taylor stated that, by 1832, the Chinook Indians had
been so exposed to diseases from non-Indians, that there was no Chinook tribe left. At
that point, there were just “a few hangers on” (Meriwether 197 1¢; Petition Exhibit #76).
In 1806, Lewis and Clark estimated that there were 1,100 Chinook Indians. By the time
the treaty was negotiated, and the first census was taken, the Indians remaining were only
a fraction of those who lived there previously. Gibbs counted only 66 Chinook Indians
(32 men and 34 women) on the Columbia River, and 34 on Willapa Bay, in 1854 (Gibbs
1855, 43S; Petition Exhibit #6).

Anthropologist Leslie Spier wrote: “It seems preferable for the time being to separate
Chinook proper from the Chinookan triblets of Willapa Harbor. [have listed the latter
with the coastal tribes, under the collective title Shoalwater Chinooks" (Spier 1936). He
concluded, with Gibbs, that the southem half of Shoalwater Bay had at one time been the
Chinook Indians' principal winter quarters. He notes that Edward Curtis, the
photographer and ethnographer, recognized the Chinook territory as reaching as far north
as Nemah on the mainland and Nahcotta on the peninsula. The north end of Shoalwater
Bay, he says, belonged to the Shoalwater Salish (Spier 1936,29-31). By “Shoalwater
Salish,” Spier was probably referring to the Chehalis Indians who were living on
Shoalwater Bay. Verne Ray held a different opinion, stating that even the north end of
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Shoalwater Bay had once belonged to the Chinook Indians, but that their numbers had
dwindled by 1850, and the Chehalis had started moving in (Ray 1938, 36). Of the
Shoalwater Chinooks, Spier listed the following five divisions: Nemah, at the present site
of the towr by the same name; Nisal, a group that formerly lived on the Naselle River;
Killaxthokle, only known by a reference through Lewis and Clark's notes; Gitlapshoi, a
group of Chiniook Indians living at Sealand, about a mile north of the town of Nahcotta;
and Tsa'djukkw, the long peninsula between Willapa Bay and the sea, from the mouth of
Shoalwater Bay, south to Cape Disappointment (Spier 1936).

The 185! Tansey Point Treaties were signed by Indian leaders from several “bands”
along the Lower Columbia River. Based on the available data, the Indians who signed
the treaty probably lived in villages within these territories at the time of the treaty (that
is, in 1851). This does not mean, however, that the Indians lived exclusively in those
places, or even that those territories were the exclusive use area of the members of the
bands identified in the treaty, since the Indians of the lower Columbia, like those of
western Washington generally, had extensive Kinship relationships based on the principle
of language group exogamy. This marriage pattern resulted in opportunities for
migration, from one village, and even one territory, to another, to exploit natural
resources available at different times of the year (seasonal migration), as well as in times
of prolonged economic hardship and external social pressures (for example, the
settlement of non-Indians in the region).

The bands and their territories, as identified in the treaty, are demarcated on Maps #1a
and #1b. The Indian bands on the north shore of the Columbia River (in what would
become Washington State) participating in the Tansey Point negotiations include the
following: the Lower Chinook Band, the Waukikum Band, and the Konnaac Band. The
bands on the south side of the Columbia River (present-day Oregon) were the Clatsop, the
Naalem Band of Tillamooks, the Lower Band of Tillamooks, the Nuc-que-cluh-we-nucks,
and the Kathlamet Band.' Of these treaty bands, only the Clatsop, the Wheelappa, the
Waukikum, the Kathlamet, and Lower Chinook have descendants on the Chinook
petitioner's membership list, so only those bands will be discussed in this report. There
were a few Tillamook descendants who became part of the Indian communities at
Chinookville and Bay Center, but they do not have descendants on the petitioner's
membership list.? There is no record of what happened to the modern-day descendants, if
there are ary, of the Nucquecluhwenuck or Konnaac bands.

It is doubtfual that the “bands™ designated in the Tansey Point Treaties were discrete
political units. However, when the United States treaty negotiators tried to arrange a
single treaty for all of the Indians in the region, they Indians refused to comply. Instead,

! Additional "bands" signing treaties at Tansey Point in August 1851 were: 1) Quillequeoquas;
2)Wheelappas:; 3) Klatskania Band of Chinooks; 4) Twality Band of Kalapooya.

2 Most of the Tillamook Indians moved 1o either Siletz or Grande Ronde Reservation.
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they grouped themselves into “bands,” probably on the basis of shared language,
geographical proximity, and pre-existing, occasional ad hog alliances. It is probable that
the Lower Chinook leaders who negotiated and signed the treaty functioned in the role of
village headmen or headwomen. According to the description provided by Catherine
George and Julia Russell in 1902, the villages were independent, each with its own
headman (Catherine George and Julia Russell, 1902 testimony for the Chinook Indian
land claims case). As can be seen by comparing the treaty signers’ names with the 1851
list of villages and headmen, not all headmen alive in 1851 signed the treaty (see Table
1). Why so many headmen did not sign the treaty is not known.

There is much confusion in the literature as to whether or not the Indians of the lower
Columbia River were a single "tribe” at the time of first sustained contact with non-Indian
settlers. Some writers point to Chief Comcomly (d. 1830), a Chinook Indian, whom they
say was a political leader for all of the Indians along the lower Columbia River as
evidence that the lower Columbia River Indians were a single tribe. For a brief period
after first sustained contact, the Indian villages along the lower Columbia River may have
been unified under Comcomly's leadership. But before and after that period, the basic
political unit was the village. The Federal Government has treated with and has
recognized Indian villages as "tribes.” According to the regulations governing the Federal
acknowledgment process, tribe is defined as “any Indian or Alaska Native tribe, band,
pueblo, village, or community within the continental United States that the Secretary of
the Interior presently acknowledges to exist as an Indian tribe” (25 CFR §83.1).

Added to the confusion about type of political organization present among the lower
Columbia River Indians is the issue of language group classification. In the Handbook of
North American Indians, anthropologist Michael Silverstein indicates that there were two
distinct languages along the Columbia River, Upper Chinook and Lower Chinook.
According to this scheme, Kathlamet, Waukikum, and Konnaac band members spoke
varieties of Upper Chinook. Linguistically, they were more closely related to the Upper
Chinooks arcund The Dalles. On the other hand, Lower Chinook was spoken by
members of the Lower Chinook Band and the Clatsops. It should be noted that "Chinook
jargon" was & trade language, and is not the same as Lower Chinook. As a trade
language, Chinook Jargon's grammar and vocabulary were a mixture of Northwest Coast
Indian languages and non-Indian languages.

Many people assume that the area where a particular language is spoken is coterminous
with an Indian tribe. A variation of this way of thinking is that a person's tribal affiliation
can be determmined by the Indian language they speak. In some parts of North America,
where Indians practiced village or language group endogamy (marrying someone from
their own village or language group) this may have been true. But this was not the pattern
for Indians living in the Northwest Coast culture area. In the Northwest Coast area, the
Indians usually married someone from a village other than their own. Even more
surprising to some is the fact that the Indians in this area were just as likely to marry
someone who spoke a different language. This was not just a matter of speaking a
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different variety of Lower Chinook, but of speaking a language that derived from a
completely different language stock. In this region, it was common, for example, for
Waukikum Indians (Upper Chinook speakers) to marry Cowlitz speakers and for Lower
Chinooks to marry Chehalis speakers. Charles Cultee's paternal grandmother spoke
Clatsop, but his paternal grandfather spoke Quillequeoqua (the Chinook called them
"Tinneh"), which is a language of the Athabaskan language stock. To overcome language
bamcrs, most Indians in the region were multilingual.

Because many Indians of the Northwest Coast were multilingual (spoke more than one
Indian language), language does not provide a simple answer to an individual Indian’s
tribal affiliation either. According to Boas, Kathlamet was the dialect of Upper Chinook
that was spoken furthest down the Columbia River. Based on information provided by
Charles Cultee, Boas stated that the Kathlamet language area extended from Astoria (on
the south side of the Columbia River) and Gray's Harbor (on the north side) as far up river
as Ranier.’ This suggests that the Indians labeled as Waukikums, Konnaacs, and
Kathlamets in the Tansey Point Treaties all spoke “"Kathlamet.” Charles Cultee was also
an informant for Boas on “Lower Chinook" (which included Clatsop, in his
classification), so Cultee spoke that variety of Chinook, as well. In addition to this, Boas
noted that Charles Cultee's wife was a Chehalis Indian, and that Charles, and his children,
were almost exclusively speaking Chehalis in their daily conversation. In fact, this was
not a recent phenomenon. Chehalis was the dominant language among the Chinook and
other Indians living on Shoalwater Bay since at least 1852, when James G. Swan resided
in the area (Swan 1857, 306).

Whatever rnay have been the case aboriginally, at the time of the 1851 treaties, the
Indians at the mouth of the Columbia River were living in separate villages or family
compounds, and were organized under the leadership of village headmen. While each
village had its own headman/woman, these bands interacted with each other, both socially
and politically. The social and political ties between villages are evidenced by potlatches,
inter-marriage, and patterns of migration. Based on his interviews with Chinook
informants, Verne Ray wrote that the village was the largest political unit among the
Chinook Indians aboriginally (Ray 1938, 35). Ray based his opinion, in part, on the 1819
description of Franchere, who wrote that “All of the villages form so many independent
sovereignties . . . Each village has its chief but that chief does not seem to exercise a
great authority over his fellow citizens™ (Franchere, quoted in Ray 1938, 55). Usually the
position of village headman was passed from father to eldest son, though sometimes other
principles were involved. Ray noted that the Chinook chief, Comcomly (d. 1830), had
two wives, one Scappoose, the other Chehalis. All things being equal, the older son was

*Cultee named the following "tribes” as speakers of Kathlamet: 1. Wa'qaiqam of Gray's Harbor;
2. La'cgEnEmaXix (about opposite Cathlamet, on the north side of the Columbia); 3. Kla'ecaLxix (present
town of Cathiamet); 4. La'qaLala (3 mi. above Oak Point, on the north side of the Columbia; 5. Lcta'mecux
(V2 mile belcw the mouth of the Cowlitz River); 6. Teiagiotcoe (3 miles above Oak Point); 7. KLa'gulaq
(two miles below Ranier); 8. KLa'moix, (at present day Ranier).
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usually chosen to follow his father as headman. When Comcomly died, however, his
younger son, qatqos (commonly spelled Cutcose), by his Chehalis wife, became the chief
of the Chinook Indians at Qwatsamts. The younger son was chosen because the Chehalis,
Ray wrote, were considered to be more upper class than the Scappoose.

Ray wrote that the village headman selected his or her own war chief. He or she also had
the power to appropriate the property of others. Each headman also had a spokesperson,
since it was not considered proper for the chief to address commoners directly.
Sometimes there was conflict between the headmen of larger villages for dominance over
the smaller settlements that lay between them. There were no inter-village councils, in
Ray’s opinion. though he suggested that villages that were close to each other were more
likely cooperative than not. It was the responsibility of the chief to hear, judge, and settie
disputes. Blood money was paid in serious cases. Fines were also imposed to settle
minor disputes (Ray 1938, 55-58).

Ray was also of the opinion that the Clatsop, Chinook, Shoalwater Chinook, and the
Kathlamet were “a single ethnic unit." While it is true that they shared relatively
common cuitural and economic patterns, and intermarried, these groups did not share a
common, overarching political structure. In Ray’s opinion, the Indians in these groups
shared a cornmon culture, but were not a single Indian tribe.

The map of William A. Slacum, dated 1836, provides the locations of several Indian
villages (Petition Exhibit #3). The following description locates the villages beginning at
the mouth of the Columbia River, and proceeding upriver. Each village is represented by
a number of Indian lodges. It is not known if Slacum intended these to represent the
precise number of lodges in each village. Perhaps they indicate the relative size of each
village. The village of Chenamus (two lodges), was located on the west bank of the
Chinook River, at its confluence with the Columbia. Chinook Village (four lodges) was
above that point, just west of "Barrow Hill,"” later known as Scarborough Hill. There was
also Gray's Village (two lodges, where the modem village of Altoona’ is located), located
on the cast bank of Gray's River. Immediately above that was Pillar Rock Village (two
lodges, modern Dahlia; see footnote below). Just above that was Scummagques' Village
(three lodges, modern Brookfield). This is about 3 %2 miles from the modem town of
Skamokawa, which was named for the headman. All of these villages were on the north
shore of the Columbia River, below "Kathlamet Island” (today, Tenas Ilahee) and Puget
Island. Just above Puget Island, on the south bank of the Columbia River, was Oak Point
Village (three lodges). In 1841, Captain Wilkes estimated that there were about 209
Chinook Indians, and about 300 at Pillar Rock, Oak Point, and other points further up the
Columbia River. A map published in 1844 by Duflot de Mofras indicates the same
Indian villages on the north bank of the Columbia as noted by Slacum in 1836.

‘There is no known historical continuity between the [ndian villages noted here, and the predominantly
mixed-blood Inclian settlement that later developed at Dahlia
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Beginning frorn the mouth of the river, they were: “Indiens Chenamus,” “Indiens
Chenook,” “Village de Gray,” “Roche du Pilier,” and “Indiens Scummaques” (Petition
Exhibit #314). On the south bank of the Columbia, on Point Adams, the map notes the
presence of another Indian village with the designation “Indiens Clatsop.”

THE 1850's: THE CHINOOK INDIANS AT THE TIME OF
THE TANSEY POINT TREATY NEGOTIATIONS

In January 1851, George Gibbs made a census of Chinook Indians who were living‘in
villages along the Columbia River, from the Cowlitz River to the sea. He submitted the
census to Robert Shortess, Indian agent. He counted 14 heads of household with a total
population of 171 Indians, including 135 Chinook Indians and 36 slaves. Of the 135
Chinook Indians, 99 were full-bloods and 36 were half-blood Indians. It is significant
that the census was taken in January, when most of the Chinook Indians would have been
living away from the Columbia River's shore, toward the interior on Shoalwater Bay.
This means the count is lower than it would have been if it had been taken during the
Spring or early Summer. The information in Table 1 is based on Gibbs' 1851 census
(Petition Exhibit #439). As can be seen from the data in Table 1, the Chinook Indians
were still somewhat dispersed in January 1851, with the largest settlement at Chinook.
One-half of the heads of household listed lived at Chinook (7 of 14).

Unscientific phonetic transcriptions make it difficult to compare the names on the January
1851 census and the August 1851 treaty signers (see Appendix A for all the treaty signers,
listed by band). Only five of the fourteen family heads in the January 1851 census can be
positively identified as signatories to the Tansey Point Treaties of August 1851. Phonetic
comparison of some of the leaders’ names and the areas that were ceded through the
treaties signed suggest some other possibilities as noted in Table 1. It is possible that
several of the Indians in the January 1851 census may have chosen not to participate in
the negotiations. They could have been sick or may have died (they have no known
descendants since 1851). It is also possible that they felt they were represented by the
men who went to the treaty negotiations. Also, there are many Indians that did sign one
of the August 1851 treaties who were not listed in the January 1851 census. That could
be because of seasonal migration (many Chinook families lived on Shoalwater Bay
during the winter), or it is possible that Gibbs simply missed them in the census.

In addition to the male Indian heads of household included in Gibbs' 1851 census, he
listed eleveri Chinook Indian women who had married pioneer men. Living in the
Wahlamet Valley were “Mrs Loucier” (Julia Aubichon Luscier), “Widow Perow,” “Mrs.
Charle-fou” (unknown), “Mrs Bilecq™ (Genevieve St. Martin Belleque?), and “Mrs.
Frederick (unknown).” “Mrs. Kipland” (unknown) was living at Cape Disappointment,
as was “Mrs. Scarboro” (a.k.a, Am-e-a-wauk or Elizabeth Ann Scarborough). “Mrs
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Hubbard™ (Marie Saint Martin Hubbard?) was living at Chehalem. Mrs. Shortess and
Widow Lattie were living at Astoria.

In 1851, most of these women were living in the Wahlamet Valley, far removed from
Chinook territory. By 1870, however, several of these Chinook women, and/or their
descendants, were living back in the area, returning with their non-Indian husbands to
their homeland. Chinook women listed by Gibbs, who returned to the area, or have
descendants who did, include: Marie Marguerite (wife of Etienne Luscier); Elmermach
‘(also known as Mary Ann; wife of Alexis Aubichon); Ec-le-sic (3.k.a, Amelia; married
twice, first to Urbaine Hiroux [later spelled "Ero"],
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TABLE |

CHINOOK INDIAN VILLAGES IN 1851

il Village Heads of Household

1851 Treatv?

Signed an August 1y

IL
“ Wah-kia-kum l. Skemaque-up

Yes, (Skumahquea, Waukikum Band)

Piliar Rock and Woody Istand | 2. To-tilli-cum

Yes; (Totillicum, Kathlamet Band)

Tenas llahee Island 3. Tk'hione

not sure; (possibly Klahan, Waukikum Band)

%
|
|
Oauk Point 4. Sa-ka-nickt not sure, (possibly Sycumnicks, Konnaac Band) ]
Oak Loint and 5. T'ma-ma-wote not sure; (poss’ibly Tahmy ninnus, Konnaac Band)
WappatooViliage Vv
Yellow Bluff 6. Ozrow No
! Yellow Bluff 7. Whilept No
Chinook 8. Elawah (llwaco) not sure; (possibly Elaspah, Lower Chinook Band)
Chinook 9. Ti-dau-an No
“ Chinook 10. Amoos-amoos Yes; (Ahmoosemoose, Lower Chinook Band) H
Chinook 11. Nah-cutte Yes; (Nahcotta; Lower Chinook Band)
Chinook 12. El-y-eh No
Chinook 13. Cha-lot No
[Chinook 14. Ta-ma-nu-us not sure; (Possibly Tahmpinnus. Konnaac Band)

Source: January 1851 census by George Gibbs (Petition Exhibit #439).
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and second to Pierre Durival). All of the women who moved back to the area have
descendants on the petitioner’s membership list. Some descendants of Mrs. Belleque
became affiliated with the Chinook Nation, during the later 1950's. There are some
Belleque descendants on the petitioner’s current membership list (1995).

One of the Chinook Indian women listed by Gibbs whose family continuously lived in
Chinook country was Am-e-a-wauk (3,K.2, 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 descendants 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 dlso
some Scarboroughs who affiliated with the Lummi Tribe.

According to the January 1851 census of the Clatsop Tribe recorded by George Gibbs, the
Clatsops hadl 72 Indians (54 full-bloods, 18 half-bloods) and 8 slaves (Petition Exhibit
#400). Most of the names that he included in the census as full-blood heads of household
are famniliar as signers of the Clatsop’s 1851 treaty, or from earlier historical documents.
The names in the 1851 census included Ko-teh-teh, Tous-tow, Tun-kul, Washington,
Elasso, Ka-hauteh, Wa-sul-sul, The-shock, Wa-tut-hum, Twa-letsl, Wun-na-woks, and
Waulket. In regard to the residence of those who continued to live in the exclusively
Indian settlement, Gibbs wrote: “Clatsop and Tansey Points in summer, at the Neahcoxie
and elsewhere in winter.” This reflects the seasonal migration pattern of the Clatsops.
Later, Boas would note that the Clatsop descendants alive in the 1890's had all adopted
the Tillamock language due to their intermarriage with the Tillamook Indians from the
Neacoxie River area.

In addition o the Indians who were still living in exclusive Indian settlements, there were
the following Clatsop women who had married white men: Mrs. Smith [Celiaste
Coboway Smith}, Clatsop Plain; Mrs. Edmonds {'Tonwah’ Pickernell], Baker’s Bay;
Mrs. LaBonte [Marguerite ‘Kilakotah’ Coboway LaBonte], Wahlamet Valley; Mrs.
Jervay [Marguerite ‘Yiamust’ Coboway Gervais]; and “the children of Mr. Tibbetts”
[Calvin Tibbetts married a Clatsop Indian woman named Louise], Clatsop Plain. Of
these, only Celiaste Smith has a significant number of descendants on the petitioner’s
membership list. She and her family were residing at Clatsop Plain in 1851 and many of
themn have continued to be associated with that area over time. Emeline Pickernell was
living on Baker’s Bay (the Wallicut River), on the north side of the Columbia River. She
has a few descendants on the petitioner’s list, but most of the Pickernell descendants are
members of Quinault Nation and are not on the petitioner’s list. Mrs. LaBonte and Mrs.
Gervais were living in the Wahlamet Valley in 1851. Their descendants have never
affiliated with the petitioner or its precursor organizations.
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The Tansey Point Treaties '

In August 18351, the Tansey Point Treaties were negotiated with eight bands of Indians
from the Lower Columbia River. The Tansey Point negotiations were aimed at getting
Indians in the vicinity of the lower Columbia River to relinquish aboriginal title to their
lands. As a matter of their own convenience, the United States Government treaty
negotiators attempted to have all of the Indians from the region (north and south of the
Columbia River) sign one single treaty for all of the land that the Govemment proposed
to purchase. The Indians refused this offer. Instead, the Indians offered to sign separate
treaties, perhaps allying themselves with headmen from their own and neighboring !
villages. The “bands” may have been formed along lines of linguistic similarities, former
alliances, or some other criteria. But there is no evidence that the "bands"” designated in
the treaties existed as political entities prior to the treaty negotiations. Instead, the early
explorers, settlers, and later Chinook informants, described a situation in which each
village was politically autonomous.

The Clatsop leaders were the first to sign their treaty, on August 5, 1851. There were a
total of eleven signatories for their band. Of these, Tostow, Catala (Cotata), and
Washington had descendants who became part of the Chinookville and Bay Center Indian
communities by 1880. For example, Joseph Lane, the son of Washington, married Jennie
Telzan, a Tillamook. Jennie, her son by Joseph, James Lane, Jennie's second husband,
Bill Wiiliams (also Indian), and Jennie's brother, Thomas Telzan were all part of the
Chinookville and Bay Center Indian communities from as early as 1880 to at least 1920.

Another Clatsop alive at the time the treaty was signed who left descendants in the Bay
Center comimunity was Kulhalah (male). Kulhalah's daughter, Mary, married twice: first
to Yankee fack (a Chehalis Indian; Milroy 1878), and second to Pete Wagner (non-
Indian?). Mary and Yankee Jack had a son, Lincoln. Lincoln appears variously in the
written records as Lincoln Jack and Lincoln Lewis. He married Hattie George, a daughter
of George and Maggie Skamock (Wahkiakum Indians). Hattie and Lincoln Lewis raised
a family in the Bay Center community.

Bob Silackie (the variant spellings are myriad) was also a full-blood Clatsop who was
also part of the Bay Center Indian community and who has descendants on the Chinook
petitioner's membership list. Bob Silackie's mother was Tostow’s sister (Tostow, also
known as Tosetum, was Clatsop chief from about 1851 to 1876, Petition Exhibit #49).
Bob's children tended to marry into the Bay Center Indian community, while some of
their descendants married Bay Center Indians or Indians from other tribes. For example,
Bob's daughter, Belle, married Joseph George (son of George and Maggie Skamock);
daughter Agnes married Jesse Jack James (Chinook descendant and original Shoalwater
Bay Reservation allottee); another daughter, Lizzie, married Albert “Doc” Riddell (listed
as “Indian” in 1910 census of South Bend). Bob Silackie’s son, Silas, married Nina Lane,
also a Clatsop descendant (daughter of Jennie Williams and Joseph Lane). Tostow was
the father of Kate Tostow (born ca 1851; d. 1926), who married Henry W. Jurhs (non-
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Indian). Thus, Kate Jurhs and Bob Silackie were cousins. She was enrolled by
McChesney in 1906, at which time she was living in Warrenton, Oregon.

Aside from Bob Silackie, there are only a few other Clatsop Indians who have
descendants on the Chinook petitioner's 1995 membership list. These include two
daughters of Chief Cobaway (about 2% of 1995 membership), Grace Tibbetts Sorter (not
a full-blood; about 1% of the 1995 membership), and George Taltrich (less than 1% of
1995 membership). The most significant of these Clatsops (in terms of numbers and
participation in Chinook affairs since the 1970's) was Chief Cobaway’s daughter, Celiast.
who married Solomon Smith. Most of the Clatsop descendants on the Chinook |
membership list, who do not have late 19th century marriage or geographical community
ties to the petitioner, are descendants of Celiast Cobaway. None of Celiast's sisters had
descendants on the petitioner's 1953 membership applicants list (Petition Exhibit #137).
There are some descendants of Celiaste's sister, Marguerite (3.k.a, Kilakotah), and
Marguerite's third husband, Louis LaBonte, on the 1995 membership list. As far as is
known, they did not maintain social or political relations with the petitioner continuously
since treaty times, and have become members only recently. Perhaps this is because they
left the aboriginal area at an early date, whereas Celiast and Solomon Smith, and many of
their descendants, have lived continuously in the Clatsop Plain area from the late 1800's
to the present.

The Waukikum Band of the Chinooks signed their treaty on August 8, 1851. Eight heads
of household signed the treaty on behalf of the Wahkiakum Band, including Skumahquea.
Skumahquea had been given a medal by Lewis and Clark in 1805 (Ray 1976, 138). In
Gibbs' January 1851 Indian census, only Skumahqusa was listed as a family head at the
village of Wahkiakum. The fact that seven other Indian male family heads were living in
Wahkiakum village in August could be a result of the traditional seasonal migration
patterns, with the Indians migrating to the Columbia River in the summertime to fish, and
living on Shoalwater Bay in the winter. Whatever the reason for their presence in August
1851, seven additional Indians, as representatives of the Wahkiakum Band, signed the
treaty along with Skumahquea. Skumahquea, through his son George Skamock, is the
only Wahkiakum Indian treaty signer known to contribute descendants to the Indian
community at Bay Center and to the petitioner's membership list. George Skamock was
an original allottee on Shoalwater Bay Reservation. He and his wife, Maggie, and his
children were also allotted on Quinault Reservation.

The Kathlamet band had seven heads of household who signed their treaty on August 8,
1851. The first to sign was Totillicum, who was listed in Gibbs' January 1851 census as
the only family head living at Pillar Rock/Woody Island. It is possible that Totillicum
was the only headman left in his village in January 1851, when Gibbs gathered data for
his census. Perhaps the other six family heads were wintering on Shoalwater Bay or at
some other location. But Totillicum does seem to have been preeminent among the seven
treaty signers, judging from the fact that he was the first to sign the treaty. Totillicum
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does not have any direct descendants on the petitioner's membership list. His line died
out before 1906 ( McChesney 1906).

Totillicum's brother, Klowsum, was the father of Sam Millet, who was a prominent figure
in the Chinookville and Bay Center Indian communities until his death in 1913. Sam
Millet was married to an Indian woman named Esther (Kathlamet and Cowlitz descent,
daughter of Karmlele). Sam and Esther's daughter, Emma Millet, was married three
times producing a number of offspring, some of whom have descendants on the
petitioner's membership list. Sam Millet was an original allottee of Shoalwater
Reservatior, and he and his family were also allotted at Quinauit Reservation. Klaloo,
who was arother brother of Klowsum, was the father of Yesesta (a.k.a, Elizabeth) who
married twice, first to Antone Baricho (non-Indian), and second to Frank Springer (non-
Indian). Several of Elizabeth's children have descendants on the petitioner's membership
list. According to Sam Millet, the family lines of most of the Kathlamet headmen who
signed the 1851 treaty died out by 1906 (see McChesney Roll 1906, Statement #10).

Twenty heads of household signed the treaty for the Lower Band of Chinooks on August
9, 1851. Five of the Lower Chinook leaders who signed the Tansey Point Treaty have
descendants on the membership list of the petitioner: Comcomly II, Ahmooseamoose,
Quewish, Huckswell, Yahwisk. Fifteen of the Lower Chinook treaty signers have no
descendants on the petitioner's membership list, but some of them had siblings who do
have descendants on the list. The following discussion briefly outlines the main branches
of the Lower Chinook Band families who were represented in the 1851 treaty, and their
general cornections to the modern Chinook petitioner.

Comcomly II, who signed the 1851 treaty, was not the same as Comcomly I, the chief
who had the same name. Comcomly I died in 1830. Comcomly II was not listed by
Gibbs as & farnily head among the Chinook Indians living at the village of Chinook in his
January 1851 census. Perhaps he, like many others, was spending the winter months
away from the Columbia River. Comcomly II had no living descendants in 1906,
according to Sam Millet and Catherine George (McChesney 1906, Statements #10 and
16). However, there were some living descendants of Comcomly I, including Mary
Rondeau, caughter of Kah-at-law and Louis Rondeau (non-Indian). Also known as
Margaret Chinook, Kah-at-law was Comcomly I's daughter, who died ¢irca 1834, soon
after her daughter, Mary, was born (circa 1826) near present site of Salt Lake City, Utah.
Mary Rondeau was raised at Fort Vancouver by James Douglas and Peter Skene Ogden
(see McChesney 1906, Statement #46). Mary Rondeau's grandfather, Comcomly , also
died soon after her birth (circa 1830).

Mary Rordeau married a total of three times, and produced many descendants on the
petitioner's membership list. Mary Rondeau married Rocque Ducheney in Vancouver but
moved to Chinookville by 1844, when Rocque was put in charge of the Hudson's Bay
Company Store there (Anonymous 1899; Petition Exhibit #86). Rocque Ducheney
purchased the Scarborough donation land claim, which included all of Chinook Point, in
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1856.° The prolific Elliott family on the petitioner's membership list descends from one
of Mary Rondeau’s daughters. Many of the Elliotts have allotments, or interests'in
allotments, cn Quinault Reservation.

Quewish, a Lower Chinook treaty signer, was also a son of Comcomly I and his Upper
Chinook wife (Multnomah Tribe?). Quewish had a daughter named Wahpooza, a.k.a.
"Sallie," according to Sam Millet (see McChesney 1906). Wahpooza's daughter, Caroline
(born girca 1866), married George Charley (born ¢gircg 1864), a Chehalis Indian. In 1889,
George Charley succeeded his father, "Lighthouse Charley" Matote, as the chief of the
"Shoalwater Bay Indians," according to a paper signed by the Indian agent which -
designated him as such. George Charley was a well-established leader for the Indians of
the Bay Center and Shoalwater Reservation Indians from 1889 until 1929 (George
Charley died in 1935). His authority over Indians living along the Columbia River is less
well-defined, and was certainly less immediate. Caroline and George Charley produced a
long line of Charley descendants who have affiliated with several tribes, including
Quinault Nation and the Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe, as well as the Chinook petitioner.
Roland Charley, one of their older sons, was prominent in the Bay Center Indian
community, and served as Chairman of the Chinook Tribes, Inc. council from 1953 until
his death in 1958. His daughter, Myrtle (Charley) Landry also served on the Chinook
Tribe, Inc. council between 1955 and 1957. Myrtle Landry was also nominated to serve
on the Chinook Indian Tribe council in 1970. On May 22, 1971, Myrtle Landry signed a
certificate of election results for the Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribal Organization, which
was sent to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. One of Caroline’s brothers (probably a
half brother - same mother, different father) was Matthew John, who was also living in
the Bay Cerniter Indian community in 1906. Most of George Charley’s descendants are on
the roll of the Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe, while a few are on the petitioner’s
membership list.

Ahmoosemnose was another Lower Chinook who signed the 1851 Treaty. He was
included by Gibbs in his January 1851 census of Indian family heads living at Chinook.
Ahmoosemoose had two daughters. Kate Ahmoosemoose married John Walkowsky
(non-Indian), and they raised a large family in Oysterville from the early 1890's to at least
1920 (see United States Census, 1920). Ahmoosemoose's other daughter, "Looks,"
married a man surnamed Hyasman. Their son, Frank Hyasman married an Indian woman,
and they were both allotted on the Quinault Reservation, as were Kate Walkowsky and
several of her children. According to Chinook oral history, Kate Walkowsky participated
in Chinook council meetings in the 1920's and 1930's, which were held in South Bend,
WA, under the leadership of Myrtle Woodcock. Kate and her children were allotted on
Quinault Reservation. Kate Ahmooseamoose Walkowsky has descendants on the
petitioner’s rnembership list.

*This is according to a newspaper article found among the personal papers of Anna Elliott Koontz, who was
the secretary for the Chinook Nation from 1953 into the 1960's.
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Yahmants signed the 1851 treaty for the Lower Chinook band. He was the headman of a
Chinook village on the Naselle River, and a slave owner (Ray 1938). He left no direct
descendants; but his sister, Kahmuck, had a daughter named Julia. Julia was the mother
of Alex Luscier and Sterling Price, who were part of the Bay Center Indian community.
Alex Luscier eventually married Emma Millet (Kathlamet Indian, daughter of Sam and
Esther Millet) and they have descendants on the Chinook petitioner's membership list.

Huckswelt {also known as Hawks and Tom Hawks), the Lower Chinook treaty signer,
was married to a Chinook Indian woman named Catherine Wassequah. Catherine was
the daughter of Wassequah (male), the brother of Elaspah, who signed the 1851 treaty.
Tom and Catherine had three children, John, Josephine, and Adam Hawks. All thrae
children married Indians and produced families of their own, who have descendants on
the modem petitioner's membership list. Some Hawks family descendants continue to
live in Bay Center to the present (1996). Tom Hawks was one of the original allottees at
Shoalwater Bay Reservation, as were his sons Adam and John. Adam and John Hawks
were also a:lotted at Quinault Reservation. After Tom Hawks' death (about 1886; see
McChesney Roll Statement #16), Catherine married a Chehalis Indian named Wynooche
George (Milroy 1878). Catherine and Wynooche had no children together, but they
continued to live in the Bay Center community. Catherine had a half-sister (both women
were daughters of Wassequah), also named Catherine, who married George Dawson
(non-Indian). Catherine Dawson has no known descendants, on the petitioner’s
membership list or otherwise, but she was part of the Bay Center Indian community after
her husbarnd's death.

Yahwisk was a Lower Chinook who signed the 1851 treaty. Yahwisk’s son, Tyee John
(died cal873), married Mary, a Chehalis Indian. Together they had five children, four
sons and a daughter: Johnny John, Sampson John, Toney John, Jonas John, and Nellie

John. All five of Tyee John's children were part of the Chinookville and Bay Center
Indian communities from 1880 to at least 1906. Eventually, some of his descendants
ended up living on Chehalis Reservation by 1906, while others remained part of the Bay
Center cornmunity. Some of Tyee John's descendants (through his last two children only,
Jonas and Nellie John) were on the Chinook Tribes, Inc. membership applicants list in
1953. Some of them are also on the petitioner’'s membership list at the present time.

There werne several Lower Chinook descendants who were part of the Bay Center Indian
community, but who have no known descendants with the petitioner. For example,
Quewish had two grandchildren who were still alive in 1906. One of his grandchildren
was Joseph Narcotta. Joseph was the son of Nahcotta, who was included in Gibbs' 1851
Indian census as a family head at Chinook. Joseph Nahcotta had not been heard from for
somne time in 1906 (McChesney 1906). Quewish’s other grandchild was Paul Jones (son
of an Indian named Jones), who married a Squaxin Island Indian woman named Kate.
Kate and Paul Jones lived together for many years in the Shoalwater Bay region, from
1880 to at least as late as 1906 (the time of Paul’s statement to McChesney - see
Statement #6). They lived as part of the Chinookville and Bay Center Indian
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communities. They have no known descendants, either on the petitioner's membership
list or on the rolls of any recognized tribes.

Wahkuck, 2 Lower Chinook treaty signer, left no descendants. His sister had one son,
James Julius, who was part of the Bay Center Indian community. James Julius has no
known descendants on the petitioner's membership list or with any recognized tribes. His
three children by Susan Quatanna were all dead by 1913, and he had no children by his
other wife, Annie Gill. Wahqueon, a treaty signer, left no known descendants. But
Wahqueor's sister, Willegas, had a son named Samuel Jackson who was part of the Bay
Center Indian community. Similarly, Sukumtyee (a treaty signer) had a sister, Ahkiack.
Her son, John Clipp, was a well-known member of the Bay Center Indian community.
John Clipp was one of the original allottees on the Shoalwater Bay Reservation. John
Clipp’'s granddaughter, Daisy Ford, lived at Georgetown with her Indian husband, Tom
Walley, in 1906. John Clipp was also an adopted Quinault Nation member, and
participated in the 1912 adoption council meeting.

There are a few signers of the Lower Chinook treaty who have descendants who are still
living, but have become affiliated with other tribes, and have no known connection to the
petitioner. One such treaty signer was named Kulchute. Catherine George said there
were two men by this name (McChesney 1906, Statement #16). The older Kulchute died
without issue and the younger one had a daughter named Tahshuck. Tahshuck married a
man sumarned Smith, and their two children Maggie Smith and Edward Smith were
living on Chehalis Reservation in 1906 (McChesney 1906). They have no known social
or political relationship with the petitioner, and neither do their descendants.

Additional Data from the 1840's to the 1860's

There were several pioneer settlers on the north shore of the Columbia River about the
time of the treaty. As early as 1841, a settler named John Douglas lived on the Peninsula
on Willapa Bay.® About 1842, John Pickernell (a.k.a. John Edmonds] settled near the
mouth of the Wallicut River. In 1846, James Birnie had moved to a town called
Cathlamet, where a post office was established in 1851. He and John McLean, living at
Oak Point, were about the only non-Indian residents between Chinook Point and the
Cowlitz River (Ruby and Brown 1976, 215). In 1847, a Catholic priest started a mission,
called Stellamaris, at Chinook Point. George Washington Hall was also living on
Chinook Point. He is mentioned in the Lower Chinook Band’s Tansey Point Treaty as a
nuisance to the Indians and, in the treaty, it was agreed that he would be removed from
the area. In 1852, Hall was chosen to serve as postmaster at Chinookville. About 1854,

“There is some evidence that John Douglas was the grandfather of William F. Garretson (Petition Exhibit
#686). According to the Petition Exhibit, John Douglas married an Indian woman named Judith. They had
a daughter, Mary Douglas, who married Francis Garretson, one of the survivors of the Bruce, a ship that
burned on Shoalwater Bay.
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Patrick Mc(Sowan purchased half of the Stellamaris mission's land from the priest, who
was ready 0 abdicate the task of conveiting the Indians. By 1848, James Scarborough
had established a farm at Barrow Hill (later known as Scarborough Hill), which was later
patented to hirn under the 1850 Donation Land Act. Near the Scarboroughs lived a sailor
named Edwards. At the place known today as [lwaco, was the farm of James Johnson.
With the exception of the priest and Patrick McGowan, all of these non-Indian pioneers
married Indian women. Most of their wives were Lower Chinook Indians. John
Edmonds Pickernell married Tonwah [a.K.a, Emeline], who had Chinook and Clatsop
ancestry (see January 1851 Clatsop Tribe census by George Gibbs, where she is listed as
Mrs. Edmonds).

Aside from Chinookville and Bay Center, another village in the 1850's that had a
significant number of Chinook Indians was Bruceport, named for the ship "Robert Bruce"
which burmed on Shoalwater Bay on December 16, 1851. Some of the survivors decided
to stay and make their homes along the bank, founding Bruceport (in 1854 named
Bruceville). At least two of these men, John Riddell and Alec Miine, married Chinook
women. The first generation of Riddell and Milne Indian children apparently grew up in
Bruceport. Their descendants were associated with the Bay Center community. Other
Indians who were later associated with the Bay Center community sometimes lived in
Bruceport, as they followed available work harvesting oysters.

One of the best known settlers at the north end of Shoalwater Bay was James G. Swan,
who lived near Bruceport for three years from 1852 to 1854, and left a journal of his
experiences during those years (Swan 1857). He was familiar with the Indians on
Shoalwater Bay and along the Columbia River. Swan described his first trip from
Bruceport to Chinook Village, which occurred in June 1852, which involved sailing
southward on Shoalwater Bay, past Long Isiand, to the mouth of the Bear River. Swan
and his companions had to paddle the canoe up the river about three miles to a Mr.
Wilson's house. From there, the travelers walked over the portage to William McCarty's
house. From McCarty's house, they took a canoe further up the Bear River to George
Dawson's home. Then Swan walked about nine miles to Chinookville, where the settlers
and Indians were fishing. As he traveled the nine miles along the beach, he passed by
James Scarborough's house, then the dwelling of the French Catholic Priest who had been
at Chinookville for several years. Next he came to the village itself, which consisted of
about 12 to 14 houses for Indians, and about the same number for non-Indians.

In January 1854, a census of the Indians living at Chinook Beach was recorded by George
Dawson (Petition Exhibit #472). He was the secretary for one of the Indian treaty
commissicns, and married a Chinook woman named Catherine. After her husband's
death, she went to live among the Indians at Bay Center. George Dawson listed 66
Indians, though it is difficult to match most of them to the Indians who signed the 1851
Treaty. One person of importance in the census was Elliwaugh (Ilwaco Jim), who was,
Dawson notes, “considered the chief.” Dawson did not state the tribal affiliation of the
individual Indians at Chinookville in 1854, though he did broadly label them Chinook
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Indians on the census. It is not known with certainty that they were all, in fact, Chinook
Indians. Logically, it seems likely that they were the same mixed community of Chinook
and Chehalis Indians that were there when James Swan visited in 1852.

Dawson also noted that perhaps three times this many Indians were present on the beach
during the fishing season. In the winter time, most Chinook Indians in the region would
have been on Shoalwater Bay. Dawson's assertion was confirmed by William H. Tappan,
Indian Agent, who took another Indian census in September 1854. At that time, there
were 128 Chinook Indians, 71 Shoalwater Bay Indians, and 41 Cathlamet Indians. . In
January 1855, another census by Tappan showed there were 10 families of Indians on
Shoalwater Bay. There were also 151 Chinook Indians. Tappan's count of the Chinook
Indians included 35 slaves and excluded the women married to non-Indian pioneers, like
McClure, Robert Shortess, Solomon Smith, and George Washington Hall.

Based on George Dawson’s 1854 census, the Annual Report of the Commissioner of
Indian Affairs in 1854 stated that the Lower Chinook Indians, numbered approximately

120 individuals, living in six or seven settlements (COLA 1854, 129). The report
characterized the settlements as being single family affairs. He described the village of
Chinook as the largest, with about 66 people, and stated that they were highly
intermarried with the Chehalis Indians. He also mentioned that the Chinook Indians had
grounds on the southern shore of the Columbia River, opposite the mouth of the Cowlitz
River. This last reference seems to pertain to the Kathlamet band, rather than the Lower
Chinook. The report named four persons who claimed to be chiefs: Ske-ma-que at
Wahkia-kurn; To-tili-cum at Woody Island; E-la-wah (Ilwaco) at Chinook; and Toke at
Shoalwater Bay. :

According to Ray, Toke's village, known as Tokeland, was the principal seat of the
Chinook Indians at the north end of Shoalwater Bay who went to the Columbia River just
to fish for salmon in the Spring and Summer (Ray 1938; Petition Exhibit #161). In
actuality, the Indians at the north end of Shoalwater Bay were a mixture of Chinook and
Chehalis Indians who had intermarried by 1851. In the 1930's, ethnographer Verne Ray's
informants’ told him that the villages around Chief Toke looked to him for leadership
(Ray 1938, 55-58). In 1854, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs (COIA) reported that
small pox had been very severe at Tokeland during 1853, and very few Indians were still
living there. During the Winter and Spring, small pox had spread rapidly along the coast
as well, all the way north to Cape Flattery. There were numerous Indian houses at the
south end of the Bay, on Long Beach Peninsula, that no longer had any occupants. The
Willopahs, he considered to be nearly extinct, except for a few women who had married

"Ray used two informants, Isabel Aubichon Bertrand (born 1843; d. 1933) and Emma Millet Luscier (born
circa 1867, d. after 1953). According to Ray, Isabel Bertrand spoke no English. Her daughter, Catherine
Bertrand Riggs, had to interpret for her. Isabel Bertrand was living in Portland as early as 1906. Ray did
not state what language she was speaking (whether Chehalis, Chinook, Chinook jargon, French, or some
other). Emma luscier was Ray's principal informant.
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Chehalis men. Isaac Stevens estimated that there were 66 Indians in the Lower Chinook
band and about S0 in four other bands. Of the 66 Chinook Indians, one married a Cowlitz
woman, the rest were married to Chehalis Indians (COILA Report 1854, 249; see also
Gibbs 1859).

1902 Land Claim Testimony Describing Chinook Villages about 1851

. The 1902 restimony of Catherine Hawks George and Julia Green-Russell (Chinook and
Chinook-Clatsop descendants, respectively) in the Chinook land claims case against the
United States provides a supplemental data for understanding the Chinook Indian l
settlements that existed about the time of the 1851 Tansey Point treaties. In their
testimony, they described the location of villages in the aboriginal Chinook area at the
time of the 1851 treaty, and named the leaders of each village. In summary, they
estimated there were 185 Indians living in 37 houses. At the mouth of the Chinook River
was the village of Chinook, which was under the leadership of Comcomly, the son of
Tatoosh. At Chinook, there were a total of 10 dwellings, with about 40 people residing
there. There were two separate clusters of four houses each and one grouping of two
houses. Qwatsamts village had 40 people living in four houses under the leadership of
Kulchute. Also living at the mouth of the Chinook River, there were 10 people in four
houses under Nahcotta's influence. Further up the Columbia River, at Grays Bay, there
were 20 Wahkiakums and Kathalmets under Selawish (his wintering place was on the
Nemah River). On the Nemah River, there was a permanent settlement of one home,
with 20 people living in it, under the leadership of Tletah. On the Naselle River, there
was a settlernent consisting of seven homes and 40 people under Quewish. On Willapa
Bay there were 35 Chinook Indians who lived in two villages, one led by Seyehkehul, the
other by K.anqualth.

Tribal Identity among Chinookan Indians: 1860 to 1900

Charles Cultee, Sr. (bomn ¢irca 1830) can be used as an example of how language group
exogamy and migration patterns complicate tribal identity and affiliation in this region.
Based on'the available data, the case of Charles Cultee was not exceptional among the
Lower Chinook Indians. Franz Boas was an anthropologist who did fieldwork among the
Chinook Indians in 1890, 1891, and 1894 on the Chinook and Kathlamet languages (Boas
1894 and 1901, respectively). Boas recorded some genealogical information on Charles
Cultee. For example, Cultee's maternal grandmother was a Kathlamet, and his maternal
grandfather a Xuila'pa (usually spelled "Wheelappa”). Cuitee’s paternal grandmother was
a Clatsop. and his paternal grandfather a TkulXiyoqoaike (Quillequeoqua, whom the
Chinook called “Tinneh;"” they lived on the Upper Willapa River (Boas 1894, p. 5). His
father, Kularsen, was listed as a Clatsop by McChesney, in his 1906 roll of lower
Columbia River Indian descendants. Based on genealogical information, it is clear that
Charles Cultee’s tribal affiliation is not a simple matter.
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Tribal affiliation is also not always clarified by looking at residential patterns. At various
points in time, Charles Cultee lived in territories that in aboriginal times were inhabited
by the Kathlamet, the Lower Chinook, and the Wheelappa. Boas noted that Cultee had
lived in Cathlamet® for a number of years. Though Boas did not specify when Cultee
lived in Cathlamet, it must have been before 1870, since he lived in Lower Chinook
territory after that time. In the separate 1870 census schedule for Indians and Chinese
residents, Charles Cultee was listed as being 40 years old, and living in an Indian
community within the area designated as the "Oysterville Post Office.” From the census
data itself, it is not clear whether this is a reference to a specific Indian village, or just a
listing of all the Indians living within Oysterville Post Office jurisdiction. It is possible
that the 1870 Indian census included the Indian community at Chinookville (near
Scarborough Hill) and Quatsamts (at the mouth of the Wallicut River), on the Columbia
River, as well as Indians living at the north end of Shoalwater Bay, at Bay Center and
Georgetown. The 1870 Indian census includes Indians (or their descendants) who are
known to have lived in each of these Indian villages, and the Oysterville Post Office
included all three villages in 1870. In the late 1870's, pioneers who settled on the
Columbia River near the site of present-day llwaco (Lower Chinook Territory), stated that
Cultee lived on the beach alongside Hawks, I'waco, Matell, and several other Indians.
When Boas found Charles Cultee in 1890, he was living at Bay Center, at the north end of
Shoalwater Bay (Wheelappa territory). This is quite distant from Cathlamet, on the south
side of the Columbia River. Thus, residential patterns do not really clarify what tribe
Cultee belonged to either. All three of the residences of Charles Cultee are probably the
result of migration due to factors involving contact with non-Indians. It is also possible
that he shifted his residence between Bay Center and the Columbia River on a seasonal
basis, as many Indians did from aboriginal times to at least 1900.

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF RESERVATIONS IN WESTERN WASHINGTON
RELEVANT TO THE CHINOOK INDIANS

In 1855 and 1856, there were more rounds of treaty negotiations, eventually leading to the
establishment of Quinault Reservation. In February and March of 1855, Governor Isaac
Ingalls Stevens met with the tribes near Cosmopolis on the Chehalis River. The Lower
Chinooks were present at the treaty negotiations. They had 112 individuals representing
their band. The Chinook Indians refused to sign the treaty because of the provision in the
treaty which would have removed them from their homeland along the Columbia River
and Shoalwater Bay to live among the Quinault Indians, with whom they had antagonistic
relations. The treaty council broke up on March 3, 1855. The Chehalis River treaty was

—

*Most writers assume that the Indians living in the Indian village of Cathlamet, on the southern shore of the
Columbia River moved to the north shore of the Columbia River about 1811 or 1812, near the modern town
by the same name. If this is correct, Boas would mean that Cultee was living on the north side of the

Columbia River.
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signed only by the Quinault and Queets Indians. On January 25, 1856, Stevens signed the
Treaty of Olympia with the Quinaults and the Quileutes.

Land for the Chehalis Reservation was selected at the confluence of the Black and
Chehalis Rivers in 1859 (Ruby and Brown 1976, 241). The reservation was intended as a
resettlement place for the Chinook, Cowlitz, and Chehalis Indians. Chehalis Reservation
was established by presidential order on July 8, 1864. A number of Chinook Indians who
had genealogical ties to the Chehalis Indians moved to the Chehalis Reservation by 1906
(perhaps earlier), but it never became a major haven for the Chinook Indians generally.
Most of the Indians who had Chinook descent who moved to Chehalis Reservation did
not continue to affiliate with the petitioner. Rather, they seem to have integrated with the
Chehalis Tribe.

On Septernber 22, 1866, a presidential order was signed establishing the Shoalwater Bay
Reservation. The assignments for tracts on this reservation were made in 1881 by special
agent of the Indian service, Oliver Wood (Solicitor’s Opinion, September 23, 1932, Sale
of Timber on Georgetown Reservation). The BAR does not have any correspondence or
notes about how or why the individuals who were assigned tracts at Georgetown in 1881
were chosen, but the list of original claimants gives an idea of the Indians who were
thought of as “Shoalwater Bay Indians” in 1881. They were predominantly Lower
Chinook and Chehalis, with some Kathlamet, Wahkiakum, and Clatsop Indians. It
appears logical that the individuals were assigned tracts on the reservation because they
were already living there or nearby, at Bay Center. The 1888 census of Georgetown
Indians is the first census of those who are known to have lived on the reservation (see
Table 2 and Table 3). There is no evidence that there were other concentrations of
Indians at the northern end of the Bay in 1881 or later with whom these could be
confused. The Shoalwater Reservation was more significant in Chinook history than the
Chehalis Reservation, since a number of Lower Chinook and Clatsop Indians were
original allottees there, and some have continuously harvested oysters and/or resided
there ever since. '

In 1910, Special Alloting Agent Finch B. Archer suggested there were very few Indians
living at Shoalwater Reservation, many of the Indians who had houses there were actually
living at Bay Center, and they had all been allotted at Quinault. For these reasons, he
recommended the reservation should be opened to the public domain. Archer visited
Shoalwater Reservation on September 23, 1910, and found only four families living there
at that time, though there were more houses present that he was informed were occupied
during the fall and winter months. He summarized his findings as follows:

The Georgetown Indians number about 150 persons. The actual residence
of most of these is at Bay Center, across Willapa Bay, Washington, and
nine miles south of the Georgetown reservation. These Indians live among
the white people of the village; the children of both races attend the same
school. Most other Indians have purchased lots in the Bay Center
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cemnetery? where they bury their dead. These Indians earn a good
livelihood by salmon fishing and oyster culture. Nearly all speak English,
pay taxes, and have for years exercised the right of suffrage. They have
all, and at their own request, been given allotments of lands on the
Quinaielt reservation. ‘

It is obvious from his description that Archer understood the interconnection between the
Indians at Georgetown and those residing at Bay Center, that they were functioning
essentially as one band of Indians. The suggestion of the allotting agent, to open
Shoalwater 1o the public domain, was rejected on October 10, 1910, by the Indian Office.

|

The Relationship of the Chinook Indians to the Quinault Tribe
and Reservation: 1887 to 1928

The following analysis of Quinault Allotments is based on the supplement to the Chinook
Petition entitled “*Allotment Program, Quinault Reservation 1907 to 1926: Identities of
Allottees by Tribe” (dated October 1994; received by BAR December 5, 1994), as well as
the Bureau cf Indian Affairs’ records on the allotments. The BAR anthropologist has
reviewed the original Quinault allotment documents and believes that the raw data in the
petition supplement is generally accurate, but the analysis is not. The petition claims that
there were a total of 12.9% of the first 577 allottees who had Georgetown, Chinook,
Kathalmet, and Clatsop ancestry. The BAR anthropologist’s analysis showed that the
percentage is much higher, even after excluding some Indians that the petitioner counted
as “Chinook.”

There were at least two problems with the analysis in the petition supplement. First, it
would be incorrect to include all “Georgetown” Indians as Chinook Indians, since some
of them were Chehalis, Quinault, or other. The present analysis did not include
Georgetown Indians unless they had known Chinook, Kathlamet, Wahkiakum, or Clatsop
ancestry (based on the McChesney rolls and other sources). Second, it is not known why
the petitioner’s analysis of the first three rounds of allotments ends with allotment #577.
Altogether, there are three allotment lists: 1907, 1908, and 1910. The 1910 list includes
allotments 469 to 690. The BAR's analysis shows that 29% of the first 690 allottees were
descended from one of these four tribes. This is much higher than the petitioner’s
analysis, which claimed only 12.9% of the first 577 allotments went to Chinook
descendants, The following recounts the history and the BAR’s analysis of those first
690 allotments.

In 1887, the General Allotment Act was passed. On June 8, 1905 the Commissioner of
Indian Affairs ordered that the allotment of Quinault Reservation begin. On January 19,
1907, the first 119 allotments were certified. In the first round of allottees, there were not
very many people of Chinook ancestry (19 out of 119 or 16% of the first round). All of
the Chinook ancestry people were labeled “Quinauit” in the BIA allotment records, even
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though they had no Quinault ancestry. It is known that several, if not all of them, became
members of the Quinault Tribe, since they participated in the 1912 council held to
consider adoptions of Indians from other tribes. The majority of the people allotted by
June 1907 were Quinault, Hoh, and Quilleute Indians.

On May 2, 1906, there was an act that expanded the Quinault Reservation. In June of
1907, the Act of May 2, 1906 was extended, so that yet more Indians could be allotted.
By February of 1908, 468 allotments had been certified, totaling 37,155.45 acres (Petition
Supplement on Quinauit Allotments 1994). The second round of allotments (120 to 468)
included more Indians from Bay Center and Shoalwater Reservation. Out of the 349
individuals allotted in the second round (between 1907 and 1908) there were 91
individuals of Chinookan ancestry (or 26%). Several families of Chinookan descendants
that were included in the second round of allotments at Quinault did not participate in
Chinook affairs in the 1950's and have not done so since. Many of the other Chinook
Indians allotted in the second round have descendants who have participated in Chinook
in various organizations in the 1950's, 1970's, and at present.

The third list of allotments is dated 1910 and includes allotments 469 to 690. Of these
222 individuals (469 through 690), 90 were Chinookan Indians (41%). Altogether, then,
200 of the first 690 allottees (29%) had known Chinookan ancestry. Almost all of the
Wahkiakum, Kathlamet, Chinook, and Clatsop Indians allotted through 1910 were
connected to the Indian village at Bay Center.

The Act'of Marc