
Summary under the Criteria and Evidence for 

Proposed Finding 

\VebsterlDudley Band of Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

Pn!pared in response to a petition submitted to the Secretary of the 
Interior for Federal Acknowledgment that this group exists as an 
Imli.an tribe. 

Approved: q -'2.5 .. (J t 
(Date) 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 1 of 351 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION' ..................................................................... 1 
Abbreviations and Acronyms ........................................................... 2 

Standardized Spellings .................................................................................. 3 
Administrabve History of the Petition ........................................................................ 3 

Name and Address ofthe Petitioner .................................................... 4 
Self·definition of the Petitioner ......................................................... 4 
Administrative Chronology of the Petition ......................................................... 4 
BlA De:scription of the Issues ....................................................................... 19 
Irre:tc:vant Issues ........................................................................................ 19 

Map ofNipmuc "Praying Towns" ....................................................................... 19a 
Geographicc:ll Orientation ............................................................................................. 20 

Pre·,Contact Situation .................................................................. 20 
Post· Contact Situation ............................................................................ 21 
The Towns of Central Worcester County from the End of Queen Anne's 

War until the Organization of Worcester County and the 
Town of Dudley, 1731 ................................................................... 22 

HistoricalOrientation ..................................................................................... 22 
Available Source Material ......................................................................... 22 
The,oT,etical Considerations of the Nature of Tribal Autonomy ................. 24 
Early Contact ........................................................................................... 26 
Conta,cts and Land Cessions prior to King Philip's War ................................... 27 
Establishment ofChaubunagungamaug and the Other Nipmuc 

"'P . T " 28 rayIng owns ................................................................................. .. 
Impact of ICing Philip's War ................................................................ 29 
FrOlr:t King Philip's War to the Establishment of the Reservations ..................... 32 

Woodstock, Connecticut ....................................................... 37 
Oxford, Massachusetts ................................................................... 38 
Dudley, Massachusetts ................................................................. 42 

The Dudley (Chaubunagungamug) Reservation Deeds, 1685-1763 .................. 44 
Purchase of the "Nipmuc country" on Behalf of the Colony of 

Massachusetts Bay in February1681/1682 ............................... 45 
Reservation of Two Tracts ........................................................ 45 
Disposition of the Reserved Lands to the Dimensions of the 

Mid-18th Century Reservation .................................................. 47 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 2 of 351 



TABLE OF CONTENTS, CONTINUED 

The Dudley (Chaubunagungamaug) Reservation under the Colonial 
Government of Massachusetts, 1735-1785 ....................... 50 
General Court Records Prior to 1746 ........................... 50 
Overseers and Records of the Dudley Reservation, 1746-1785 ....... 52 
Actions Taken by·the Overseers and Legislature, 1746-1785 ......... 53 
Population ................................................ 54 
Documents Reflecting the Existence of Political Leadership ......... 55 

The Dudley (Chaubunagungamaug) Reservation under Supervision 
Of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 1785-1861 ............... 56 
Reduction of the Reservation Land ............................. 57 
Personnel of the Dudley Guardians " ........................... 58 
Data Concerning Dudley Indians from 1800 to the 1849 . 

Briggs Report . ....................................... 58 
1849 Briggs Report ......................................... 61 
Records Generated between the 1849 Briggs Report and the 

1861 Earle Report .................................... 63 
Earle Report, 1859-1861 ..................................... 66 

From the Civil War through Disbursement of the Reservation Funds, 1891 ... 70 
Federal Census Records, 1870 and 1880 ......................... 72 
Miscellaneous Documentation ................................. 73 
DudleylWebster Disbursement Records, 1886-1891 ................ 74 

Map, Locati on of Dudley Nipmucs in 1890 ................................. 78a 

SUMMARY UNI)ER THE CRITERIA ........................................... 79 
Executive Surrunary ......................•.............................. 79 
Petition Re.vie1N' Process .................................................. 80 
Procedures ............................................................ 80 

83.7(a) ............................................................... 81 
SUllllnlllltion ...................................................... 86 

83.7(b) ............................................................... 87 
Histt)rit:al Community: Methodology ................................. 87 

From First Sustained Contact to 1675 ........................... 88 
1675-1785 ................................................ 90 
1785-1891 ................................................ 92 
1891-1970 ................................................ 98 

1970 to the Present: Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 I 
The Petitioner's Arguments •................................. 102 
Sources Reviewed for Creterion 83. 7(b) since 1970 ............... 103 
BIA Definition of Crucial Questions ........................... 104 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 3 of 351 



TABLE OF CONTENTS, CONTINUED 

Evaluation of the Petitioner Under Criterion 83.7(b) since 1970 ........... 105 
Summary of the Development of Petitioner #69B since 1970 ....... 105 
1970's ................................................... 106 
1980's ................................................... 110 
1990's ................................................... 116 
Residential Patterns of Petitioner #698 Members ................. 120 
Evidence Regarding Kinship and Community ................... 122 

Surrunation ..................................................... 124 
83.7(c) .. " .. " ........................................................ 124 

Historical Political Authority and Influence: Methodology ............... 124 
Evaluation of the Historical Political Influence or Authority of the 

Chaubunagungamaug, or DudleyiWehster, Indians ............... 126 
From First Sustained Contact to 1675 .......................... 126 
1675-1785 ............................................... 128 
1785-1891 ............................................... 132 
1891-1970 ............................................... 134 

Political Influence and Authority under 83.7(c) since 1970: Methodology ... 134 
lBIA Definition of Crucial Questions ........................... 135 

Evaluation of the Petitioner Under Criterion 83.7(c) for the Period 
Since 1970 ............................................... 135 
1970's ..................... , ............. " " ............ 135 
1980's ................................................... 140 
1990's ................................................... 153 

Sumllnaltion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165 
83.7(d) .. , , .......................................................... 166 

Prior Governing Documents ....................................... 166 
Cum:nt Governing Document ...... , ..... , ......................... 167 

83.7(e) ... , .......................................................... 168 
Eligibilitty Criteria ............................................... 170 
Membership Lists, 1979-1997 ...................................... 172 

Joint Lists ................................................ 172 
Prior #698 Membership Lists since May 1996 .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173 
Current #698 Membership List ............................... 175 -

Membership Controversies ........................................ 175 
Ancestry ....................................................... 177 
SUITllIn.ation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178 

83.7(f) ... ', .......................................................... 178 
83.7(g) ... ' ................................................ " ........ 179 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 4 of 351 



Summary Under the Criteria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

INTRODUCTION 

This report has belen prepared in response to the petition received by the Assistant Secretary -
Indian Affairs from the WebsterlDudley Band of Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 
seeking Federal acknowledgment as an Indian tribe under Part 83 of Title 25 of the Code of 
Federal Regulati'Pfis (25 CFR 83). 

Part 83 establishe~: procedures by which unrecognized Indian groups may seek Federal 
acknowledgment 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 evidellce that the group meets the seven criteria set forth in Section 83.7 of 25 
CFR. Failure to rrWf:t anyone 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. 

Publication of the Assistant Secretary's proposed finding in the Federal Register initiates a 180-
day response period during which factual andlor legal arguments and evidence to rebut the 
evidence relied upon are received from the petitioner and any other interested party. Such 
evidence should bt: 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 4660-Mffi. 

After consideration of all written arguments and evidence received during the 180-day response 
period, the petitiom:r shall have a minimum of 60 days to respond to any submissions by 
interested and informed parties during the response period. At the end of the period for 
comment on a propos(:d finding, the Assistant Secretary will consult with the petitioner and 
interested parties to dc:termine an equitable time frame for consideration of written arguments 
and evidence submi tted during the response period. The petitioner and interested parties will be 
notified of the date: such consideration begins. The Assistant Secretary will make a fmal 
determination regarding the petitioner's status, a summary of which will be published in the 
Federal Register wi.thi:n 60 days from the date on which the consideration of the written 
arguments and evidence rebutting or supporting the proposed finding begins. The final 
determination will bc:come effective 90 days from its date of publication unless a request for 
reconsideration is filed pursuant to 83.11. 

If at the expiration of the ISO-day response period this proposed finding is confinned, the 
Assistant Secretary will analyze and forward to the petitioner other options, if any, under which 
the petitioner might make application for services or other benefits. 
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Summary Under the Cri,te'ria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 

These have been us(:d in the Summary under the Criteria and the accompanying charts. 

ANA 

AS-IA 

BAR 

BIA 

Ex. 

FD 

FR 

Narr. 

NTAP 

00 

PF 

TA 

Administration for Native Americans, Department of Health and Human 
Servicc~s. 

Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs. 

Bralllcbt of Acknowledgment and Research, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Bun:au. of Indian Affairs. 

Doc umentary exhibit submitted by petitioner or third parties. 

Final Determination. 

Federal Register. 

Petition narrative. 

Nipmul::: Tribal Acknowledgment Project. 

Obviou.s deficiencies letter issued by the BIA. 

Pro;posc~d Finding. 

Tecbnical assistance letter issued by the BlA. 

2 
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Summary Under the Critc:ria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

Standardized Spellings 

When discussing Indian tribes and bands, and names of individuals, this Summary uses the 
current standardi:l.t:d spellings. Where specific historical documents are quoted, these names are 
spelled as found in the original. One concrete example of this is the variation in tribal name 
itself, whether Nipnet, Nipmuck, or Nipmuc, while another is the band name 
Chaubunagungamnug. 

3 
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Summary Under the Criteria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

Administrative History of the Petition 

1. Name and Address of the Petitioner. The fonnal name of petitioner #69B, as listed in the 
current governing document and the name on its letterhead, varies. The group is incorporated 
under the name N:ipmuck Indian Council, Inc. The usual letterhead reads, as it has for over 15 
years, "Nipmuck Indian Council ofChaubunagungamaug." In the letters written on the above 
letterhead, withdrawing from petition #69, Edmund W. Morse Sr. referred to his group as the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band (Morse to Vickers, 5/22/1996; Morse to Reckord 5/2211996). The 
"Certification of Status as Separate Petitioner" refers to the officers and members of the 
"Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indian Council ofthe WebsterlDudley Nipmuck Indians" and 
states that the fomIalname of the group will henceforth be "WebsterlDudley Band of 
Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians' (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 12/1011996).1 

The petitioner's majling address uses another variant name: Chaubunagungamaug Band of the 
Nipmuck Nation, \VebsterlDudley, clo Mr. Edwin Morse Sr., 265 West Main Street, P.O. Box 
275, Dudley, MassClC:h~setts 01501 

2. Self-definition (~r the Petitioner. Petitioner #69B defines its eligible membership as 
descendants of the (~haubunagungamaug, or DudleylWebster, Nipmuc reservation in Worcester 
County, Massachusetts. The current governing document specifies that eligible applicants must 
descend from persons listed as DudleylWebster Indians on the 1861 Earle Report and/or on the 
1890 DudleylWebster disbursement list (#69B Pet. Supp. 12/10/1996; Constitution, Section I.A). 
Not all persons eligible by these standards have chosen to affiliate with petitioner #69B; many 
remain members of the #69 A petitioner (see detailed discussion below; see also the discussion 
under criterion 83.i'(e) in the Summary Under the Criteria for petitioner #69A). 

The final membership list submitted by #69B in January 1997 contained 212 persons. A 
significant number of these individuals, 93, were also listed as members by petitioner #69A. 
The great majority of the members reside in south central Massachusetts, northeastern 
Connecticut, or Rhode: Island. 

3. Administrative Chronology of the Petition. This petition for Federal acknowledgment has a 
complex administ:r2.tive history. The discussion of kinship relationships of living persons in the 
following adminisltrative chronology of the petition, although the infonnation includes privacy 

IThe decision to use this name for the proposed finding (PF) was necessarily somewhat arbitrary. On the 
same date, the group c:el1ified the membership list of the "Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians of 
WebsterlDudley Band" (Pet. #69B Supp. 12110/1996). The governing document submitted at the same time was 
titled: "Constitution cUhe: Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian [sic]" (#69B Supp. 12/10/1996). 
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Summary Under the Crite:ria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

data, is necessary to understand this decision because of the complex interaction between the 
leadership of the two current petitioning groups over the past two decades. 

In 1977, Zara CiscoeBrough [sic] asked for infonnation concerning the proposed Federal 
acknowledgment n::gulations (CiscoeBrough to Director, Office oflndian Services, 7/1311977). 
Her questions were answered by John A. Shapard, Acting Chief, Branch of Tribal Relations 
(Shapard to CiscoeBrough, 8/2/1977). The formal letter of intent to petition was filed on April 
22, 1980, by Zara CiscoeBrough as "chief of the Nipmuc Tribal Council." Ms. CiscoeBrough's 
letter "on behalf of the Nipmuc Tribal Council, Hassanamisco Reservation, Grafton, 
Massachusetts" was c:o-signed by Ann Mays and Lois Wilcox (CiscoeBrough to Shapard, 
4/2211980). The BlA assigned priority #69 to this petition. The Federal Register notice was 
published June 10, 1980 (45 FR 113, 39344, 611011980). 

The 1980 letter of intent was very limited in scope, encompassing in the wording on its face only 
the small state-recognized reservation at Hassanamisco, in the ToWn of Grafton, Worcester 
County, Massachm:(~tts. The reservation was the private property of the Cisco family, and the 
council as constituted at that time comprised basically only members of the Cisco family (see 
detailed discussion in the proposed finding for petitioner #69A). However, other evidence in the 
record indicates th~lt by 1980, some descendants of the Chaubunagungamaug Band (Nipmuck 
Indian Council of Chaubunagungamaug), comprised of some descendants of the 19th-century 
Massachusetts stat(: r,eservation at DudleylWebster, were cooperating in the petition with the 
Hassanamisco Band Council. The 1984 narrative and documentation (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984) 
and the 1987 response (Nipmuc #69 Resp. 1987) focused on these two specific Nipmuc groups. 
The joint organization, the "Nipmuc Tribe (or Nation)" never filed a letter of intent to petition 
separate from that pn~sented by Zara CiscoeBrough on behalf of the Hassanamisco Reservation 
at Grafton, Massacbustetts, in 1980. 

The first formal goveming document of the joint "Nipmuc Tribe (or Nation)," dated November 
21, 1983, was sigm!d by Walter A. Vickers, who about 1982 had been appointed by Zara 
CiscoeBrough as h,er Sllccessor as leader of the Hassanamisco Band ofNipmuc, and by Edwin 
W. Morse Sr. as lead,er of the Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 
220-220b). Mr. Vickers and Mr. Morse continued to cooperate on preparation of the 
documented petition iIll succeeding years, as indicated by their jointly signed May 11, 1984, 
memorandum to the pc::tition researcher stating, "Please consider this brief communication our 
formal consent that you proceed with the Petition for Federal Recognition for the Nipmuc Tribe" 
(Vickers and Morsj~ to Reno, 5/11/1984). The documented petition, received by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs (BU~) on July 20, 1984, was submitted by "The Nipmuc Tribal Council Federal 
Recognition Comm:itte:e.,,2 The cover letter was signed by the researcher (Reno to Federal 
Acknowledgment ])roject, 7/1111984). 

2The contacts listf:d were Walter A. Vickers, Buster Wilson, Dolly (Loving One) Swenson, and Ron (Little 
Crow) Henries. Ronald G. Henries was a first cousin of Edwin W. Morse, Sr. 

5 
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Summary Under the Criteria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

On August 1, 1984, the BIA sent its acknowledgment of receipt of the petition to Walter A. 
Vickers (Shapard to Vickers, 8/111984). On March I, 1985, Hazel E. Elbert, Deputy Director, 
Office of Indian Se:rvi:ces, sent the first Obvious Deficiencies (00) letter pertaining to the 
petition to Walter A. Vickers (Elbert to Vickers, 31111985; cc:s to Mr. Edwin Morse and Dr . 

. Stephen 1. Reno). On March 25, 1985, the researcher, Stephen J. Reno, wrote requesting a 
meeting with BIA :;taff and stating: "I wish to convey a request from the Nipmuc Tribe that 
correspondence cOl1ce:rning this Petition be directed to the following persons; Walter A. Vickers 
... Chief Wise Owl''' (Reno to Eibert [sic], 3/25/1985). The BIA replied to Reno with cc:s to 
Walter A. Vickers and Edwin "Wise Owl" Morse (Elbert to Reno, 4/911985). 

On August 14, 1986, Little Turtle/ signing as "Secretary, Nipmuck Indian Council of 
Chaubunagungamaug," wrote to the BIA to clarify the position of Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., within 
the overall Nipmuc organization. His letter stated that Morse was the "duly elected chief of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Clan (Band)," and that "an official installation recognizing Chief Wise 
Owl's office was twld jointly with the Chaubunagungamaug and Hassanamisco Clans on the 
Hassanamisco Reservation in Grafton, MA six years ago" (Little Turtle to Director, Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, 8/I4/1986). On September 4, 1986, a reply from Roland E. Johnson, BIA, to 
Little Turtle, Nipmuck Indian Council, stated that petitioning groups must work out their own 
governing procedur~:s and leaders (Johnson to Little Turtle, 9/4/1986). 

On June 16, 1987, the BIA received the Nipmuc #69 petitioner's response to the first 00 letter. 
The BIA's letter of re,:eipt for the additional copies was sent to Walter A. Vickers (Johnson to 
Vickers, 6/29/1987). A second OD letter from the BIA, dated February 5, 1988, evaluating the 
response, was sent to both Walter A. Vickers and Edwin W. Morse, Sr. (Elbert to Vickers and 
Morse; 2/5/1988; CI;::::S to Jim Cossingham, Edith Hopewell, Attorney General of Massachusetts). 

On September 6, ] 988, James H. Cossingham, on letterhead of the "Nipmuc FederalRecognition 
Committee," wrotle the BIA asking whether there had been a response to the 00 from "either 
chief' (Cossingham to Shapard, 9/6/1988).4 The BIA replied that it had received no response to 
the 00 from either Vickers or Morse and that to release genealogical materials protected by the 
Privacy Act would rlequire a fonnal resolution from the Nipmuc Tribal Council (Johnson to 
Cossingham, 10/7/1988). During the next few months, correspondence from the petitioner to the 
BIA continued to be signed by Cossingham (Cossingham to BIA, received 5/8/89; Cossingham 

3Not identific:d by full name. As of 1998, "Little Turtle" was currently used by a different member of the 
group. However, the I 98ti author was a non-Indian named George Munyan who was a close associate of the 
Chaubunagungamaug for many years (Kowal, Worcester Telegram 8/19/1983). 

4James H. CO!:singham, also known as Eagle Hawk, had written to BAR as early as June 30, 1987, under 
letterhead of the "NiplTluc Federal Recognition Committee," requesting that John A. Shapard of BAR attend a 
meeting with the petitionelr (Cossingham to Shapard, 6/3011987; Johnson to Cossingham, 7/10/1987). A meeting 
between Shapard and the: petitioner was scheduled for October 4, 1987, in Grafton, Massachusetts (Little to 
Cossingham, 9/2/1987). Also during this period, BAR provided a copy of the petition to Thomas Lewis Doughton 
(Johnson to Doughton, 10/27/1987; Doughton to Bureau ofIndian Affairs, 11/1/1987). 

6 
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Summary Under the O:iwria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

to Director, BAR, n:c:eived 6/511989).5 The BIA informed him that, "It is up to the governing 
body of the petitioner, in regards to their petition, to notify the Branch of Acknowledgment and 
Research of any sp,ecia.l person or organization that should be dealt with directly. The Bureau of 
Indian Affairs does not involve itself in the internal affairs of a petitioner" (Little to Cossingham, 
6115/1989). 

After the BIA issm:d the second 00 letter, a major structural change occurred in the Nipmuc 
application for Federal acknowledgment with the incorporation ofthe Nipmuc Tribal 
Acknowledgment Proj1ect (NT AP), with James Lewis as director, in 1989 (NT AP Articles of 
Organization, June 27, 1989).6 On July 22, 1989, Walter A. Vickers and Edwin W. Morse, Sr., 
jointly signed a document with the NT AP giving that entity the authority to proceed with the 
petition. It read, in part, as follows: 

With this no"tification, the Nipmuc Tribal Council does withdraw from the 
acknowledgment petition brought forward on behalf of the Nipmuc Indians ... 
both in the name of the Nipmuc Tribal Council and in the name of the 
Hassanamis,c:o and Chaubunagungamaug Bands of the Nipmuc ... we recognize 
the Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project Inc. the new petitioner on behalf of 
the Nipmucs .... (Morse and Vickers Legal Mandate from Tribal Chiefs to 
pursue prog:ram objectives, 7/22/1989).7 

This document authorized the NT AP full access to the 1984 petition and 1987 response. The 
BIA did not at any time treat NTAP as a new or separate petitioner, nor did that organization 
ever submit a sepanlte letter of intent. Material subsequently submitted by the petitioner 

5 On May 8, 1 '~89, the BlA's Eastern Area Office received a letter from Cossingham (Jayco Enterprises) 
on behalf of the "Nipmt.c Federal Recognition Committee, Inc." It included the statement: 

There has never bc~en a fonnal election of either of ow two chiefs. One Chief supports federal 
recognition and the other one opposes it! However, THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT MEMBERS 
OF BOTH BA'IIDS THAT FAVOR FEDERAL RECOONmON. With that in mind, the Federal 
Recognition Committee has been formed" (Cossingham to BIA, 5/8/1989). [emphasis in original] 

Cossingham also posed a question as to what "inactive status" meant. On June S, 1989, BAR received a letter from 
Cossingham (Jayco Entc:rplises) stating: "our new group, called the Nipmuc Federal Recognition Committee Inc., 
will continue to pursue our federal recognition status, with the support of Chief Wise Owl" (Cossingham to BIA, 
6/5/1989). On June IS, 1989, the BIA replied to Cossingham indicating that the petition was not on "inactive 
status" (there was no sudl status under the regulations) and that it was up to the petitioner's council to designate a 
spokesperson (Little to Cossingham, 6115/1989). 

6Signers of the articles; Ronald G. Henries, Providence, RI; James H. Cossingham, White River Junction, 
VT; Ronald S. Scott, Wo:rc,ester, MA; Kenneth R. Brown, Providence, RI. Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment 
Project, 390 Main Stre,:~ Worcester, MA 01608. Bylaws adopted June 27, 1989. 

7Tbe signatum:; of "Chief Wise Owl" (Edwin W. Morse, Sr.] and "ChiefNatachamin" [Walter A. Vickers] 
were both witnessed by Ronald G. Henries [Little Crow] and Thomas Lewis Doughton. 

7 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 11 of351 



Summary Under the Criteria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

indicated that betwec~nt 1989 and 1992, NT AP compiled a large amount of documentation 
pertaining to the h:istory of the Nipmuc and descendants of historical Nipmucs.8 However, the 
BIA received no fi,l::1hler information concerning the progress of the response to the second OD 
letter until an April 30, 1992, letter from NT AP9 to BAR requesting that the petition be 
"reactivated" becausle the group had a grant from the Administration for Native Americans 
(ANA) (Cossingham to Rikord [sic], 4/30/1992). On July 14, 1992, a reply from the Acting 
Chief, BAR, to Co:;singham stated that the BIA would like to clarify in writing, as in a recent 
phone conversation, that the Nipmuc petition was not on "inactive" status. The reply also stated: 
"We have received a copy of the signed statement from the Nipmuc tribal governing body, 
which notified our offiices that all of their recognition efforts will be handled by the Nipmuc 
Tribal Acknowledgment Project and that we should direct all Nipmuc related correspondence to 
your office" (Acting Chief, BAR, to Cossingham, 7/1411992).10 Petitioner #69 submitted no 
additional documentation between July 1992 and August 1993. 

The BIA files contain no material which explains the background of a memorandum, dated 
August 21, 1993, by which Edwin W. Morse Sr. authorized all Chaubunagungamaug records to 
be made available to Donald B. Murdock and/or his attorneys or representatives (Morse to To 
whom it may conc~~m, 8/2111993). On October 27, 1993, Morse informed BAR by fax that, "I 
plan to continue thle long process of acknowledgement started for the Nipmuc Indian Nation 
some years ago" (Morse to Reckford [sic], 10/27/1993). BAR acknowledged receipt of this 
letter on November 24 (Reckord to Morse, 11124/1993). 

During November cf 1993, the NTAP held nominations for a Nipmuc Tribal Council, under a 
new constitution thElt had been ratified and adopted under the auspices of the NT AP, II but no 
election was held. That there was internal conflict concerning this new development was 
indicated to the BIA by a November 22, 1993, letter from Edwin W. Morse, Sr., to BAR stating: 

We have b~::eIl iinformed of unauthorized groups and/or individuals implying by 
correspondi!t1cc~ to represent the Nipmuck (Nipmuc) Nation including both the 
Chaubunagungamaug and Hassanamisco Bands. There can be no official 
appointment of new leaders or representatives except by consensus of the entire 
memberships of both bands named above .... In conclusion we hereby request 

8See detailed discllssion below in the narrative of the petitioner's development during the modem era. 

9The letterbea(j I:isted: Thomas L. Doughton, Project Director; Joan E. Luster, Community Development 
Specialist; Shelleigh \Vilc:ox, Project Research Assistant; Rhonda Henries Silva. Office Manager. 

IOEnc\osed with this letter, as requested by Dr. Thomas Doughton, was a copy of the 1987 petition 
supplement. 

liThe BIA ha:. never received any description of the procedure by which this document was created or the 
nature of the membersll:lp which voted on its ratification. It remains the effective current governing document of 
petitioner #69A (see detailc:d discussion below, under governing documents). 

8 
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Summary Under the Criteria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

that all activ:ities cease at once regarding the Nipmuc(k) recognition project until 
we are satisfied that no unauthorized parties are purporting to represent the 
interests of our people" (Morse to Reckord, 11122/1993). 

On December 10, J 993, BAR infonned Morse by letter that petition files are public records; that 
privacy material is protected, and that BAR had not received any materials which would change 
the petition's status in the acknowledgment process, but added the following procedural 
infonnation: 

On occasion" people we do not know and who are not on the original petition for 
acknowledgment have come to the BAR purporting to represent a particular 
petitioner. When this happens, we request that the new person document how 
they have become the group's representative, such as an election or following the 
death of the fonner leader. We often research claims of changes in leadership to 
detennine in [sic] the new leader actually represents the same group which turned 
in the petiti,on originally. Similarly, when attorneys represent themselves as legal 
representatives of a petitioner, we request that the leader, councilor original 
signers of il petition certify them. 

However, sometimes factions arise within groups, and the BAR is unable to 
resolve which leader or governing body is bona fide. When this happens, we 
often break the! group into two separate petitions who share a single priority 
number. 111f! Bureau would not become involved in removing an elected official 
from his or her position. The group should follow their own procedures for 
resolving conflict. If you don't have such procedures you might consider writing 
a constitution which includes them (Reckord to Morse, 12/10/1993). 

On December 12, ] 993, the BIA received the following signed statement from Walter A. 
Vickers, "Chief Natac:haman," Nipmuc Indian Council: 

Mr. Charle~, Hamilton will be representing (Walter A. Vickers) at this special 
meeting, with Chief Wise Owl and Mr. Donald Murdock, and others present. I 
have alerted Nlr. Hamilton that he in fact has my authority to act and speak as he 
wishes on beh;alf of the Council. . .. I trust the meeting will go well (Vickers to 
Dear Sirs: To whom it mayconcem, 12/12/1993). 

This was followed by the next document, dated December 15, 1993, and headed ''Nipmuck Tribe 
Resolution: (Joint. r(!solution # 1 )": 

Chaubuna!~Jngamaug Clan and Hassanamisco Clan are the Duly Elected 
Representa,tiv(:s of the Nipmuck Nation; Whereas an Executive Committee 
composed of Wise Owl, Red Fox (CH) and Natchaman and Little Fox; ... 
therefor be it resolved that any attempts by "Tribal Acknowledgment Project" Jim 
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Louis and oth(;~rs Do Not Represent the Nipmuc Nation and are not authorized to 
hold elections or attempt to change the tribal form of Nip muck government at any 
time and Only Chief Wise Owl and ChiefNatachaman are authorized to speak for 
the Nipmu1;k Nation (Resolu~ion 12/15/1993):2 

The above resolution was prepared in connection with a December 15, 1993, meeting in 
Washington, D.C. b(:tween representatives of petitioner #6913 and, from the BlA, Assistant 
Secretary - Indian Affairs (AS-IA) Ada E. Deer and BAR Chief Holly Reckord. A press release 
was issued, signed ':Jy the four leaders (For immediate release n.d.). The resulting memorandum 
of agreement agreed "that the Chaubunagungamaug and Hassanamisco Clans should become 
one nation" and was signed by two leaders from each subgroup on December 30, 1993 
(Agreement, 12/30/1993).14 

The agreement made: at the December 15, 1993, meeting did not last long. The NTAP, which 
had been authorized by Vickers and Morse to carry out the acknowledgment process on behalf of 
#69 in 1989, objectl~d to the new initiative under their leadership in a January 18, 1994, 
resolution signed by James P. Lewis. This resolution reiterated that the Board of Directors of the 
Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project was the sole elected governing body of the Nipmuc 
Tribe with Murphy and Associates as the sole authorized representative an protested against 
other unelected members of the tribe having approached the BIA, passed 7/0 (Resolution, 
Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project Board of Directors, 1118/94)15. 

On February 3, 1994, BAR received a letter from Edwin W. Morse, Sr., stating that he would 
move ahead with pdit.ion, and that Donald Murdock said that the additional material had been 

12Signed by "Chit:fMatachaman" [sic], Walter A. Vickers; "Chief Red Fox," Edwin Morse Jr.; "Chief 
Wise Owl," Edwin Morse Sr.; "Chief Little Fox," Charles Hamilton; signatures witnessed by Frank Dupuis. 

I3present representing petitioner #69: Edwin W. Morse Sr., Edwin W. Morse Jr., Charles O. Hamilton; 
two lawyers from Dorm:y ~LDd Whitney; Donald Murdock from Casino Magic. 

On December 22, 1993, Edwin W. Morse Sr. wrote BAR., thanlcing Holly Reckord for help with the 
December 15 meeting (Morse to ~eckord., 12122/1993). On January 6, 1994, he again wrote noting what had been 
agreed at the December 15 meeting, mentioning what the attorneys had agreed to provide in the way of additional 
infonnation in an addendwn to the petition, and thanking BAR for an offer of technical assistance (Morse to 
Reckord 1/6/1994). 

Later corresp(ll1idl~nce in the BAR administrative file concerning the petition indicates that the petitioner's 
leaders believed that suppll~mentary petition documentation, including a tribal roll, was submitted to the BlA at the 
time of the December 15" 1993, meeting, by Jim Townsend or Virginia Boylan [attorneys] (see discussion below). 

14Tbe copy received by BAR was "signed" by "Chief Wise Owl," "Chief Matachaman," "Chief Red Fox," 
"Chief Little Fox," witnessed by Patricia A. Burnham. However, all four signatures appeared to be in the same 
handwriting. 

Associated documents included "Nipmuck Nation Executive Council By Laws" signed by Wise Owl, 
Natachaman, Red Fox" and Charles O. Hamilton [Little Fox], the signatures witnessed by Frank J. Dupuis. 

ISBAR received a copy of this resolution on February 16, 1994. 
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sent in (Wise Owl to Reckord, undated, received 2/3/1994). By contrast, Walter A. Vickers, on 
February 9, 1994, withdrew from the December 1993 agreement and reaffirmed his support of 
the NTAP: 

Whereas I, V..ralter Vickers, Chief of the Hassanamisco Band of the Nipmuc 
Nation, hav,;: previously endorsed The Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project as 
the entity to seek Federal Recognition for our Nipmuc Nation, I hereby further 
resolve that Murphy and Associates, Inc ... is the sole authorized representative 
of The Nipmuc Nation regarding a petition for Federal Acknowledgment and 
related purpos~!s, as also endorsed by The Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment 
Project (Vickers Resolution, 2/9/1994). 

On February 16, 1994, a resolution to the following effect: "that the Nipmuc Tribal 
Acknowledgment Project to be the sole authorized body to complete the petition for Federal 
Acknowledgment of the Nipmuc Nation, etc. and be the sole representative," signed by Walter 
A. Vickers, James L,ewis, and Ronald G. Henries (Statement By Elders of the Nipmuc Nation, 
2/16/1994), was pn:sented at a meeting of BAR staff with Al Catalano and Sue Ghosch of 
Murphy and Associat(:s; Ron Henries, Jim Louis (sic], and Walter Vickers, held the same day 
(BAR Admin. File, Pe:tition #69). 

Later in February, \Vise Owl (Edwin W. Morse, Sr.] wrote BAR objecting to the February 16 
meeting and enclosing copies of documents from the December 1993 meeting with Ada Deer 
(Morse to Reckord, undated, received by BAR 3/3/1994).16 During the spring of 1994, there was 
some evidence that some members of the group were aware of and concerned about the internal 
leadership disputes, 17 

On July 20, 1994, Morse expressed concern about the status of the petition: "I have been 
informed that the p,eltitions that were turned into the Bureau, from me and the Nipmuck Council 
of Chaubunagungamaug have been mislaid or something. Could you look into this matter .... 
The last petition W'us sent in, in Dec. of 1993, .... " (Morse to Reckord, 7/20/1994). The BlA 
replied that no add.itiional petition materials had been submitted at the December 1993 meeting 
(Reckord to Wise Owl, 8/2/1994). During the summer and fall of 1994 and the early winter of 

16The letterh~:ad for this communication read: "Nipmuc Nation Chaubunagungamaug - Hassanamisco" and 
included both names, "ChiiefWise Owl" and "ChiefNatachaman." 

17Letter from Chc:ryl Magos, Dolly Swenson, and Black Eagle Sun to BAR re: internal Nipmuc disputes, 
with extensive encloS1lres (Magos, Swenson, and Sun to Record [sic], 311 011994). The BlA reply reiterated that the 
BAR files are public documents except for materials protected by the Privacy Act (Reckord to Magos, 3/31/1994). 
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1995, Edwin W. M()rS4~, Sr., continued to submit supplementary documentation to the BIA as a 
response to the sec'ond 00 letter. IS 

On December 10, 1994, Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] wrote confirming a conversation 
among Davis, Morse, and Patricia Burnham: "I, Chief Wise Owl wish to go forth towards 
Federal Recognition'" and be the only person to contact BIA; he enclosed documentation (Morse 
to BIA, 12/16/199.4).19 On January 1, 1995, the BIA thanked him for his letter dated December 
10, 1994, and FAX transmissions dated December 16 and December 29, stating that BAR would 
evaluate the draft.6f' an "Addendum to Nipmuc Tribe Federal Recognition Petition" as #69's 
response to the OD It:tter of February 5, 1988 (Reckord to Morse, 1/5/1995). 

During the spring of 1995, there were some indications that internal conflicts continued to 
exist.20 Ho\yever, thc::sle did not any longer appear to involve the leadership of the Hassanamisco 

IS8/24/1994, Dmfl addendum to Nipmuc Federal Recognition petition (hand-dated January 1994) logged in 
by BAR. 

Letter enclosing ol[le copy each of tribal roll application form and associate membership form (Morse to 
Reckord, 8124/1994). 

Letter sending addlitional data requested (Wise Owl [Morse] to United States Department of the Interior, 
11/1/1994). 

Fax of sample ;'nembership list (Burnham to Record [sic] and Davis, 12/1611994). 
Letter sending "lh4~se books to add to my Addendum to Nipmuck Tribe Federal Recognition Petition." Re: 

language and customs (Wise Owl [Morse] to Reckord and Davis, 1/16/1995). 

190n June 5, 1995 the BIA received a third-party submission by Ron (Little Crow) Henries, a member of 
the petitioning group, prim;uily re the genealogies of the Jaha, Vickers, etc. families (Henries to Davis, 6/5/1995; R. 
Henries 1995). The B]A adOlowledged the "additional submission to the Nipmuc petition" received by BAR on 
6/9/1995 and stated du.t iflhe material was to be considered an official part of the petition, must be submitted by 
Morse, Vickers, or combim:d tribal council (Reckord to Henries, 6/20/1995). 

20During this I~elri()d, several attorneys and other third parties requested copies of the #69 petition files, 
which caused concem 1;)0 f...lr, Morse's part: "Someone told me that some lawers [sic] said to put a hold on the 
NIPMUCK petition, If you can would you please send me their names, and address. I would like to know where 
they got the permission or who gave them the permission to do a thing like that. " I do hope that you will keep me 
advised on the people that Ilre trying to claim that they are a new clan .... " (Morse[Wise Owl] to Reckord, undated, 
received 111811 995). 

Query from Co s:singham by FAX on status of Nipmuc petition, and requesting on behalf of the tribal 
council a copy of the "q;omplaint" that had been filed (Cossingham to Davis, 5/1/1995). 
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Band, the Chaubwlagungamaug Band, or the NTAP,21 all of whom were now known under the 
general title of the N'ipmuc Nation, with headquarters in Sutton, Massachusetts.22 

On February 16, 1995, a letter from BAR to Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] declared the 
Nipmuc petition, #69, ready for active consideration (Reckord to Morse, 2116/1995). However, 
a subsequent review by BAR staff indicated that the documentation was still not complete. On 
May 10, 1995, Reckord wrote Edwin W. Morse, Sr. [Wise Owl] stating that the full tribal 
membership list must be submitted before the petition could be placed on active consideration 
(Reckard to Morst:, 5/10/1995). This material was received on July 11, 1995,23 and the petition 
was officially placed on active consideration the same date.24 The letters notifying active status 
were dated August 25, 1995, but noted that BAR had been informed that another addendum to 
the membership list was still forthcoming (Reckord to Morse, 8/2511995).25 During the next few 
months, the BIA remained in contact with the petitioner, with Edwin W. Morse, Sr., as the 
primary point of contact. 26 On January 17, 1996, a letter was sent by the Nipmuc Nation tribal 

21 Farsight Mm'keting, Inc. Letterhead, Guy Conrad, President: Listing ofNipmuc Council, submitted by 
Cossingham: names in:luded both Edwin W. Morse Sr. and Walter A. Vickers as "chiefs" (Cossingham to BAR, 
March 1995). 

Hassanamisco Nipmuc Indian Council letterhead, "I look forward to working closely with you ... as we 
finally move the Nipmuc Nation toward recognition ... Please make sure that both Edwin Morse and myself 
receive all information during this process. As you've just heard (we should have passed this along earlier!) we've 
all come together as onl~ 15 member council and you will be getting a letter from all of us to this effect" (Vickers to 
Davis, 5/1111995). 

Memorandum, James Cossingham to BAR thanking for meeting with himself md Guy Conrad. "Shortly, I 
believe you will receive: a ,;ommunication signed by a1115 members of the Tribal Council indicating we are 
working together as a naltion" (Cossingham to Davis, 5/11/1995; letter, Cossingham to Reckord, 5/1111995). 

22In a July 6, 1995, letter to the Air Force Base conversion Agency, Edwin W. Morse Sr. signed as "Chief 
Wise Owl, Chief ofthl: Nipmuck Nation" (Morse to Olsen, 7/6/1995). 

23Nipmuck National Tribal Roll, Chaubunagungamaug Band and Hassanamisco Band distinguished from 
one another in the presentation, dated 4/9/1995. First copy: Received by BAR stamp 7/11/1995. Second copy: 
Received by BAR stamp 9/511995. Signed by: "Chief Wise Owl", Edwin Morse; Lucyann Loving One Swenson; 
"Chief Matachaman" (Walter A. Vickers), Pam Vickers, Conrad J. Luster, Pamela A. Ellis, James Eagle Hawk 
Cossingham, Wm. W. Gould Sr.; Donald R. Gould, Ronald Little Crow Henries, Ruth Star Bessette; "Chief Red 
Fox," Edwin Morse Jr .. 

24under the 25 CFR Part 83 regulations, this established a deadline of July II, 1996, for issuance of the 
proposed finding on p::titio,n #69 by the AS-IA. 

2sBIA to Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] notifying active status; cc: to BIA Eastern Area Office, 
Governor of Massachll.setts, Attorney General of Massachusetts, Walter A. Vickers. 

26Dr. Thomas :l.. .. Doughton requested copies of the most recent petition submissions on October 8. 1995 
(Doughton to Davis 10/8/1995). These were provided by BAR on November 2 (Reckord to Doughton 1112/1995). 

There was a mec:ting of the Nipmuc Nation and counsel with BAR staff on December 4, 1995 (BAR 
Admin. File #69). As a follow-up to this meeting, Tadd Johnson [legal counsel] submitted, on letterhead of the 
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office to clarify ceIi~Lin matters pertaining to discussion at a meeting held with BAR on 
December 4, 1995. This letter was signed by several council members, including both Edwin W. 
Morse Sr. and Walter A. Vickers (Nipmuc Nation to Reckord, 1/17/1996). The BIA responded 
to the points raised on February 16 (Reckord to Morse, 2/16/1996). On February 28, BAR staff 
met again with the petitioner's counsel (Johnson to Reckord and Davis, 3/4/1996).27 

During the spring of 1996, BAR planned for two staff members, to make a technical assistance 
visit to the various petitioners in the region. Since the petition was already on active 

. consideration, and had been since July of 1995, BAR intended that the genealogist assigned to 
prepare one of the t<:::chnical reports for the proposed finding combine the technical assistance 
meeting with a site visit. During the course ofthe planning for this visit, on March 31, 1996, 
Walter A. Vickers wrote "regarding certain recent conflicts and divisions within the Nipmuc 
Nation Tribal Council.'" Mr. Vickers stated, "If, as Mr. Morse alleges, you have chosen, for 
whatever reason or personal propensity, to deal exclusively with him and to treat him as the 
official representative or spokesperson for the Nipmuc petition, you have stepped well beyond 
the limits of your mlmdate of providing 'technical assistance' to tribes and have interfered in our 
sovereign affairs" (Vickers to Davis, 3/31/1996) [emphasis in original]. The letter continued: 

It is clear to us that your conversations with Mr. Morse are having an adverse 
effect on Nipmuc governance, and we must ask that you refrain from dealing with 
him on the Niprnuc Nation's petition which he does not represent in any official 
capacity. Wf: ask that any and all technical assistance be provided to either our 
legal counsel, Tadd Johnson, or the head of our research team, Bill Starna, until 
the Council can select an official representative. 

We must reqwes.t that you arrange immediately to come to Massachusetts to meet 
with our Councill. We feel that, in addition to a written response, it has become 
necessary for us. to meet with you in person. Please inform us as to your earliest 
availabilitylfl>r such a meeting (Vickers to Davis, 3/31/1996). 

Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office, a listing of the current "official representatives and Council Members of the Nipmuc 
Nation": Ruth Bessette, Ray Cote, James Cossingham, Pam Ellis, William Gould, Don Gould, Charles Hamilton, 
Mary Ann Hendricks, Ron Henries, Conrad Luster, Edwin Morse, Edwin Morse Jr., Lucyann Swenson, Pam 
Vickers, Walter Vickeni (Johnson to Reckord, 1121/1996). This list included the names of both Edwin Morse Sr. 
and Walter Vickers (JOIU1S01[l to Reckord, 1/2111996). For continuing coperation, see also a letter from Edwin W. 
Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] t'J Herlly Reckord. cosigned: Ruth Bessette, Edwin W. Morse Jr., Conrad L. Luster. Charles 
O. Hamilton, Walter A. Vicllcers, Wm. W. Gould Sr., Raymond Cote, Donafd R. Gould (Morse to Reckord, 
111711996). 

27 On February 16, 1996, the BIA wrote to Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] covering six points "clarifying 
points of discussion follc,wing the Technical Assistance meeting of December 4. 1995" (Reckord to Morse, 
2116/1996). There was another meeting between BAR staff and Nipmuc counsel on February 28, 1996. As a 
follow-up to this meeting, the attorney wrote a letter indicating that the petitioner understood that they had until 
August 1. 1996. to submit supplementary materials (Johnson to Reckord, 3/4/1996). 
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Vickers requested that the BlA's reply be directed to himself, Ron Henries, Johnson (Vickers to 
Davis, 3/311 I 996). On the same date, March 31, BAR received a fax from Edwin W. Morse Sr. 
transmitting copies of some genealogical documentation (BAR Admin. File, #69). Morse 
questioned the authenticity of some of this material. 

Approximately two wl~eks later, on April 15, 1996, a lawyer in the firm of the Nipmuc legal 
counsel wrote BAR concerning the proposed technical assistance meeting in Massachusetts.28 

He stated that the N ipmuc Tribal Council wanted to limit the topics to be discussed at the 
meeting, had recently retained new consultants, and was in the process of "improving its baseline 
rolls and strengthening numerous areas of the overall petition" (Quigley to Reckord and Davis, 
4/1511996). The leltler continued: 

Hence, the Tribal Council respectfully requests ... that you refrain from 
reviewing its genealogical or other records at this time. The Tribal Council feels 
that such a revliew by you at this time would be unproductive and premature. The 
Tribal Council respectfully asks that you confirm in writing by April 19 that your 
visit will be limited to the matters covered in this letter. The Tribal Council also 
asks that plior to you actually conducting any formal site visit in which you 
review any materials that you provide it with at least thirty (30) days notice 
(Quigley to Reckord and Davis, 4/15/1996). 

The attorney's lettl~r also repeated the assertion that August 1, 1996,29 was the date agreed upon 
for final submission of all Nipmuc Nation materials at the February 28, 1996 meeting (Quigley 
to Reckord and Davis, 4/15/1996).30 On April 30, 1996, a letter was delivered to the BIA 

28During April of .1996, the BlA also received letters and copies of letters from some of the petitioner's 
members and would-be rnc!mbers: 

Letter from Thclmas L. Doughton to "Geneology Committee" at the Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office; cc: to 
Kay Davis. BAR. Re: procedures and membership standards (Doughton to Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office, . 
4/20/1996). Doughton dirl~cted a subsequent letter to BAR in September after "repeated and unsuccessful attempts 
on behalf of myself, my ·extended family, and other Nipmuc Indians to obtain information on either or both petitions 
to BAR .... " (Dough tori to BAR, 9/9/1996). 

4/20-2111996 ANA Technical Assistance Consultation with Brian Myles at Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office. 
Present: Nipmuc Tribal O:>uncil Members Bill Gould, Charlie Hamilton, Conrad Luster, Pam Ellis; Nipmuc Tribal 
Member and Research Co()rdinator Rae Gould. 

Pamela A. Ellis" "Research Director" for the Nipmuc Nation, welcoming visit from Holly Reckord and Kay 
Davis (Ellis to Reckord and Davis, 4/24/1996). Ellis had first requested a copy of the Nipmuc petition from BAR in 
1994 (BAR Admin. Fil,:, #69). 

29 A date subsequc:nt to July I I, 1996, when the proposed finding should have been issued under the 
regulations. 

30Walter A. Vicki!rs' letter of April 30, 1996, referred to a letter to BAR from Tadd Johnson, counsel, 
dated April 16, 1996. ND such letter was located in BlA records. Possibly Vickers meant the April IS letter from 
Kevin Quigley of Joruwcm 's firm. 
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genealogist on beh .. ilf of the Nipmuc Nation Tribal Council signed by "ChiefNatachaman" 
(Walter A. Vickers) "'to address any misunderstanding that may have occurred regarding your 
visit Monday to thc;~: Nipmuc Tribal Offices for the purposes of document inspection." It stated: 

[W]e were und~!r the impression that this visit would not include inspection of 
genealogical documentation by the actions (or.more accurately inaction) of our 
original team of anthropologists. We were misled into believing much of the 
work we an: now trying to complete in an accurate and timely manner had been 
accomplishc!:! by Ms. Grabowski. As Mr. Johnson's letter indicated, we feel there 
is much of value that may still be accomplished by your visit, other than a final 
survey of gt:l1 lealogical records (Vickers to Davis, 4/30/1996). 

We request that you forward to us, in writing, any questions, and the nature of . 
their necessity, and we will do our utmost to facilitate answers. We also believe 
this will prov<~ most helpful to the Tribe, in the nature of technical assistance, in 
identifying C)r us any rough spots in our petition. We will, of course, do our . 
utmost to satisfactorily answer any outstanding concerns, and fully supplement 
our petition, in time for the next BAR visit in July (Vickers to Davis, 
4/30/1996).l i [footnote added] 

Under these limited conditions, the technical assistance visit and the genealogical site visit took 
place the first week of May, 1996. 

The dispute over ac:eess to the petitioner's genealogical records by the BAR genealogical 
researcher led to a .lrl!l1ewal of the internal leadership conflicts within petitioner #69. On May 3, 
1996, "Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.], Nipmuck Indian Council of 
Chaubunagungamaug wrote to the BlA that, "This letter is to inform you that the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band had nothing to do with the letter of April 30, 1996, from Walter 
Vickers ... Walter A. Vickers does not represent us, nor does he speak for us at any time. 
Chaubunagungamaug :tiles are always open to you and all your staff' (Morse to Davis, 
5/3/1996). At a council meeting of the Nipmuc Nation, May 8, 1996, Morse announced that the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band was withdrawing from the petitioner (Nipmuc Nation Minutes 

3lPetitiooer's cowlsellater attempted to minimize the impact of the restrictions contained in Vickers' letter: 

Your comment [in recent phone conversation] that the April 30, 1996 letter, delivered directly to 
Kay Davis on bt:half of the Tribal COWlcil, somehow precluded Kay from reviewing tribal records 
is misplaced. The purpose of the letter was not to hinder at all Kay's review of tribal records; 
rather, it was meant to provide technical assistance to the Tribe by helping it focus 00 the specific 
records Kay wisht:d to review. In this way, the Tribe would be in a better position to provide Kay 
with pertinent :,l1IfClrmation which it would not otherwise Wlderstand to be relevant (Quigley to 
Reckord 5/9/1998). 
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5/8/1996; #69B Pet. Supp. 6/19/1997).32 On May 22, 1996, an unsigned faxed copy ofa letter 
from Edwin W. Morse ["Chief Wise Owl," Nipmuck Indian Council ofChaubunagungamaug] to 
Holly Reckord forrnally notified the BIA: 

of the decision of the Chaubunagungamaug Band regarding its petition ... On 
May 8, 1996, as Chief of the Chaubunagungamaug Band, I informed a committee 
meeting of Nipmuck Indians of the decision of the Chaubunagungamaug Band to 
proceed fOf re:cognition solely on its own. We will not be allied, associated, or 
affiliated with the Hassanimisco Band or any other group of Nip muck Indians 
(Morse to'Re<:kord 5/22/1996). 

Morse alleged the fbllowing reasons for the split: 

There have be:en excessive irreconcilable differences between us and the 
Hassanimis,:o Band and others, and it is our decision to separate. Among these 
differences have been improper and incomplete genealogies to the extent that 
many of the members of the Hassanimisco Band and others carmot be proven to 
be Nipmuck Indians and have subsequently delayed, denied or withheld 
information n:garding genealogies. There have been overt attempts to keep 
incriminating evidence from surfacing. This is not acceptable to me and my Band 
(Morse to R,.(:c:kord, 5/22/1996). 

Also on May 22, 1996, the BIA received an unsigned fax copy oftetter from "Chief Wise Owl" 
[Edwin W. Morse, Sr.] to Mr. Walter Vickers: 

This letter is al written notification and confirmation to you, as titular head of the 
Hassanimisco Band of Nip muck, and to all members of the Nipmuck Nation of 
my actions at our meeting of May 8, 1996, whereby I announced that effective 
that day, May 8, 1996, the Chaubunagungamaug Band was proceeding for 
Federal RecogI1~tion solely on its own with no affiliation whatsoever with the 
HassanimiscD Band or any other group or groups (Morse to Vickers, 5/22/1996; 
BAR AdIlrull. File #69) .. 

On May 31, 1996, the: lBlA received a copy of the signed Chaubunagungamaug withdrawal letter 
from Edwin W. Morse" Sr. [Wise Owl] (Morse to Vickers, 5/22/1996) and also a partial 
membership list co:mpiled by Robert DiNapoli (DiNapoli to Davis, 5/28/1996). 

320n May 7, 1996" BAR received a faxed copy of "Dear Member" letter from Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise 
Owl] to members ofthu: Chaubunagungamaug Band, saying it was in their best interest to separate from 
Hassanamisco and that if they wished to remain with Chaubunagungamaug they should sign below and return the 
form to him by June 1, 1996 (Morse to Dear Member, sn /1996). 
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The BIA decided to a,ccept the withdrawal of the Chaubunagungamaug band, thus separating the 
Nipmuc into two sc::parate petitioners effective this date and regarding them as sharing the same 
petition up to the datt: of May 31, 1996; thenceforth to have two separate sets of petition 
materials. The Niprnuc Nation was denominated #69A. The Chaubunagungamaug Band was 
denominated #69B, ][nfonnally, the BlA indicated to the petitioners that in spite of the 
separation, the research on bo.th petitions would be done at the same time. Counsel for #69A 
acknowledged this information: " ... you indicated that even if the Tribe was to be split into two 
bands, BAR ... woulld perform the remaining reviews (i.e. anthropological, genealogical, and 
historical) at the saOlI:! time for both groups. this means that although each group would be on a 
different "track" un<h:r the petition, BAR will not proceed faster with one group or the other." 
(Quigley to Reckord 5/9/1996, 2). 

The separation oftlhe two groups was far from complete at this time. For example, two of 
Morse's daughters, although on the council of#69B, continued as well to serve on the council of 
#69A for several more months (see Swenson and Bessette to Holly Reckord, 6/13/1996; 
Swenson to Reckord, DeMaree, and Steams, 1212/1996). A document from #69A dated May 18, 
1997, indicated that Swenson was no longer serving on the Nipmuc Nation council (Henries to 
Dear Nipmuc Nation Tribal Member, 5/1811997). Throughout the summer of 1996, the BlA 
continued to receive: indications of communications between the two Nipmuc groups (see 
discussion under criterion 83.7(e». Additionally, as will be seen below under criterion 83.7(e), 
the numerical majority of the descendants of the former DudleylWebster, or Chaubunagung
amaug, Reservation ha.ve continued to maintain their enrollment in petitioner #69A. The 
situation leading up to and immediately following Morse's decision greatly delayed the BlA's 
processing of the Ni.pmuc petition, for as of May 1996, three months before the due date for the 
proposed finding 011 #69, the BlA did not have a current, complete, membership list for either of 
the two petitioners" #69A or #69B. 

Sinee the separatio(j, was not amicable, #69B found it difficult to obtain access to the records 
held in the Sutton oftke.33 Between August 1996 and January 1997, #698 submitted several 
partial and/or variant membership lists to the BlA. These are discussed below, in detail, in the 
section on enrollment history. On January 31, 1997, the BlA received a letter from Edwin W. 
Morse, Sr. stating, "'We, the petitioner ofChaubunagungamaug (69B), are letting you know that 
we plan to proceed with our current process. We are not requesting an extension" (Morse to 
Reckord 1I3111997). 

33FAX copy, l,:tter of Edwin Morse to Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office re: letter that they sent out to both 69A 
and 69B requesting that genealogical charts and accompanying documentation be sent to the Sutton office (Morse to 
Nipmuc Nation Tribal Offi.ce, 7/9/1996). 

Undated letter from Dolly Swenson (on behalf of Wise Owl) concerning genealogy of Thomas and Peleg 
Brown families. Asks BAR "to assist us in keeping our tribal roles [sic] accurate" (Swenson to Reckord, received 
by BAR 8122/1996). 
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Petitioner #69B submitted supplementary documentation on February 24, 1997, April 1, 1997, 
and April 2, 1997. Till! BAR historian assigned to the case made a site visit in Massachusetts, 
including research on both Nipmuc petitioning groups, from May 27, 1997, through June 6, 
1997. Petitioner #69B submitted documents, requested by the historian during the site visit, on 
June 16, 1997, and June: 19, 1997. On August 15. 1997. the BAR staff met with Edwin W. 
Morse Sr., Edwin W.JV[orse Jr., Lucyann [Dolly] Swenson concerning the progress of 
evaluation. The BAR a.nthropologist's site visit took place in June 1998. 

1 

4. BIA Descriptioni~lth(~ Issues. From the perspective of Federal acknowledgment, the 
essential issues in this petition are as follows. The petitioner asserts continuity with the 
historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, or DudleylWebster, Nipmuc Indians. The BIA's study of 
the history of that enltity indicates that the majority of the petitioner's members do descend from 
the Dudley/Webster Iildians as listed on the 1861 Earle Report (Earle Report 1861) compiled by 
the Massachusetts Sup,:=rintendent of Indian Affairs and on the 1891 final distribution list for the 
assets of the reservat.ion property in the Town of Webster, Massachusetts. . 

However, while the petitioner has shown genealogical descent from the historical tribe, the 
petitioner has not shovlm continuity either of community or of political authority. The evidence 
in the record shows I; ontinuity not only through 1869, the date of the Massachusetts 
Enfranchisement Act and termination of the DudleyfW ebster reservation, but on a weaker level 
through 1891. However. after the 1891 final distribution list, there is no documentation in the 
record showing that the descendants of the Chaubunagungamaug Band, or DudleylWebster 
Indians, continued to maintain either social interaction with one another or political authority or 
influence over an entity from 1891 through the late 1970's. References to descendants of the 
Dudley/Webster families in newspaper coverage of historical commemorations and other 
ceremonial events flrom the first 3/4 of the 20th century are to individuals or to nuclear families. 

Additionally, the Chaubunagungamaug Band, or Clan, of Nip muck Indians, as organized in the 
late 1970's and early :[ 980's, consisted essentially of only part of one family line of the 
Dudley/Webster desc1endants, namely most of the direct descendants of Elizabeth (Henries) 
Morse. There is little i:ndication in the record that its leadersbip represented other branches of 
the Henries family, much less the other DudleylWebster family lines. It was not until after the 
May 1996 split with pe:titioner #69A that the current petitioner, #69B, added some descendants 
of other DudleY/WI:bster lines to its council. Even now, the majority of identified descendants 
of the historical Dudley/Webster Indians are members of petitioner #69A rather than of 
petitioner #69B. 

5. Irrelevant Issues. The Federal acknowledgment regulations do not require a study of some 
items, such as the ~u'chaeology, material culture, subsistence practices, or religious ideology of 
Indian groups prior to contact, except in instances where these may provide data which directly 
impact the 25 CFR Part 83 regulations. The regulations focus on the maintenance of tribal 
continuity since contact. 
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The proposed finding is not a legal brief and does not purport to analyze claims issues. A 
detennination unde!r 25 CFR Part 83 is a detennination of tribal status of the petitioning group 
only. Neither this ]proposed finding nor the ensuing final detennination will directly address 
claims issues or reservation ownership. In this instance, the reservation was, and since colonial 
times had been, a reservation established first by the colony and then by the state. It was never a 
Federal reservation. Materials pertaining to these topics have been reviewed only to detennine 
whether they provided infonnation concerning the status and character of the petitioner. 

The 1790 Non-Intercourse Act is not immediately relevant to Federal acknowledgment. This 
Act pertains to the I ~gitimacy ofland transactions that took place after its enactment. It does not, 
however, determinl~ the current tribal status of the group whose land has been or may have been 
affected by those transactions. The legality of the post-1790 sales transactions and the 
tennination of the DudleylWebster reservation by Massachusetts under this act are questions 
separate from the is:5lJe of Federal acknowledgment of the current petitioner. 

Geographical Orientation 

Pre-Contact Situation. The interrelationship of the early Nipmuc tribes, bands, villages, or. 
settlements of central Massachusetts is most effectively described in a geographical context: how 
could the various settlements contact one another? The fresh water Indians of central 
Massachusetts did have a significant means of communication. The so-called Great Trail, Old 
Connecticut Trail, or Old Connecticut Path, began at Cambridge, Massachusetts. It ran westerly 
through Watertown, Waltham, Weston, Wayland, Natick, Framingham, Hopkinton, Westboro, ' 
Grafton, and Sutton in what is now Worcester County, continuing over Freeland Hill to Oxford. 
At or near Oxfordlf divided. One branch continued west through Oxford Center, Charlton, 
Sturbridge, Brimfic!ld, Monson and Wilbraham to Springfield, Massachusetts. The other ran 
south through the m.odem towns of Webster and Dudley, into what is now Woodstock, 
Connecticut, and through Ashford and Coventry to Hartford, Connecticut (Humes 1952, 6; Now 
and Then c.1932, ] 8). 

The region delineatl:c:i by this prehistoric trail system will remain the focus of discussion 
throughout this surve:y of the Nipmuc Indians.34 Within it, the people of the villages and 

34"William Hubbnrd states that the Nipmucks' principal seat of government was located just outside 
Brookfield, Massachusl~tlS .. The Reverend Fiske, in his account of the settlement of Brookfield, mentions that this 
Nipmuck village was "callc~d Miminimisset ... at the end ofWickaboag Pond.' It was a popular place of 
rendezvous for all the Nipmuck tribes. From this ancient seat, the Nipmucks had spread out in all directions; 
Nipmuck land reached it:s northern limits along the upper reaches of the Nashua River, its western extent at today's 
Quabbin Reservoir, to the south in Windham County, Connecticut, and to the east at Marlborough, Massachusetts, . 
. . . " (Johnson 1995,2'7·28). 
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settlements moved li'eely. For example, the Nipmucs of central Massachusetts are described as 
leaving their corn to ripen during the summer while going to the shore of Atlantic to gather 
shellfish (Russell 19801, Ill). 

Post-Contact Situat.ion. Contact between English settlers and the Indians of the 
Chaubunagunagmaug :and Wabaquasset regions began almost immediately after the beginnings 
of substantial settkment at Boston in 1630, largely because of the convenience of the Indian 
trail, or path, leadipg to the Connecticut River. During the scarcity of the first year of settlement, 
Indians brought c<;':nl fi~om Wabaquasset, sixty miles away (Now and Then c.l932, 17,20-23). 
By April of 163 11' a sagamore from the Connecticut River visited Boston; by 1633, an 
Englishman named John Oldham from Plymouth Colony, with three companions, had explored 
as far as the river, lodging at Indian towns all the way, and bringing back samples of beaver, 
hemp, and black lead. Within a year, numerous settlers had explored the trail, and permanent 
English settlements,. moving out from Massachusetts, along the Connecticut portion had begun 
by 1635 (Now and Then c.1932, 17,20-23). The pattern of the trail, as the main thoroughfare 
between Boston and the Connecticut settlements, ensured that Chaubunagungamaug and 
Wabaquasset would b€: among the most traversed areas of central Massachusetts. 

Roger Williams first used a variant of the term "Nipmuc" in the written records in 1637 
(Connole 1976, 15). Massachusetts settlement began to expand into the Nipmuc country, what is 
now Worcester County, in the later 1660's, but proceeded very slowly. In 1667, Mendon, 
Massachusetts (then in Suffolk County) was organized as a town (Metcalf 1880, 4-5). The same 
year, Daniel Gookin, Superintendent ofIndian Affairs for the colony of Massachusetts Bay, was 
appointed by the Ge:neral Court to determine whether Worcester was suitable for a town and was 
one of the original proprietors of that place (Humes 1952,8). These towns were situated in what 
was still predominantly Indian territory (Metcalf 1880, 43, 34). The organization of new English 
towns in the future Worcester County area continued in the early 1670's, with Brookfield in 1673 
and the completion of the transaction at the future city of Worcester, itself, as Quinsigamond 
Plantation (Reese <:1980, [21]; Mandell 1996, 17). In 1684, Worcester, Massachusetts, was 
organized as a town, and several others followed 

Until the organization of Worcester County, Massachusetts, in 1731, the "Nipmuc country" in 
generaeS was a part of Suffolk County, Massachusetts (with the county seat at Boston). The 
published series ofland records (hereinafter cited as Suffolk Deeds) provides a major source of 
information on 17th :iUld early 18th century Indian land transactions in central Massachusetts. 
Throughout the 17~h (;entury and into the 18th century, the Nipmuc territory that now falls into 

3S"The native groups that lived west of the fringes of European settlement, in northern Connecticut and 
Rhode Island, centrallv[aLSsachusetts, and southern Vermont and New Hampshire, are the least known of any of the 
southern New England Indian societies. The local groups of the Connecticut River valley in Massachusetts and the 
so-called Nipmuck people of Massachusetts and northern Connecticut and Rhode Island appear to have spoken a 
southern New England lnnguage that the French called Loup . .. This classification would probably cover most of 
the local groups listed as Nipmuck and Pocumtuck by Swanton ... " (Salwen 1978, 173-174). 
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Connecticut was part of Suffolk County as well. In 1713, the long-standing border dispute 
between Massachusetts and Connecticut was finally settled. Much of the land north of Killingly 
that is now included. :in Windham County was allowed to the Colony of Connecticut (Lamed 
1874, 1: 175). WindJ:tam County, Connecticut, was organized in 1726. The north portion of the 
modem town of Woodstock, Connecticut, however, still lay within Massachusetts. Nipmuc 
territory extended 18 to 20 miles south of the modem state line. "The tract west of the 
Quinebaug River, no:rth of a line running northwesterly from the junction of the Quinebaug and 
Assawaga Rivers, ';\'alS Wabbaquasset ... " (Lamed 1894,2:1). 

The Towns ofCentr,'l1 Worcester County from the End of Queen Anne's War until the 
Organization of Worcester County and the Town of Dudley, 1731. After the end of Queen 
Anne's War in 171 ~" the civic organization and white settlement of the towns of the future 
Worcester County, Massachusetts, proceeded rapidly.36 In 1731, the General Court established 
Worcester County from Suffolk County, Massachusetts (Daniels 1892, 1). The town of Dudley 
was organized shortly thereafter, the act being passed by the General Court on June 1, 1732 
(Conant 1893,93)/' one of the justifications given being that the inhabitants were 
inconveniently distant from a place of worship. On December 14, 1732, in response to a petition 
from the town, the General Court allowed the selectment to levy a tax, Indian lands excepted, for 
the next five years to pay the ministerial and other charges arising therein (Conant 1893,97). 

Historical Orientation38 

Available Source Mate·rial. Essentially, all documentation available concerning the Nipmuc for 
the period from fin;1: sustained contact with non-Indian settlers, not only to the date of King 
Philip's War, but into the later 19th century, was generated by non-Indians and is found in the 
records of the colonies (later states) of Massachusetts, Connecticut, and to a lesser extent, New 
York and their constituent towns. The most extended series of relevant records is that generated 
by Massachusetts, consisting of the microfilmed records in the Massachusetts Archives 

361714, Leice:.ter, MA, organized as a town; 1714, Sutton, MA, organized as a town. Most of the 
Chaubunagungarnaug lract'i fell within this new town. 1717, Westborough, MA, organized as a town; 1720, 
Shrewsbury, MA, organilred as a town; 1727, Uxbridge, MA, organized as a town. 

37Dresser statl~i that Dudley was constituted from the Town of Sutton in 1731 [sic] (Dresser 1900, 117). 
The act itself described the area as "a tract of land lying between the towns of Woodstock and Oxford in the county 
of Worcester" (Conant HI93, 93). The abstracter of the vital records said that the town of Dudley was established 
February 2, 1732, from part of Oxford and certain common lands (Systematic History Fund 1908, Preface). 

38The technic,allreports for petitioners #69A and #69B, containing historical and genealogical data, were in 
draft when the AS-IA~iignc:d the directive modifying internal procedures on February 7, 2000 (AS-IA 2/7/2000). 
Based on this directive, the draft technical reports which were being prepared under the prior procedures were not 
finalized. 
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(hereinafter cited as Afas's. Arch.) and the published series of Massachusetts Colonial Records 
(hereinafter cited as ,~faJ's. Col. Rec.). Some relevant material is also to be found in the 
published Connecticut colonial records (Hoadly 1868, Hoadly 1870, Hoadly 1872, Hoadly 1873) 
and the New York colonial documents (O'Callaghan 1854). It is to be presumed that more data 
could be located in unpublished archival materials held by Connecticut, and in collections of the 
private papers of prominent European settlers of the area who had contact with the Nipmuc. 
BIA researchers did not examine depositories for such records, since the process would be time
consuming and it appeared that they would not be of major significance for the issues involved 
in Federal acknowledgment. 

Of the narrative sourc:es of data available concerning the Nipmuc in the 17th century, the most 
frequently cited have: be'en the narratives prepared by Daniel Gookin and John Eliot. In 1656, 
Daniel Gookin was appointed to be the first superintendent of the "Praying Indian" reservations 
in Massachusetts Bay Colony (Johnson 1995, 147). He remained in this post until 1687 (Salwen 
1978, 168). "Of the d()cumentary sources, that of Gookin ... seems most knowledgeable" 
(Salwen 1978, 168). His narratives were written in the 17th century, but are ordinarily cited by 
the dates of publication, whether the "Historical Collections of the Indians of New England" on 
the prehistorical penlod (Gookin 1792; reprinted as Gookin 1970) or the Historical Account of 
the Doings and Sufferings of the Christian Indians in New England in the Years 1675, 1676, and 
1677 which describ(':d the events ofIUng Philip's War (Gookin 1836; reprinted as Gookin 1972). 

John Eliot's narrativ(:, "A Late and Further Manifestation of the Progress of the Gospel Amongst 
the Indians of New England," was published in the Massachusetts Historical SOCiety Collections, 
3rd series, vol. 4 (Eliot n.d.). It is discussed in more detail below in the section on the "Praying 
Towns." His "An Account ofIndian Churches in New-England, in a Letter Written in 1673, .. 
. " was published in dIe ,Massachusetts Historical Society Collectlons 1809, 10:124-129 (Eliot 
1673). 

A considerable amount of relevant material is to be found in local histories written by amateurs 
in the second half of th~~ 19th century (Larned 1874; Lamed 1894; Daniels 1880, Freeland 1894), 
and in many ways the most useful 20th century publication covering this very early period was 
also by a local historiEm., an attorney interested in the history of the town of Sutton, 
Massachusetts (Humes 1952). The other most useful compilation for this early period was an 
unpublished summary ()fMassachusetts Native American land transactions prepared by the 
United States Department of Agriculture (Reese c 1980), although it unfortunately lacked 
specific citations fo:r mlmy of the documents summarized. Connole's discussion of "Land 
Occupied by the Nipmuck Indians of Central New England 1600-1700" (Connole 1976) was less 
detailed. Recent genend scholarly works include Howard S. Russell's Indian New Eng/and 
Before the Mayflower (RusseUI980), Steven F. Johnson's Ninnuock (The People): The 
Algonkian People of New England (Johnson 1995), and Kathleen J. Bragdon's Native People of 
Southern New Englcmd, 1500-1650 (Bragdon 1996). None of these was specific to the Nipmuc, 
but all provide useful bibliographical references. Karen H. Dacey, In the Shadow of the Great 
Blue Hill (Dacey 1995), concentrated on the period through King Philip's War, dedicating less 
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than 20 pages to dev.!lopments between the 17th century and the modern period (Dacey 1995, 
123-138), while the <Lscussion of the modem period relied almost entirely on the narrative 
portion of the 1984 Nipmuc petition for Federal acknowledgment (Dacey 1995, 139-150). Kelly 
Savage's recent pubJi,::ation The Pond Dwellers: the People of the Freshwaters of Massachusetts 
1620-1676 (Savage 1996), is anecdotal rather than of scholarly use.39 There are several useful 
summaries of the eady situation in Johnson's Ninnuock (Johnson 1995). 

Theoretical Considerations of the Nature o/Tribal Autonomy. Historians and anthropologists 
have made a number 'Jf general statements indicating that the 17th-century Nipmuc were not 
wholly independent,'I<I such as Johnson's comment that, "Apparently, the Nipmucks had lost 
some of their tribal autonomy when certain of their villages began paying tribute to the Pequot, 
Narragansett, Massachusett and Pennacook" (Johnson 1995, 28).41 

With several strong Algonkian confederations surrounding central Massachusetts, 
it becomes obvious that a power vacuum had developed in Nipmuck country. 
The Nipmucks may have been a strong confederated tribal nation in the time 
before recorclt!d history, and that nation may have slowly weakened before the 
English arrive:d. Gookin, who was familiar with several of the Nipmuck tribes, 
mentions that "'the Nashuas had been a great people in former times; but oflate 
years, have b(:en consumed by the Maquas' [Mohawks'] wars and other ways." .. 
. Also by Goolcin' s time, Pennacook influence from the north had penetrated 
northern Worcester county. , ., where certain of the Nipmuck tribes had joined 
the Penna cook confederation. A semblance of the one-time Nipmuck 
confederation still existed in the 1670s under the leadership of Sachem 
Wattasacomipanum, for this chief was said to be "ruler of the Nipmuck country .. 
. ruler of the Nipmuck Indians, a grave and pious man, of the chief sachem's 
blood of the Nipmuck country." (Johnson 1995, 27). 

J9See, for exanlple, the author's own statement: "Note; Some marriages and confederacies mentioned in 
this chapter are based 011 the author's 'educated guess' and are not documented in other sources. They are not 
intended to be used for ;gelilealogical purposes" (Savage 1996, 40). 

4O"Some older micn, in the Massachusett nation told Gookin that in the days before the plague, the Nashuas, 
Nipmucks and Pocumtuc:Jc:s were members of the Massachusett confederation" (Johnson 1995, 10). 

41 For example" Larned's comment that in the 17th century, the Wabbaquassets in what is now Woodstock, 
Windham County, ConJllccti.cut, owed a varying allegiance to the Pequots, to Uncas of the Mohegans, or to the 
Narragansetts, depending 011 who was in power (Lamed 1874, 1:4) or Bragdon's statement that .. the Pequots did 
have influence among ... the Nipmuck as far as Quinabaag (near Dudley, Massachusetts)" (Bragdon 1996,25). 
"Apparently, even a few Nipmuck sagamores paid allegiance to the Wampanoag sachem" (Johnson 1995,9), 
From another perspective" Russell commented that, "the power of the Mohawks by no means ended at the 
Connecticut River. Thl~i,r emissaries collected tribute among the scattered Nipmuck villages of central 
Massachusetts, ... (Rus.dl 1980,187). For this report, no useful purpose would be served by compiling an 
exhaustive listing ofsirnilar or parallel remarks in secondary sources. . 
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The issue for this relP0rt is whether it has significant impact for Federal acknowledgment if, in 
the first half of the I 7th century, some or all of the Indians of the Nipmuc country may have 
owed some kind or allegiance to the Narragansett, the Mohegan, or the Wampanoag.42 The 
question of "autonomy'" was addressed by the BIA in the Mohegan final detennination (which 
was issued under th(: ] 978 25 CFR Part 83 regulations and quotes from that version): 

The CTAG [Cormecticut Attorney General] made two additional arguments for 
denying the MT [Mohegan Tribe] Federal acknowledgement [sic] under Criterion 
c. First, the CTAG argued that the Mohegan had once been subject to the Pequot 
Indians for a f(~w years in the first half of the 17th century. Second the Mohegan 
had their affairs governed by a group of overseers appointed by the State of 
Connecticut (1769 to 1872). For these two reasons, the CTAG concluded the MT 
did not meet the "autonomous entity" requirement of Criterion c. 

Neither ofttwse points means the petitioner fails to meet the criteria. First, the 
time period during which the Mohegan lived with the Pequot is so brief as to be 
inconsequenti::ll. Second the autonomy requirement is solely concerned with 
autonomy from other Indian tribes, not non-Indian systems of government that 
were impose:d O]rl the Mohegan by the state of Connecticut. The CT AG has 
misinterpretl:d the requirements of the criterion because the overseer system of 
the State of Connecticut is not an Indian tribe. A more detailed response to the 
CTAG argument concerning political autonomy can be found in the technical 
report accompanying this Final Determination (Mohegan FD, 26_27).43 

--------,----
42"ln 1647, the Commissioners of the United Colonies decided that 'the Nepnat Indians having noe sachem 

of their own are at libeTlt)', part of them by their own choice, toe appertaine to the Narraganset sachem and part to 
the Mohegans'." (Butlelr ill Speck 1947). 

43The more extc:nsive discussion in the technical report to the final determination read as follows: 

The CTAG Response discusses at considerable length the fact that the Mohegan were temporarily 
subject to the J'c:quot in the 1620's and 1630's, and argues that under the criteria of independence 
[or] "autonomy" fr10m other Indian authority, this makes the MT ineligible for recognition. 
(CTAG Respolrlsc: K:S-7 and 1:13-18). The CTAG Response claims that (the] Pequot War of 1637 
was used by Uncas to escape this subordinate status (CT AG Response 1 :8; 1: 18-20) and that the 
Mohegan ancestry and language were largely Pequot (CTAG Response 1:21-28). 

The contention by the CT AG that the subordination of the Mohegan to the Pequot for a portion of 
the first half of the 17th century constitutes a disqualification for Federal acknowledgment of the 
MT as an Indiml tribe under 25 CFR Part 83.7 misinterprets the intent of the regulations. The 
intent of the regulations under 83.7(1) is clarified by certain other statements in other portions of 
25 CFR Part 8.3. Under "Scope" of the Federal acknowledgment process, 2SCFR 83.3(d) reads: 

Nor is this part intended to apply to splinter groups, political factions, 
communities or groups of any character which .separate form the main body of a 
tribe cllm:ntly acknowledged as being an Indian tribe by the Department, unless 
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Early Contact. Schollars have indicated that the contact-era Nipmuc were not well documented, 
have phrased their descriptions tentatively,44 and have provided varying descriptions of the 
internal political organization of the early historical Nipmuc. For example: 

There were other units, in the interior and on the western Connecticut coast, that 
seem to haH: normally functioned as almost completely independent local 
communitie:~:, without lasting political ties to any of their neighbors. Names like 
Nipmuck ... sometimes appear in the literature as designations for large "tribes" 
or "confederacies" (Speck 1928a:pl. 20; Swanton 1952), but this usage does not 
seem to fit th(~ seventeenth-century situation. At best, some of these names may 
reflect lingui stic or cultural homogeneity, but the scarcity of evidence makes even 
linguistic ickntification difficult in most cases (Day 1962, 1969) (Salwen 1978, 
173). 

One modern scholar has stated that, " ... the Nipmucks ... added up to not much more than the 
changing sum of whichever interior villages chose to work together at a given time" (Bourne 
1990, 126). Another commented that: 

... the Nipmuc:ks were a loosely organized people residing in scattered villages, 
each separate group having its own sachem. Although these various rulers might 
confer on irnportant matters from time to time, there seems to have been no 
single, clead)' defined, over-all structure of government for the entire tribe 
(Leach 1958, 73). 

Essentially, it makc~;) no difference for Federal acknowledgment whether or not, in the 17th 
century, Nipmuc inlemal governance was very unstructured. The Federal acknowledgment 
criteria do not prescribe any specific type of governmental organization that a tribe, band, or 
other Indian group must have maintained at the time of first sustained contact with non-Indian 
settlers in order for its successors to be considered under 25 CFR 83. 

it can be clearly established that the group has functioned throughout history 
until the present as an autonomous Indian tribal entity. 

The petitionel, C:Uli in no way be regarded as "separating from" the main body of a currently 
acknowledged tribe. . . . Neither do the type of rebellion and resistance against Uncas by the 
Pequot later placed under his supervision by Connecticut authorities, narrated by CT AG (CT AG 
Response 1:30-42), nonnally have the impact of destroying legal sovereignty when it exists 
(Mohegan FD, TIl 169-170). 

44"The native l~'OUPS that lived west of the fringes of European settlement, in northern Connecticut and 
Rhode Island, central M2lssachusetts, and southern Vennont and New Hampshire, are the least known of any of the 
southern New England Indian societies. The local groups of the Connecticut River valley in Massachusetts and the 
so-called Nipmuck people of Massachusetts and northern Connecticut and Rhode Island appear to have spoken a 
southern New England language that the French called Loup .. , This classification would probably cover most of 
the local groups listed as Nipmuck and Pocumtuck by Swanton ... " (Salwen 1978, 173-174). 
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By the time of first sustained contact, the number of Nipmuc was not large. Recently a historian, 
. summarizing the consensus of numerous researchers, stated: 

There were a number of Nipmuck tribes, but the fighting force of the entire nation 
probably ra.nged from one to two thousand warriors. Some of the tribes that 
comprised this nation were the Wachusett, who lived in the area of Mount 
Wachsett, and the Nashua, or Washacum, who resided not only in the same areas 
as the Wachusett, but also along the upper course of the Nashua River. Their 
main seat was called Washacum, which was located in present-day Sterling, 
Massachusl!1:ts. To the southwest of this tribe, where Brookfield, Massachusetts is 
today, the Quabaug tribe occupied the land. The Quabaug and Nashua had close 
affiliations with one another. Other Nipmuck tribes were the Hassanamissit, 
Quiebaug, '~rabaquasset, Wunnashowatuckoog and Wusquowhannanawkit 
(Johnson 1995, 27). 

Little is known about the social system. A modern scholar has stated: 

Native SOcj,~lty operated on three levels: clan, village, and tribe. The clan, an 
extended family that claimed a common ancestor, dominated an individual's life. 
Clans worked and held fields and hunting territories. The village, containing up 
to several hundred people from one or more clans, set field boundaries and 
organized thl~ political and economic life. The tribe, the largest and least 
powerful grouping, connected villages and clans with a commmon dialect and 
culture, but la(;ked stable hierarchies and could be reshaped by outside influences 
or internal con.flicts" (Mandell 1996, 10). 

Contacts and Land Cessions prior to King Philip's War. The earliest fonnal interactions 
between non-Indian s~~ttlers of southern New England and the tribes of the Nipmuc country of 
central Massachusetts, in the 1640's, in the fonn of deeds and land cessions (Connole 1976, 15), 
confinned that prior contacts had taken place, since the purchasers were aware of the terrain and 
the natural resourCf:S over which they wished to gain control, such as the lead mines at 
Tantiusque, near modern Sturbridge, Massachusetts (Reese c1980, [7]). Additionally, as will be 
seen below, the Nipmuc groups became closely associated with Natick, which had contacts with 
English settlers by l:be 1620's (Reese cl980, [3]). According to later testimony, the first transfer, 
about 1642, was by n sagamore from Chaubunagunagmaug (Suffolk Deeds Liber XIII 1903, 344; 
Leavens Papers n.d., 82-A). The earliest recorded transfer of Nipmuc land in what is now 
Connecticut, appan:ntIy by resident Narragansett and Mohegan rulers, took place in 1653 
(Lamed 1874, 1:4-6; Hoadly 1868,305; Hoadly 1870, 10, 101-102,395-396). 

Two documents represented more fonnal relationships between Nipmuc leaders and the 
Massachusetts Bay Colony. On February 4, 1644, in the aftennath of the Pequot War in 
Connecticut, representatives signed the Treaty of Boston between Massachusetts Bay Colony 
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and sachems of the Nipmuc and Massachusetts Nations. The treaty was one of "peace and 
acknowledgment of sovereignty to the King of England" (Place of Small Stones n.d., 1, 3). 

By the later 1660's:, the Wabaquasset Nipmucs near Quanitisset, now in the Town of Thompson 
in northeastern Windham County, Connecticut, and south central Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, were: €:ngaging in attempts to playoff the colonial authorities against the more 
powerful tribes to which they were tributary (Johnson 1995, 166; Mass. Archives 30: 140) In 
connection with the above initiative, in May of 1668, several Nipmuc sagamores, including the 
one from Chaubunagungamaug, submitted to the English government of Massachusetts (Mass. 
Archives 30: 146; lvkh;alf 1880, 35-36; typed transcript also in Nipmuc #69 Pet. Suppl. 1994). 
The submission resulted in the dispute between the Nipmuc and the Narragansett being heard in 
a Massachusetts Bay court in the same year (Johnson 1995, 166-167; no citation; typed transcript 
of testimony in Nipmuc #69 Pet. SuppJ. 1994, dating the procedure from September 1667 
through May 27, 16(8). In conclusion, the Massachusetts court accepted the Nipmucs' change 
of allegiance from the Narragansett to themselves as valid (Johnson 1995, 167; Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Supp!. 1994). 

Establishment of C~aubunagungamaug and the Other Nipmuc "Praying Towns." From the 
1640's through the early 1670's, the project of converting the Indians of Massachusetts to 
Christianity was activdy under way. Metcalf, the 19th century historian of Mendon, 
commented, "Wh(:lher the Nipmuck Indians submitted to the English because they were 
'convinced of their ~~Ieat sins,' and intended 'to tum unto the Lord and be his servants,' or 
because they had c:ome to feel the need of protection against enemies of their own race we 
cannot, at this late day, fully determine" (Metcalf 1880,36). By 1674, John Eliot had in fact 
organized several '''praying towns" among the Nipmuc. 

Neal Salisbury has interpreted the establishment of the "praying towns" of central Massachusetts 
in the following conitext: "Eliot's success rested mainly on his ability to protect Nipmuck 
communities from Itribute demands and military attacks by Niantics and Mohegans" (Salisbury 
1990, 92). MissioIlary interest in the Nipmuc of central Massachusetts substantially predated the 
1668 "submission" of the sagamores to Massachusetts. (Johnson 1995, 146). The 1668 event 
had been preceded by submissions of the tribes further east, the Massachusett and the 
Wampanoag, to M2lSsachusetts Bay authority (Johnson 1995, 146; Reese c1980, [8]). In 1650, 
Natick, Massachusc:tts, was organized as a town (Middlesex County), and in 1651, the General 
Court ofMassachll!i~:tts Bay Colony granted a charter to John Eliot to construct the "praying 
Indian" village of Natick on a tract of 6,000 acres (Reese c 1980, [8]). By 1651, Eliot was giving 
consideration to expanding his missionary effort beyond the eastern tribes. He wrote that, 
"There is a great country lying between Connecticut and Massachusetts, called Nipnet, where 
there be many Indians dispersed, many of whom have sent to our Indians desiring that some may 
be sent unto them to h:ach them to pray to God (Place of Small Stones n.d., 3). 

In 1652, Eliot made an exploratory journey inland, some 60 miles as far as the Quinebaug River 
(Place of Small Stones n.d., 4). However, Natick was not formally established as an Indian 
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church until 1660 (Hu.mes 1952, 8). In spite of preliminary efforts in laying out the land (see the 
proposed finding f()I' petitioner #69A), Hassanamisco, the first "praying town" in the future 
Worcester County, was not established until 1671 (Humes 1952,8). Within the next four years, 
it was quickly followe:d by several others: Waeuntug (Uxbridge), Quinshepauge (Mendon), 
Packachoag (Aubum)., Manchaug (Sutton), Quabaug (Brookfield), Chaubunagungamaug 
(Dudley), and Wabaquasset (Woodstock, Connecticut) (Place of Small Stones n.d., 6; Reese 
cl980, [21])).45 Eliot specified that Chaubunagungamaug, established in 1672 at the head of the 
lake, was a "new piamtation;" i.e. not the site of a prior Indian village, and well accommodated 
with upland and ~eadows. Gookin stated that it took its name from "a very great pond about 
five or six miles Ibng that borders upon the south end of it" (The Great Trail of the Indians n.d., 

) 
AI6 

5; Leavens Papers . 

The most extensiv(~ information concerning the situation within these "praying town" settlements 
comes from the report of a journey undertaken by Eliot and Daniel Gookin in the autumn of 
1674. It made very dear that the "praying towns" were not large. On September 14, Gookin 
recorded that there were nine families with 45 persons at Chabunakongkomun (Dudley) 
(Gookin, Indians of)l,{.assachusetts; cited in Earle Report 1861, 102; Larned 1874, 1:7-8). Eliot 
appointed Black James of Chaubunagungamaug constable of all the praying towns (Larned 
1874, I :7). During this journey, Gookin and Eliot continued into and reported on the 
Connecticut praying towns.47 Gookin's descriptions indicated close ties between the personnel 
of these towns, Chaubunagungamaug, and Hassanamisco (Lamed 1874, 1:6-8), and provided a 
"praying town" population for this region approximated to just under 400 persons. 

Impact of King Philip 's War. The evaluation of the petitioner for purposes of Federal 
acknowledgment does not require a narrative of the overall progress of King Philip's War, which 
broke out in June 1675. For that purpose, the reader should consult standard studies such as 
Douglas Edward Leach's Flintlock and Tomahawk: New England in King Philip's War (Leach 
1958) or Russell Bourne's The Red King's Rebellion (Bourne 1990). It is examined here only in 
the context of what the military records indicate about conditions within the Nipmuc country, 

4S"Between 1646-1674, Eliot converted about eleven hundred tribal people in fourteen different villages, 
from Natick in the east to the Merrimac River in the north and as far west and south as the Nashua River and 
northeastern Connecticut. Natick, Punkapoag, Hassanamesitt (Grafton). Okommakamesit (Marlborough), Wamesit 
(Lowell), Nashoba (Litl:lelton). Magunkaquog (Ashland), Manchage (Sutton), Chaganakongkomun (Webster), 
Pakachoog (Worcester) ;U1d Washacum (Sterling) were the 'Praying Indian' towns under the jurisdiction of the 
Massachusetts Bay Coll:>ny" (Johnson 1995, 147). 

46"There was ~.nClther village at the foot of the [Cbaubunagungamaug or Webster] lake, near Bates Grove, 
these were the non-praying Indians, Nipmucs this village was destroyed by the English in King Philips war. After 
the war the Indians scaten:d, many returned afterward and settled near the old burying grounds on Harris street" 
[spelling and punctuation sic] (Leavens Papers n.d., unpaged). 

470bjection annowlced by a representative of Un cas, who was "not well pleased that the English should 
pass over Mohegan River and call his Indians to pray to God" (Larned 1874, I :8; see also Humes 1952, 3). 
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and specifically for infonnation pertaining to Chaubunagungamaug and the settlements most 
closely connected to it 48 In addition to the standard monographs, there is a short summary of 
Massachusetts' actions toward the "Praying Indians" during the course of this war in Johnson 
(Johnson 1995, 198-200). 

Almost immediately after the war started, on June 24,1675, Massachusetts Bay Colony 
emissaries obtained an agreement of the leaders of the Christian Indians in the Nipmuc Country, 
including Chaubun.agl.lngamaug and Wabaquasset, not to aid Philip and to live under the 
Government of Massachusetts Bay (Mass. Archives 30: 169-170; Place of Small Stones n.d., p. 
9). About the first week of July, several more Indians from the "Praying Towns" of 
Hassanamesit, Magunkoog (Hopkinton), Manchauge (Sutton) and Chaugunagungamaug, making 
a total of about 40 men plus women and children, left their places and came into Marlborough 
"under the English wing, and there built a fort upon their own land, which stood near the centre 
of the English towr: ... hence they hoped not only to be secured, but to be belpful to the English, 
and on this pass and frontier to curb the common enemy" (Gookin 1972,443). In July 1675, 
Ephraim Curtis waH employed to conduct "Uncas his six men" from Boston home. The 
expedition took a route that included Wabaquasset (Daniels 1892, 9n4; citing Mass. Arch 
67:214). During the second week of July, the Massachusetts Bay legislature sent Curtis to 
negotiate with the Nipmuc leaders. He found no occupants at Cbaubunagungamaug or at several 
other of the "new praying town" settlements (Leach 1958, 73-74; Bourne 1990, 127). On July 
24, after a second conference, Curtis reported that several other Nipmuc leaders: "said that 
Black James the constable ofChabonagonkamug had ... them that the English would kill them 
all without any exc,elPtion, because they were not Praying Indians" (unidentified pages in Nipmuc 
#69 Pet. Suppl. 1994) .. 

According to soml: historians' interpretation of the intelligence reports, one of the Nipmuc 
"praying Indians" found in Philip's camp during August 1675 was Black James, the 
Chaubunagungamaug constable (Humes 1952, 14), along with at least one of the Wabaquasset 
leaders.49 On August 3, a company of men from Providence, Rhode Island, under Captain 
Nathaniel Thomas, w~mt in pursuit of Philip. When it reached Wabaquasset, it reported that 

48Petitioner #69A., the Nipmuc Nation, states in its governing document that it represents descendants of all 
the historic Nipmuc ballds. Therefore, the draft technical report on petition #69A contains more data on other 
Nipmuc settlements throughout the historical period. . 

49" As soon as the authorities had learned of Philip's plans, they despatched a messenger who effected 
treaties with the rulers oj[ a.lI the tribes in this region, whereby they bound themselves not to aid in Philip's scheme. 
The next month found four at least of these leaders in the enemy's camp in Brookfield, Black James of 
Chaubunagungamaug, Kel:hood ofWabquasset, John ofPakachoag and Cookganasco of Quaboag" (Daniels 1892, 
4n I; citing His. N. Brookfield 74). This rests on the assumption that Wolomachin and Black James the constable 
were the same person, which does not appear to be borne out by Curtis' report. However, Gookin himself stated 
that the majority ofth,e Indians from the "new" praying towns, "being but raw and lately initiated into the Christian 
profession, most of t~,e rTl fell off from the English and joined the enemy in the war, some few excepted, ... " 
(Gookin 1972,436). 
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there was "not one Indian to be seen," but this did not necessarily mean that they were in Philip's 
camp: Connecticut records indicated that at least some of the Wabaquasset were serving with 
the Mohegan (Lam(:d 1874, 1: 10). Throughout the war, the Mohegan attempted to use their 
support ofConnec1icut as leverage for obtaining confirmation of their claims to sovereignty over 
the Wabaquasset. Gookin reported that on September 9, 1675, Oneko, oldest son of Un cas, with 
about 28 Indians came to Boston desiring confirmation and assurance of their "ancient 
inheritance ofland Ilt Mohegan and Wabaquisit" (Gookin 1972,463). 

On September 24 ~nd 25, 1675, an expedition under Captain Gorham of Plymouth Colony and 
and Lieutenant Phineas Upham of Massachusetts "marched from thence to Manchoag and 
Chabanamaguncok where we found some Come fields and some wiggwams, com and 
wiggwams wee bumt and destroyed, but could not find any of our enemies which was a great 
discouragement to us, having taken so much paynes to find them .... " (Metcalf 1880,66-67). 

On June 2, 1676, a Connecticut contingent, 240 English and 200 Indians under Major Talcott, 
departed from Norwich on an expedition through the Nipmuck Country. They marched north to 
Wabaquasset, foune, ,an Indian fort and about 40 acres of com growing, but no Indians. They 
·then proceeded to "Chaubongagum," where they killed and captured 52 of the enemy (Lamed 
1874, 1:10; Humes 1952, 16n4; see also Leach 1958,205). By June 22, Talcott was back in 
Connecticut; on his wa.y to the Narragansett country with 300 English soldiers plus Indian 
auxiliaries. He again went first to Wabaquasset (Leach 1958,211). With the military success 
turning in favor of the colonial forces, the government of the Massachusetts Bay colony, on June 
19, 1676, "Seeking 'to c!ncourage mass surrenders of Indians who had become disillusioned with 
Philip's cause, ... i~;su,ed a special declaration of mercy. Some hope of leniency was held out to 
the rank and file of'lhe enemy if they would surrender within a stated period of time" (Leach 
1958,213). In July: Massachusetts appointed a committee to deal with the issue of Indian 
children being bound alS indentured servants (Leach 1958, 226; citing Mass. Archives 30:209; 
Mass. Col. Rec. 5:136). Some of these children were from Chaubunagungamaug or from the 
Connecticut praying towns (Place of Small Stones n.d., 14-16; citing "A list of Captive Children 
1676," Transactions of the Colonial Society of Massachusetts 1916-1917, 19:25-28). The death 
of Philip on August 12, 1676, represented the official end of the war, but did not end the 
hostilities on the frlOntier. 

Historians from th~: 17th through the 19th century often stated that the remainder of the Nipmuc 
fled central Massac:husetts, either joining the northern Indians in Maine, Vermont, and Canada, 
or moving west into Nlew York. This assumption may have been based in part on Gookin's 
statements concerning the Wamesit (Gookin 1972,482-483,491-492). Movement west did 
occur (Leach 1958.,.236), but to some extent it was temporary. Lamed stated, "The few 
remaining Nipmuclks ~ound a refuge with some distant tribes; the Wabbaquassets remained with 
Uncas at Mohegan, The aboriginal inhabitants of the future Windham County were destroyed or 
scattered, ... " (Larm:d 1874, 1: 11), but commented two pages later that, n[t]he Indians, as they 
recovered from the shock of defeat, gathered again around their old homes and laid claim to 
various sections ll (Lamed 1874, I: 13). The war and subsequent out-migration did not account 
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for all the population decline. On July 2, 1676, when James the Printer of Hassanamisco came 
into Cambridge w:ith others, he "told the authorities that during the past year more Indians had 
died of disease than had been killed by the English--a most significant fact, if true" (Leach 1958, 
213-214; citing Mass. Archives 30:207, 215; 5 Collections o/the Massachusetts Historical 
Society,S: 14; Gookin 1972, 527-529). 

From King Philip's War to the Establishment o/the Reservations. so Extensive 18th-century 
records enable a demographic historian to reconstitute the Nipmuc population of Massachusetts, 
almost name-by-nalT1e. There was documentable continuity between the pre-war and post-war 
populations of the Niipmuc settlements in Worcester County. Small groups of pre-war 
inhabitants, sometimes in company with former Natick residents, resettled Hassanamisco and 
Chaubunagungamaug between 1680 and 1730. Throughout this 50-year period, there continued 
to be a considerable de:gree of migration back and forth between Natick and the Indian 
settlements lying to its west and southwest. Some individual Indian families re-settled their 
private landholdingB in Worcester county, while a substantial number, perhaps as many as 150 
persons, had returned to the Connecticut villages within a few years of the war's end. 
Throughout the 18th century, the Connecticut Nipmuc continued to intermarry with the 
Worcester County sl~lttlements. This process is documented not only by the records of Natick 
and the Worcester County reservations, but also evidenced by vital records kept by the towns 
and churches of the rc:gion and the land records of Suffolk, Middlesex, and Worcester Counties, 
Massachusetts, and Windham County, Connecticut. This represented, however, a remnant 
population. The pr,e-war Nipmuc numbers had already been greatly reduced by comparison to 
estimates for the prehis.toric era. The population probably had numbered, however, in the 
thousands. The post-war Nipmuc of central Massachusetts and northeastern Connecticut 
numbered in the hundlcc!ds.sl 

Several recent work~; (Reese cl980, [24]; Mandell 1996,26,29; Doughton, A Place of Small 
Stones n.d., 17) have: discussed the restrictions placed on Indians by various acts ofthe 
Massachusetts legislatuIe between the end of King Philip's War and the American Revolution 
without coordinating; Ithe specific legal measures with the wider context of colonial warfare. 

SOyery little secom:Jary scholarship is available to illuminate Nipmuc development in the 18th century. In 
1978, the Smithsonian HaJlldibook's treatment provided one paragraph each for Natick, Dudley, and Hassanamisco 
between King Philip's War imd the mid-19th century (Conkey, Boissevain, and Goddard 1978, 180). Daniel R. 
Mandell's Behind the Fmntier: Indians in Eighteenth-Century Eastern Massachusetts (Mandell 1996) does focus 
primarily upon the coasl: aJldi Natick, treating central Worcester county only incidentally and largely ignoring those 
Nipmuc who lived south of what is now the Massachusetts-Connecticut border. This is also true of Mandell's 
chapter in the collection of Northeast em Indian Lives /632-/8/6 edited by Robert S. Grumet (Grumet 1996). The 
recent collection edited hy Colin G. Calloway, After King Philip's War: Presence and Persistence in Indian New 
England (Calloway 1997) contains little Nipmuc data, with none for this specific period. 

SlAt Natick in 1698, the visitors found a "church" of seven men and three women, but a population of 5 9 
men, 51 women, and 70 children under 16 (Rawson and Danforth 1809, 134). In 1749, the number at Natick was 
166 (A List ofIndians in Natick, A.D. 1749, Massachusetts Historical Society Collections 1809, 10:136). 
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This methodology makes it appear that the restrictions were imposed arbitrarily, without 
apparent cause, and wlere essentially the product of ethnic prejudice. Johnson provided a clearer 
summary of the int(~m!lationships (Johnson 1995, 203-224). The following is not to be taken as 
a contradiction of Washburn's statement that during these colonial wars, "The Indians fought in 
what they judged to be: their own interest and for reasons that may have borne little relation to 
the interests of two European protagonists" (Washburn 1978,94), but rather as a statement that 
the specific actions of the Massachusetts legislature pertaining to the Indians residing in the 
colony were not taken independently of the broader political situation. Without discounting the 
element of ethnic t'rejudice and without presenting any argument that the colonists' 
apprehensions about the French and northern Indians provided an abstract moral justification for 
restrictions on the resident Indians of eastern and central Massachusetts, the following discussion 
is an attempt to coordinate the various developments. This procedure is necessary in order to 
determine the contining "tribal" nature of the Nipmuc reservations in Massachusetts during the 
18th century. 

Indian attacks did not end with the end of King Philip's War: Deerfield and Hatfield, 
Massachusetts wen~ attacked in 1677. Conflicts with the northern Indians (Abenaki, Mohawk, 
etc.) continued throughout the remainder of 1676, 1677, and 1678 (Johnson 1995, 192-196; 
Bourne 1990,231,241-242; Gookin, 516,518), so that the activities of the "friendly" Indians 
were limited by both internal hostility from English senlers (Gookin 1972,456) and the 
continuing danger 0 f Indian raids coming from outside the borders of the colony (Leach 1966, 
60; Gookin, 520-52 J.; Mandell 1996, 26; citing Gookin, 519). However, these raids were 
apparently not sufficient to prevent resettlement in the succeeding years. In 1684, "John Eliot 
noted that, in addition to worship services at the four 'stated' reserves--Natick, Punkapoag, 
Wamesit, and Chabanakongkomun--they held 'occasional' prayer meetings 'at places of fishing, 
hunting, gathering ch,estnuts, in their seasons'" (Mande111996, 36; citing Eliot to Boyle 185, 
Mandell 1996, 212n48). 

The series of Indian land transactions resumed and began to be recorded again in the county land 
records (Shurtleff 1854,5:531-535; Metcalf 1880, 185-186) and those of the General Court 
(Ecclesiastical History of Massachusetts 1809, 13; Place of Small Stones n.d., 19, citing Mass. 
Archives 20[30?]:259.a; Place of Small Stones n.d., 25; Mandell 1996, 43-44; Reese c1980, [24]; 
Humes 1952,34). Tbe majority of the individuals selling land in the "Nipmuc Country" during 
the postwar period '",,'e:m identified as residents of Natick (Mandell 1996, 32-33; see also Mass. 
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Archives 30:257-257a), though many had other origins.52 For the specific transactions pertaining 
to the Chaubunagtulgamaug reservation, see the separate section of the overview, below. 

On May 11, 1681, lhe General Court of Massachusetts Bay Colony authorized William 
Stoughton and Joseph Dudley to investigate land titles in the Nipmuc country (Mass. Col. Rec. 
5:315,5:328; Mancldl 1996,43, citing Mass. Archives 30:258; Mande111996, 213n74; Freeland 
1894, 122-124; Daniels 1880,32-33; Daniels 1892,4). In June 1681, Stoughton and Dudley 
hosted a general me{:ting of the Indians at Cambridge, Massachusetts, reporting back that they 
found them "willipg enough to make claym to the whole [Nipmuc] Country but Litigious & 
Doubtfull amngst [sic] themselves" (Mandell 1996, 44). The investigation continued into the 
autumn, with thei commissioners filing a report to the General Court on October 17. They 
reported that ofth<: Nipmuc Country, the southern part was claimed by Black James and 
company (Mass. Col. Rec. 5:328-329; Mandell 1996, 44), including the Nipmuc territory lying in 
what is now Windham County, Connecticut. During the 1680's, Black James participated in a 
sequence of deed transactions which led to the later establishment of the Chaubunagungamaug 
or Dudley/Webster rleservation as it existed from the 1730's through the 1870's (see separate 
section below). BIa.c:k James himself may have died by 1686, as a deed in that year was signed 
by his "heirs" (Ree:~:e: c 1980, [28]). However, a man bearing this name continued to be 
mentioned in the n:l;ords, possibly retrospectively, until at least 1707. Throughout the 1680's 
and 1690's, the Natick rulers deeded large amounts of land to white settlers, with some of the 
transactions pertaining to the modern Worcester County, Massachusetts, and Windham County, 
Connecticut, areas (Daniels 1880,36, citing Mass. Col. Rec. 5:361; Shurtleff 1854,361; Reese 
c 1980, [28]-[29]; Ma,ndell 1996, 46; Metcalf 1880, 115-116). 

Mandell asserted that about 1682, Black James led an emigration out of Natick to resettle 
Chaubunagungamaug (Mandell 1966, 30, citing Rawson and Danforth 1809, 134; Mass. 
Archives 30:279a, 265). No specific evidence confinns a resettlement at this date, though one 
deed associated with the title investigation may have identified him by name (Reese c1980, [25]; 
Temple, Records of Oxford, 549; Place of Small Stones n.d., 23, citing Mass. Col. Rec. 5:362-
364). A 1684 letter of John Eliot's did indicate that there were Nipmuc residents at 
Chaubunagungamaug :at that date (Mandell 1996, 36; citing Eliot to Boyle 185; Mandell 1996, 
212n48). However, the petitioner did not submit the copy of the original letter, and no other 
document indicates, that Chaubunagungamaug was a "stated reserve" in 1684 in addition to the 
three regularly mentioned in documents of the General Court. Mandell's further assertion that 

52 About 1680" illftc:r the war, the "rulers" of Natick were Wab~, Piambow, and Thomas Tray; counselors 
included John Awassarnog,. Peter Ephraim, and Daniel (probably Tokkohwompait, in 1674 the minister of 
Quantisset). "These Iir~~s tiD other villages also highlight the community's sensitivity to its heterogeneous 
population. In addition to their prewar roles in Natick and Hassanamisset, all three claimed connections, through 
marriage or unrecorded allc:giances, to a number of praying towns, including Okornmakamesit, Nashoba, and 
Wamesit. Also prominent in postwar Natick were John Wiser, from Quabaug; James the Printer, from 
Hassanamisset; James Rumneymarsh, from Essex County; the Wamsquam family, from Okommakamesit; Jethro, 
from Nashoba; "Black James," from Chabanakongkomun; and Josepb Trask, John Thomas, and Thomas Dublett, 
from Wamesit" (Mand,:H 1'996,32). 
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"ChabanakongkoJrlun [was] far from English settlements, and the village did not reappear in 
colonial records uf,.til the 1720s" (Mandell 1996, 36) is certainly invalid, as can be seen from 
documents cited bdow from the records ofthe town of Oxford, Massachusetts, and from 
Connecticut records. 

Building upon these purchases, in 1684, Worcester, Massachusetts, then in Suffolk County, was 
organized as a tOWI1,. and several others followed. Indians continued to reside in the organized 
English towns oftt.e: region (Mass. Archives 30:304), and various petitions from Indians 
indicated that they intlended to continue to do so (Place of Small Stones n.d. 24-25, citing Mass. 
Archives 30:287, 300-300a). The restrictions placed on the Hassanamisco, Chaubunagung
amaug, and Wabaquasset locations by the General Court during King William's War (see below) 
indicate that these were regularly inhabited locales during the 1690's.s3 In 1698, Grindal Rawson 
and Samuel Danforth's visitation of Indian congregations in Massachusetts did not mention 
Chaubunagungamaug or any of the three former towns that would come later to be south of the 
Connecticut line in Windham Co. (Rawson and Danforth 1809, 129-134; O'Callaghan 1854, 
755; O'Callaghan 1854, 684n1; Metcalf 1880, 170-172), though other evidence indicates that 
they were in existenc:e. 

In the later 1680's, intc::rnal developments in Massachusetts were again impacted by controversies 
on the frontiers (Leadl 1966, 110; Melvoin 1989, 186, 189, 193-194). By 1689, through 1697-
1698,54 Massachusdts was involved in King William's War (Leach 1988, 137; Melvoin 1989, 
185), the colonial '11~ipect of the War of the League of Augsburg (Melvoin 1989, 186). It 
necessarily impacted the Indians settled within the boundaries of the Massachusetts Bay colony. 
On August 21, 90 Indians were to be enlisted from Natick, Punkapoag, etc., to go with the army 
(Mass. Archives 30:314a). Most of the early action was outside the boundaries of the colony 
(Melvoin 1898, 188; Melvoin 1989, 194; Leach 1996, 111), but this did not make the General 
Court less apprehen:;ive about the possibility of alliances between the Indians within the colony 
and those beyond the firontiers. In 1690, the Massachusetts General Court again "ordered all 
Indians in the Bay Colony to go to Natick or Punkapoag. This time the legislature also ordered 
"two meet persons to n~side at Natick, and one at Punkapoag, who are to call over the Names of 
the Indians men & women every morning & evening" (Mandell 1996, 39; Mass. Archives 
30:316). When describing this measure, Mandell wrote that, "The isolation of 
Chabanakongkomun, the westernmost Nipmuc town reestablished in the 1680s, is indicated by 

53BIA researchc:rs did not locate documentation to support Mandell's contention that, "While the two 
Nipmuc towns (Chabanakollgkomun and Hassanamisset) were isolated from English authority until the 1720s, 
family networks continlll:d 10 bind these 'traditional' Indians to their 'refonned' brethen in Natick. The 
Hassanamisset leader, James Printer, occasionally traveled to Boston to help translate and print Algonquian
language publications, no doubt staying in Natick along the way (Mandell 1996, 57; citing KeIlaway, New England 
Company, 240-41, 244; Malldell199~ 215n39). 

S4Tbe war was formally ended in September 1697 by the Treaty of Ryswick (Leach 1966, 115). However, 
as late as June 1698, a WiU' party of nearly 70 French and Indians on its way down from Canada struck at Hatfield, 
Massachusetts, killing th:e:e persons (Melvoin 1989,202). 
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its absence from tbe: 1690 restrictions" (Mandell 1996,39). However, the absence of the 
Chaubunagungamaug settlement from these restrictions more probably resulted from the primary 
concern of the Comecticut government with this border settlement during the period of the 
1690's (see the discussion ofNipmuc in Windham County, Connecticut, below). 

Between 1693 and 1698, there were repeated Indian and combined Frenchllndian attacks on the 
colony'S frontier towns, and the attacking groups were believed to include some of those 
Nipmuc who hadll1loved north and west after King Philip's War (Melvoin 1989, 191-192). 
While settlements!~;uch as Deerfield were notably further to the north and west than 
Chaubunagumamf.mg (Melvoin 1989, 192-193), some attacks, such as the 1693 raid on 
Brookfield, pertained to newly established towns in the Worcester County area (Melvoin 1989, 
203; Leach 1966, 112). It was at this juncture that, according to Reese, 

the lbgislature of Massachusetts Bay enacted the first law governing Native 
People as persons different from all others. It granted the Governor and his 
council the authority to appoint special commissioners (overseers) to rule over 
Native PeopI,e. This act removed them from the protection (?) of the constitution 
of Massachusetts Bay and deprived them of their rights (Reese c1980, [30]. 

Reese also stated that in 1694, the General Court of the Province of Massachusetts Bay enacted 
legislation "for the b,etter rule and government of the Indians in their several places and 
plantations" (Reese c: 1980, [30]). Mandell indicated that the 1694 measure was more extensive: 
"One year later thele:gislature reconfinned the restrictions for Hassanamisset and imposed the 
same on Chabanakongkomun" (Mandell 1996, 39-40; citing Mass. Archives 30:358-59, 368, 
Mandell 1996, 2121159). 5S The most extensive infonnation concerning the Nipmuc of the 
Chaubunagungamaug ;and Woodstock settlements in King William's War comes from the 
documents pertaining to the towns of Woodstock, Connecticut, and Oxford, Massachusetts. 

SSOn June II, 169,5, the General Court passed a bill authorizing the governor and the council to fix the 
places of residence of the Indians at Natick, Hassanamisco, Kekamoochock and others (Mass. Archives 30:368). 

Mandell stated that in 1694, " ... the General court passed a measure aimed at 'encouraging the 
prosecution of the IndilUl Enemy, and preserving such are Friends" by resettling all Indians east of the Boston
Rehoboth road with the ':ltCeption of'Kekamoochuck near Woodstock' (Chabanakongkomun)" (MandeU1996, 39). 
This may refer to the S~~ptember 8, 1695, bill to remove the friendly Indians west of the road from Boston to 
Rehoboth, to the east of the said road and any of them found west of the said road to deem them enemies (Mass. 
Archives 30:358; P.L. I: 175). 

The restrictions placed upon the Indians within the colony took place in the context of widespread hostility 
toward "friendly" Indians .. During the summer of 1695, Connecticut and Massachusetts abandoned the long
standing practice oftrad,~ with friendly Indians in the upper valley: Massachusetts forbade settlers to "give, trade, 
sell, deal, truck or barter any goods, wares, merchandizes, ammunition, or ... stray liquors" under pain of a 100 
pound fine (Melvoin 19E9, 200). In March of 1697, letters from militia leader at Hatfield, stated that "Indians that 
pretend freindship" hav,e brought "agrevation of our trouble & difficultie" and are "worse than open Enemys" 
(Melvoin 1989,201). 
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Woodstock, Conn~~!icut. Overall, the greatest deficiency in all currently published studies of 
the early history of the Nipmuc has been an insufficient use of the records of other colonies than 
Massachusetts Bay. In particular, the Connecticut records have been insufficiently utilized. 
Because of the involvement of the Mohegan in the affairs of the Nipmuc resident in what is now 
Windham County", Connecticut, there is considerable information available from that source 
(Leach 1958, 146; Lamed 1874, 1:17-18; Lamed 1874, 1:126-127). Althoughpertinentrecords 
are available from Connecticut, Woodstock had been founded from Roxbury, Massachusetts, in 
1683-1684, the land being at that time under Massachusetts jurisdiction (Hoadly 1868, 135; 
Larned 1874, 1:18-19,; Larned 1874, 15; Daniels 1892,6). On November 27 and 28, 1690,there 
were town meetings in Woodstock and town officers (clerk, surveyors, selectmen) were chosen 
(Lamed 1874, 1 :32). The February 1691 Woodstock town meeting minutes referred to 
apportioning lands; building bridges, etc. (Lamed 1874, 1 :32-33). The original inhabitants were 
still in the neighborhood. The records of October 1691 indicated that: 

Now that Woodstock had secured minister, mills, pound, ways and bridges, she 
began to b(~ sel;ous1y annoyed by Indians. Many Wabbaquassets [the Nipmuc 
band that occupied Eliot's praying towns south of the current Connecticut state 
line] had re:tumed to their ancient homes and hunting fields, little improved by 
their sojoum in Mohegan, or inclined to be friendly with Massachusetts settlers in 
possession. Their chief, Tokekamowotchaug, and his followers, were idle, 
drunken and disorderly, "to the great grief of good men and the prejudice of 
themselves and better disposed Indians, who were oftentimes beaten and bruised 
and almost brought to death's door" by them (Lamed 1874, 1:33). 

As a result, in Feblllary 1691/92 [February 22, 1692], the selectmen of Woodstock complained 
to the Massachusetts General Court, with the phrasing indicating that the reference may have 
been to a place rath~Jr than to a chief: "whereas there are many Indians belonging to To-ke-ka
mo-woo-tchong and others who have been resident in this town for a long time who are often 
times very drunken, " .. the prejudice of themselves and other Indians who are often beaten and 
bruised and almost brought to death's door ... (Daniels 1880, 77; citing Mass. Archives 38:308; 
see also Daniels 1892, 13, citing Council Rec.). The petition requested authority to punish such 
offenders, that for :th4~ future such "disorders and woful practices" might be prevented. "Among 
other Wabbaquasselts: now residing in Woodstock was found John Aquittamaug, who well 
remembered his tnmsp,ortation of com to Boston at its first settlement, and ever maintained 
friendly relations with the Massachusetts settlers" (Lamed 1874, 1:33-34),56 A local historian 

S~e Woodstoc:k records occasionally mentioned the local Indians in non-military contexts, as in the 
following reference: Ii 03, Woodstock. "it was voted that a piece of land fonnerly improved by an Indian, John 
Aquaticus, who pays n:nt, should, for the town's benefit, be a school forever" (Lamed 1874, 1 :43). 

It is far from cc:rtain that the residency of the Aquitamaug, or Aquittocus, later Quittocus, family was 
limited to what is now Woodstock, Connecticut. A local historian well-acquainted with the local history of Dudley, 
Massachusetts, stated that, "Capt. Ebenezer Davis, who lived to be over ninety years old, born in 1811, declared that 
'Nipmuck Hill,' lying south-east from Dudley hill and now cut into the by Grand Trunk railroad bed, was originally 
called Quittamug Hill, ... " (Leavens Papers n.d., 81). 

37 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 41 of351 



Summary Under the Critc:ria, #698. WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

later wrote that these "Wabbaquassets were ready and willing to aid Connecticut, whose 
authority they ackJl()wledged, but their dislike of Massachusetts jurisdiction made them very 
unsafe and unreliabile residents, and obliged the settlers to exercise constant care and vigilance" 
(Lamed 1894, 1 :3~~). 

Oxford. Massachlm~~.tl~. Though its settlement had first been suggested in 1680, this was not 
followed up until it received a group of French Huguenots (Freeland 1894, 122). The land grant 
for Oxford, Massachusetts, eight miles square, dated May 16, 1683, was made to Robert 
Thompson, William Stoughton, and Joseph Dudley, Esq. (Freeland 1894, 130; citing Mass. Col. 
Rec.5:408). In 1/;91, the Huguenot minister, Daniel Bondet was not only pastor of the French 
church at Oxford, Massachusetts, but also "missionary to the Nipmuck Indians, under the 
direction of the socic~~y for the Propagation of the Gospel in New England" (Daniels 1880, 76n2). 
Bondet did ~ubmi1: reports, as in the July 6, 1691, letter complaining about sale of rum to the 
Indians: "The 26 of last month there was about twenti indians so furious by drunkness that they 
fought like bears and fell upon one called remes ... who is appointed for preaching the gospel 
amongst them he had been so much disfigured by his wonds that there is no hope of his 
recovery" (Daniels 1892, 12). Oxford was formally organized as a town in 1693. Mandell stated 
that, 

... the General court forcibly removed these [Wabbaquassett] Indians from their 
village when it established the town of Oxford deep in the frontier region ... the 
court move:d the Wabbaquassetts south to Woodstock, along the border with 
Connecticut and just below the resettled Chabanakongkomun community. The 
Wabbaquasse:t1 community vanished from colonial records until 1774, when 
Connecticut (:n~ated an Indian reserve in the. northwest comer of the town, but 
members undolLlbtedly maintained close connections with the nearby 
Chabanakol1gkomun (or Dudley) enclave (Mandell 1996, 27-28). 

Mandell provided no source citation for either the supposed removal or the creation of the 
reserve. 57 It is certainly not the case that the Wabaquasset settlement at Woodstock was first 
created in 1693 (se,e discussion of the deeds and the praying towns), or that it disappeared from 
the records until 1774. Neither is it certain that the Indians residing near Oxford were actually 

S7His contention concerning the removal may have been based on the following passage: "In the summer 
of 1693 the northern Indians became a source of alarm. At Brookfield a band of 40 made an assault, 27th July, 
killing six persons and carrying away three others, one an infant, which was killed soon after the capture. Both 
Oxford and Woodstock :1aving fears that unless precautionary measures were taken like disasters might come to 
these places. the case was lalid before the authorities; and on 1 Aug., 1693, in Council, it was advised and ordered 
that the Indians of the Plantation ofTohkokomoowadchunt (Kekamoochong, adjoining Oxford] 'as well for their 
own security as that the :~nemy may be better known,' be drawn into the town of Woodstock to be under the watch 
of the English" (Daniel:; 1892, 13; citing Council Rec.). 
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removed in 1693, !;inl::e the local records continued to mention them.58 Numerous records 
pertaining to the Indians of the region were generated in connection with the military events of 
the period. S9 

On August 25, 1696, there took place the "Johnson massacre" (killing of a man and three 
children), about I :/4 miles south of the present Oxford town hall, near the Webster road, which 
was either, according to tradition, by "a small band oflndians of some hostile Western tribe" 
(Daniels 1880, 83) or "perpetrated under the instigation of the Canadian authorities and the 
Jesuits by a willing servant of theirs, Toby, a Nipmuck Indian, dwelling at Woodstock, and was a 
precursor of the long series of atrocities later enacted on the frontier" (Daniels 1892, 14, 14n2, 
15n2; see also Dan:ids 1880, 84n). This episode resulted in the temporary abandonment of 
Oxford by the Hu!rJlenots. Under Massachusetts law, the Indians were not supposed to be 
armed, but Connecticut took a different attitude, anning and equipping 18 of the Wabaquasset 
men to "range through Massachusetts" with Captain Daniel Fitch and his Connecticut and 
Mohegan troops to track the perpetrators (Lamed 1874, 1 :39-40). Massachusetts authorities 
found the attachm(:nlt of the Wabbaquassets to Connecticut officials frustrating (Lamed 1874, 
1 :40), but about October 1696, John Chandler, Jun., was appointed superintendent of the 
Wabbaquassets and Mohegans by the Massachusetts [sic] government. He directed them "where 
to hunt and what SigIllto wear that they might not be exposed by meeting with English scouts~' 

58"Laborie [sic] was stationed here not only to labor at New Oxford but also among the Indians at 
Keekamoochaug. This was a tract bounded north by Oxford south line, east by the large pond, south by "Dudley's 
Maanexit farm," and ex tended westerly so as to include the valley west of Dudley centre" (Daniels 1892, 16n 1; see 
also a petition from Oxford at Mass. Archives II: 140). 

Governor Bellornont of Massachusetts wrote Lords of Trade on July 9, 1700, "Monsr Labourie [Rev. 
James Laborie]is a French Minister plac'd at New Oxford by Mr Stoughton the Lieutenant Governour and myselfat 
a yearly stipend of L30Jut of the Corporation mony, there are 8 or 10 French families there that have farms, and he 
preaches to them, and lit the: same time instructed those Indians, having for that purpose learnt the Indian tongue to 
enable him to preach the:rein" (O'Callaghan 1854,684). 

On June I 7, 17 DO, Laborie wrote Bellomont that, "As to our Indians, I feel constrained to infonn your 
Excellency that the four who came back, notwithstanding all the protestations which they made to me upon arriving, 
had no other object in I'ettlming than to induce those who had been faithful, to depart with them. They have gained 
over the greater number, Ilnd to-day they leave for Penicook, twenty-five in all-omen, women, and children. I 
preached to them yesterdlllY in their own tongue. From all they say, I infer that the priests are vigorously at work, 
and that they are hatching some scheme which they will bring to light so soon as they fmd a favorable occasion" 
(Daniels 1892, 17). . 

S9Most of thesl: r,eports, however, pertained not to the local Indians, but to the hostile raiders (Daniels 
1892, 12; Daniels 1880, 80·81; Mass. Archives 100:502). 

Very little datil. is available to determine the size of the Nipmuc settlement that reached from Oxford to 
Woodstock. Much later, the Connecticut governor's 1730 report on population mentioned about 1600 Indians in 
the colony as a whole, but did not provide a breakdown by tribe or geographical sites, and additionally referred to 
about 700 "Indian and nc:gro slaves" (Hoadly 1873, 584); Probably the best late 17th century estimate was 
Massachusetts Governor Lord Bellomont's July 9, 1700, letter to the Board of Trade, which indicated that about 40 
families of Indians "abo~1: tne town of Woodstock and New Oxford" had lately gone to live with the Penacook 
(O'Callaghan 1854,684·685). However, we know neither what proportion of the total Indian population oftbe 
region these families may h~lve been, or how many persons may have constituted a family. 
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while Captain Sabin made himself very serviceable by engaging many Wabbaquassets in the 
interest of the English, ... " (Lamed 1874, 1 :40-41). 

On the Massachusetts side of the border, in 1699, the Huguenots re-settled Oxford. On 
December I, the minister, James Labourie, wrote: "We most humbly supplicate your Excellency 
and most Honorabk Council to forbid said John Ingall to sell any rhoom, and to transport any 
meat out of the plantation that he hath bought of the Indians ... (Daniels 1892, 16). On January 
22, 169911700, at New London, Owaneco, chief of the Mohegan, provided information to the 
governor and couricil of Connecticut (O'Callaghan 1854,613-616). He had specific information 
concerning the ac;tivitil!s of the Indians at Woodstock (O'Callaghan 1854,614-615), and direct 
information from Bla.ck James "taken from his own mouth on Febr the 15t 1699/1700" 
(O'Callaghan 1854,615; see also Daniels 1892, 17).60 The settlers at Woodstock also reported 
their observations. John Sabin, who had worked with the Wabaquassetts during 1696, provided 
lengthy information dated February 20, 1699/[1700], much relating to possible contacts among 
the Mohawk, Mohegan, Niantic, and Pennacook (O'Callaghan 1854,619; Larned 1874, 1:41-42; 
see also a 'Callaghan 1854, 636-639). Although the next two years brought moves toward peace 
(Melvoin 1989,20],,210), there was only a brief hiatus before the outbreak of the next set of 
hostilities (Daniels 1892, 19; Mass. Archives 113:365; Mass. Archives 28: folio 18:127-128). 

In May 1702, England declared war against France, initiating Queen Anne's War (Daniels 1892, 
18). This war continued until the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 ended the immediate threat of 
French and Abena1<:i attack in the Nipmuc country (Mandell 1996, 42). The concerns about 
connections between the local Indians and the northern Indians, expressed in 1700, continued 
after the outbreak of the war, one report mentioning "Ninnequabon [who] was bred & born at 
New Roxbury [Woodstock] ... " and Black James (Daniels 1892, 19; citing Mass. Archives 
70:618). 

A financial accountind.icated that wages and subsistence were paid for 13 soldiers posted at 
Oxford and Hassanamisco during the summer of 1703 (ordered paid 24 December 1703; Daniels 
1880, 95). Because of the apprehension about the French and Indians from Quebec and Acadia, 
the Massachusetts Bay General Court enacted a series of restrictive measures during 1704. 
These included meaSllf,es to restrict the Indians, but were not limited to the Indians (Melvoin 
1989,229; Mass. Archives 30:493b).61 During 1704, because of the continuing raids, Oxford, 
Massachusetts, was again abandoned by the Huguenots (Daniels 1892, 19). On June 9, 1704, 

60It is not clear wh.~ther this was a different man from the one whose "heirs" were deeding land in 1686. 

61Mandell indicaltes that the "other places" not specified by Melvoin were PunIcapoag arid Hassanamisco: 
"Again the General COUlt restricted Indians in Natick, PunIcapoag, and Hassanamessit 'to prevent the sd Indians 
from travelling or hunting beyond the bounds and Limits then set them'" (Mandell 1996, 67). Several parties of 
Indians from PunIcapoag and Natick were drawn for British military service by special recruiting parties sent by 
Indian superintendent J0:111 Leverett (Mandell 1996, 68). In 1703, similar limits were placed on the "friend Indians" 
by Connecticut (Hoadly 1868, 455). 
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Woodstock was viSjitc!d by Major Fitch of Connecticut. He found it poorly provided and much 
exposed and left 1::5 men. The soldiers remained until the following January (Lamed 1874, 1:42-
43). Restrictions on the Massachusetts Indians continued for several years, but with no specific 
mention ofChaubunagungamaug (Mandell 1996,67; Mass. Archives 31:11-12; Mass. Archives 
31 :53). However" on November 22, 1707, the General Court received a petition from Timothy 
Dwight of Dedham asking that the land conveyed to him by the family of Black James at Dudley 
"for furnishing provisions to the mother of Black James, to keep her and her children from 
starving~ by his advicle gave Mr. Dwight a deed of this tract of land," be confirmed to the said 
Dwight and his son, Josiah of Woodstock (Mass. Archives 31 :46-48; Leavens Papers n.d.).62 

By the end of Quem Anne's War, the condition of the Indians resident within the colony had 
apparently becoffii~ very difficult. In July of 1712, the New England Company's commissioners 
decided that the "IIjsc;:rable Condition of the Indians at Natick" could best be solved "by Suitable 
Encouragement to I~Jrldeavour to bring the Indians from Punkapog, and Hassanamisco, and such 
other near adjacent places as may have Scattering Indians in them; unto a Cohabitation at 
Natick" (Mandell 1996, 57; citing Commissioners' Minutes 3 July 1712, SPG, ms. 7953; 
Mandell 1996,2151143). In February 1713, the SPG commissioners again discused a plan to 
combine the three Indian towns, but nothing resulted (Mandell 1996, 58). These deliberations 
did not specifically refer to either Chaubunagungamaug or Wabaquasset. 

The documents do I1lDt provide a clear connection between the people who are documented to 
have comprised th,e group of "Black James and Company" in the 1680's and the people who 
emerge into the re(;ordl as constituting the popUlation of the Dudley Indians after 1735. The 
documents name o(:c:asional individuals, but are not sufficient to permit a reconstitution of the 
population. There is certainly not sufficient documentation to justify the 1923 Braxton claim 
that the Belden familly were "descendants of Black James" (see below). 

In 1722, the peace of the country was, 

again disturbc!d by the renewal ofIndian alanns and hostilities, which continued 
for some yt:iU-S . . . A company of scouts, raised mostly in Woodstock and 

62"There is an IUlcient plan in the Massachusetts Archives, showing 240 acres lying north of 
'Chabanaguncamogue Pond.' That undoubtedly shows the land where the [praying] town stood.-- It was 
'Cirveied Octob 23. 17CO.' and was filed with a petition which recites that Timothy Dwight of Dedham asks the 
General Court to confll1n t() him or his son Josiah Dwight of Woodstock, a piece of land as described etc. The 
purpose was to provide: for the mother of Black James. Black James had been an important chieftain, and he was 
also active in the goverrment and development of the praying towns through that expansive territory. The land 
shown on that survey (Iof 1700 is clearly the land where the praying town stood." An old fort is indicated in the 
center of that plan. .. This tract of land was on the hill above the Slater East Village Mill plan showed the fort on 
the left of the present mild top of hill. There was no road there at that time" (Great Trail of the Indians n.d., 5). 

"This is the land which Josiah Dwight sold to Josiah Kingsbury in what is now the east village, and 
includes the Home Fannland, where the mill stands and toward the Sucker Brook at the bead oftbe lake" (Leavens 
Papers n.d.). 
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Pomfret by Major Chandler, guarded the frontier from August to November, 
1722. The: Indians in the Reservation north of Woodstock occasioned some alann 
and were nolt allowed to live in the woods by themselves, but were drawn in and 
placed under the conduct of one Englishman--and only allowed to hunt under his 
charge and permission (Larned 1874, 1 :58; no citation). 

Larned may have be,en referring to Governor Samuel Shute's July 5, 1722, declaration against 
the hostile Eastern Indians, which ordered the friendly Indians to confine themselves to their 
plantations (Mass. Archives 31: 106-108). They did not confine themselves very closely, for in 
August of 1723, th4~ newspapers reported a visit to Boston, at Judge Sewall's and Judge Dudley's 
of John Quittamog, living in the Nipmuck Country near Woodstock, reckoned to be about 112 
years old. The report indicated that he had been remembered as a "very old man" for 40 years 
past by the inhabit,mts of Woodstock; Larned speculated that he was the same person as the John 
Aquiticus who occupied the school land (Larned 1874, I :58; citing News-Letter of August 29, 
1723). QUittimaug's death two years later also made the newspapers.63 

Dudley. Massach\Jg:!!~. Mandell commented that in the 1720's, " ... pre- and postwar 
connections also aI:lowed the human tide to flow west. Samuel Pegan, for example, left Natick 
to join his Chabanakongkomun relatives (in fact, the entire community became known as the 
Pegan Indians)" (.Mandelll996, 84; citing Mass. Archives 32:6-7; Acts & Resolves 1730, Ch. 28, 
3 July 1730; Manddl 1996, 219n 14). Mandell hypothesized that the Dudley settlement might 
have maintained strong elements of an aboriginal lifestyle: 

A similar sill.lation [a loose network of extended families scattered throughout the 
town] existed in Chabanakongkomun, for there are few letters or records from 
this commul1i~y, and the reserve's rich diversity--including a cedar swamp, dense 
woodlands,. and a good-sized lake--would have supported aboriginal settlement 
patterns (Mandell 1996, 85; citing only to the mid-19th century reports; Mandell 
1996, 219n 18).. 

Mandell seems to have! been unaware that the lands described by the mid-19th century report 
were a new purchase made in 1797, and not a remnant of the earlier reserve of lands in the 
central portion oftbe town of Dudley. Mandell also suggested that the emigrants from Natick 
might have influenced the lifestyle choices of their new neighbors, 

Changes in Natick's material culture rippled out to other Indian villages in the 
area. After Samuel Peg an moved to Chabanakongkomun, for example, he sold 

63June 30,172.5,. Woodstock: On the 21 instant, died near this place, John Aquittimaug, age 114 years or 
123 years; Capt. Ebent:l:er Davis, an old resident of Dudley, says that John Quittemaug lived on the east side ofa 
bare round hill. about a mile and a half southeast of Dudley Hill, known as Quittemaug or Nipmuck Hill The Boston 
News-Letter (Lamed); July 1-8, 1725, Boston News-Letter reported the death of John Aquittimaug at Woodstock on 
21 June, aged about 114 years (Lamed 1874, 1:58). 
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land in Natkk "to build a comfortable House after the English Fashion for the 
Convenien::1e of him self & his Family (Mandell 1996, 97; citing Acts & Resolves 
1730, Ch. 28, 3 July 1730; Mandell 1996, 221 n64). 

but also indicated that there was little actual evidence for continuing ties between Dudley and 
Hassanamisco: 

More hidde:rl were the persistent ties between the two Nipmuc enclaves of 
Hassanami:;co and Chabanakongkomun, even though the two were located only 
twelve miks apart. One incident spotlights the connections between the two 
groups. In 1733, the colonists in the new town of Dudley, which was created 
around the small Chabanakongkomun reserve, invited several ministers to ordain 
their new pastor, including "the Rev. Mr. Printer of Hassanamisco"--Sarah 
Printer's father. The invitation not only reveals ties between the two Nipmuc 
groups, but is our only hint that one of the Hassanamiscos was an ordained 
minister. It also points to the hidden influence of the Chabanakongkomun Indians 
on the Engl ish town, for why else would the colonists have invited a native 
minister living several towns away? (Mandell 1996, 84; citing Town Records of 
Dudley, Massachusetts, 1732-1754 (Pawtucket: The Adam Sutcliffe Co., 1893), 
18; Mandell. 1996, 219nI6). 

In fact, the town mec~ting in Dudley, February 26, 1732/1733, that led to this invitation contained 
additional information! that placed the invitation in perspective. The inhabitants agreed to raise 
25 pounds to covelr thc~ expenses of the ordination of the town's new minister, to hold it at Joshua 
Healy's house, and tlO have "Mr Joseph Edmunds hous to be the hous to provid for the minesters 
and meshoners whidb com to atend upon the ordinaitoon" (Conant 1893,97). They invited a 
fairly wide sample of neighboring clergy to attend, some of whom lived farther away than 
Grafton: "The reverlend Mr Fisk of Killingly, the reved Mr Williams of Pomfret, the Revd Mr 
Jackson ofWobom thee Revd Mr Combe II of Oxford the Revd Mr Throop of Woodstock the 
Revd Mr Cobbot of lllOmson the Revd Mr Printee of Hassanamiseco ware chosen by the Town 
to assist at the ordirlaltion of the Revemd Mr Isaac Richardson" (Conant 1893,97). Since the 
deed for the land on which the church was built provided that the Dudley Indians should always 
have free pews assigm~d in return for the gift of the land (see section IV.E.2), their influence on 
the English town was scarcely "hidden." The deed provided in particular that: 

If the TOWill of Dudley doth build a Meeting there the Indians should have some 
Convenient room to set together in when it is done. This to be in full of our 
charges towards building the meeting house, unless the town should want some 
Particular Stid:s of Timber towards the building said house, and this to be put on 
the records in Dudley Town Book as an Obligation on both Parties (Leboeuf and 
Wakefield 11929,6). 

43 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 47 of 351 



Summary Under the (r:ite~ria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

It is true that the ~v.[assachusetts Archives contain little information about the Indian settlement in 
Dudley prior to 17J5, when the series of records resumed. However, all Mandell's speculation 
ignored the substantial amount ofinfonnation about the Indians of the Dudley and Woodstock 
areas which can be ga.ined from the Woodstock, Connecticut, records of the first third of the 18th 
century and the records of the various towns and churches in the south central part of Worcester 
County, Massachus(!tts. These indicated, if nothing else, that there continued to be very strong 
ties and intermarriages between Dudley and the villages in Connecticut as well as between 
Dudley and Natick (s(:e below). 

One of the most ext~:nsive sources of information pertaining to this period results from the desire 
of the desire of Dudley, expressed at a town meeting held January 30, 1733/1734, to build a 
meeting house on th,e [ndian Joshua Pegan's old field (Dresser 1900, 117; Conant 1893, 99). The 
deed for land on top of present Dudley Hill, Dudley, Massachusetts, was dated March 20, 
1733/1734 and record,ed August 15, 1738 (Worcester County Registry of Deeds 1738, 10:230).64 
It was then known as "Pegin Hill." The four acres were to be used for the purpose ofa church, 
meeting house, and tratining ground and were accepted by vote of the town meting on March 27 
(Leboeuf and Wakefield 1929,6). It was surveyed on June 19, 1738 (Worcester county Registry 
of Deed 1738, 10:23(), the land constituting an irregular triangle at the northwest comer of the 
Indians' square milc~ ofland (copy of Chandler's Survey in Leboeuf and Wakefield 1929).65 

At present, the title: fI~lationship between the above deed for the four acres to the reservation land 
sold by the Indians .~() William Dudley in 1724 (see below) is not clear. It is possible that the 
land included in th,e 11734 deed could have been the private property of the Pegan and Aquitticus 
families: the record!; of the settlement of the estate of Samuel Pegan in the years following 1735 
certainly imply that t.he: family were private landholders in fee simple. 

Other Indian familit:s, not mentioned in the above deed, were apparently residing in the area on 
the 1730's. A survey of a road from the East Village to Dudley Hill, laid out by the selectmen on 
March 17, 1737, mentioned as a landmark not only "the Indian land" in general, but "a pitch pine 
near Collicom's wigwam" in particular (Leavens Papers). 

The Dudley (Chaubunc.rgungamaug) Reservation Deeds, 1685-1763. Chronologically, this 
section represents an excursus, and may duplicate some data presented elsewhere. It is designed 

64The Nipmuc Pc:tition indicated the date as June 30, 1734 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 51). 

65 A partial cop)' of the deed shows the signers as: Samuel Pegon, Solomen Babysuck, Joshua Peagun, 
Samuel Peagon Jr., Jos(~ph Peagon, Jonathan Pegon, Thomas Pegon, Samuel Quiticus ... [at least one line 
containing names missing'?] John Whitticus, Hannah Bollicup, Bettey Peagon. At Windham, Thompson Parish in 
Killingly, Connecticut May 3, 1734, Solomon Babesuck, Joshua Pegon, Thomas Pegon, and Samuel Quitticus four 
of the signers acknowledged the above to be their act and deed; at the same day and place Samuel Pegon Jr. and 
Solomon Pegon acknowledged the above instrument. April 30, 1734 (Worcester, 5S; A true photostatic copy of 
record, of Worcester District Registry of Deeds, Book la, page 236. Survey made 19 June 1738; Nipmuc #69B 
Suppl. 3/28/97). 
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to present a close an.alysis of the land transactions which led to the establishment of the 
Chaubunagungamaug (Dudley) reservation and its subsequent reduction to the geographical 
limits that existed in the 19th century. 

Purchase of the "1\lID!IUC country" on Behalf of the Colony of Massachusetts Bay in February 
168111682. After thee examinations oflndian title to the Nipmuc country that had been 
conducted in 1681, on February 8, 1681182, Dudley and Stoughton reported to the General Court 
that they had agree:d with the Hassanamesit and Natick Indians for the northern portion 
(Shurtleff 1854, 5 :.364) and Black James and Company for the purchase of the southern66 portion 
(Daniels 1880,34; citing Mass. Col. Rec. 5:342). On March 17, 1682, Stoughton and Dudley, 
acting on behalf df:~he colony, purchased the two large parcels, a combined total of 10,000 
square miles.67 The land description for Black James' deed has been printed (Shurtleff 1854, 
5:365-368; Freeland 1894, 127-128; citing 1 Mass. Col. Rec. 5:362-365; Mass. Archives 30:265). 
The two deeds dated February 10, 1681182, were fonnally delivered May 19, 1682, at Natick 
(Daniels 1880,36; Freeland 1894, 124). 

Reservation ofTw~~_Iracts. In the above sale, Black James and Company reserved a certain 
tract of five miles squa.re in two parcels (Place of Small Stones n.d., 21-23; citing Mass. Col. 
Rec. 5:341-343). l11C~ petition described as this reservation as 5000 acres at Quinnatisset and a 
large tract at Myanexe1t (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,50).68 The best description of the exact 
dimensions and locations of the territories reserved for Black James -and Company came, 
naturally enough, in the descriptions provided by the legal survey of the territory. Although the 
survey was made in Oc:tober 1684, after the sale of part of the territory, it was nonetheless made 

66February 10, 1682, deed, for twenty pounds, signature of Black James ofChaubunagungamaug, followed 
by 29 other signatures, "all that part of the Nipmug country, ... lying and being beyond the great ryver called 
Kuttatuck, or Nipmug [Blackstone] Ryver, and between a rainge of marked trees, beginning at said river and 
running south east till it fall upon the south lyne of the said Massachusets colony on the south, and a certaine 
imaginary lyne fowre m il,es on the north side of the road, as it now lieth, to Springfeild on the north, the said great 
river Kuttatuck ofNipmu,ck on the eastward. and the said patent Iyne on the westward" (Freeland 1894, 125; citing 
Mass. Col. Rec. 5:361). 

67February 10, 168111682, another report made by Stoughton and Dudley to the General Court stating that 
they had agreed for all die: land belonging to the Hassanamesit and Natick Indians, "lying fower miles northward of 
the present Springfield r(lad, & southward to that, have agreed betweene Blacke James & them, of which we 
advised in our late retume, wee have purchased at thirty pounds money & a coate. The southern halfe of said 
country we have purch~L!:ed ofBlacke James & Company for twenty pounds" (Freeland 1894, 123; citing I Mass. 
Col. Rec. 5:342). The c:ornrnissioners reported to the Court, "the whole tract in both deeds conteyned is in a forme 
of a triangle & reduced to a square, conteyneth a tract about fifty miles long and twenty miles wide" (Freeland 1894, 
127). 

68"In the second d€:ed there was a reservation of five miles square, to the native Indians, which might be 
chosen in two separate tracts of land. The first was on the Quinebaug river at Maanexit, three or four miles 
southerly of Chaubunagungamaug .. The other tract of land, four or five miles southeasterly of Maanexit, in the 
present town ofThomps.:m ... -1 Mass. Col. Rec., V, 488" (Freeland 1894, 127). 
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in the name of the: oniginal grantee (Freeland 1894, 128).69 A substantial portion of this reserved 
territory fell within the modem Connecticut boundaries.7o These reserved tracts were later 
confirmed to Black James and Company by the General Court on June 20, 1685 (Daniels 1892, 
5-6n6; citing Mass. Col. Rec. 5:488). By that time, however, they had already sold a substantial 
portion of them. 

This land was not a "reservation" in the modem sense of the word, which implies the existence 
of a trust relationship between an Indian tribe and the Federal Government, or between a tribe 
and a State govemment which holds title to the reservation on behalf of the tribe. Rather, 
"reservation" in these: deeds explicitly meant only that the sellers were withholding part of the 
territory from sal(~, and intended that they themselves should have it in fee simple, with all the 
rights implied by that, including the right to sell it at will. The "reservation" in the second deed 
of February 10, 168111682, stated: "Reserving always unto ourselves, our heirs and assigns, out 
of the above said grant, a certain tract of land five miles square, at such two places as we shall 
choose, to be wholly at our own use and dispose." 

In accordance witli1t:he terms of this "reservation," on April 28, 1682, a deed of Black James and 
Company conveyed to Stoughton and Dudley half of the reservation of five miles square. It 
provides the best (:v:idence of who was comprised in the "company" of Black James (Temple, 
Records of Oxford, 549; Suffolk Deeds Liber XIII 1902, 297-299; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 
50).71 On May 20,1685, Benjamin the brother of Black James & Simon Wolomp son of Black 
James, granted seisilll (Freeland 1894, 124n; citing The Huguenots in the Nipmuck Country [no 
page specified]; Freeland 1894,550). "Heirs" of Black James made another, unratified, deed in 
1686 covering ten'itory later organized into the Towns of Monson, Palmer, and Brimfield (Reese 
c 1980, [28]). 

69"Chaubunagungamaug, surveyed in October 1684, to Black James and others. It extended west from 
Chaubunagungamaug pond (from which the Indian town here took its name), over Maanexit river (French river). 
Nearly all this tract, with other lands between the towns of Oxford and Woodstock, became the property of Josepb 
Dudley, and afterwards 1ell to his sons, the Hon. Paul and William DUdley. Part of this Indian land is now within 
the limits of Thompson, Ct, and part in Dudley" (Freeland 1894, 128). 

"Plat of five Ir~Aeli square; one running from the west side ofChaubungagungamaug Pond over Mayanexit 
River containing .11 ,000 a(:res; complement of the other plat of five thousand to sixteen thousand, surveyed by John 
Gore, one at Quinnatisset ~lJld the other at Mayanexit" (Daniels 1892, 5-606; citing Mass. Col. Rec. 5 :488). 

70"This Indian Reservation was laid out in two sections--one 'at a place called Myanexet,' east oftbe 
Quinebaug, now included iin the towns of Dudley, Webster and Thompson,--the other at Quinnatisset, now the south 
part of Thompson" (LlUll,eci 1894, 1:14). 

"Most of the first reservation was subsequently conveyed to Dudley or his heirs, and a part of the land was 
incorporated in the town which received his name" (Freeland 1894, 127). 

71There are s(:ve:r~ll variant transcriptions of this deed. The 23 signatures contain more names than the text 
(Daniels 1892, 755-756; Suffolk Deeds Liber XII 1902, 297-299; Shurtleff 1854, 5:368). 
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Disposition oftheJ~eserved Lands to the Dimensions of the Mid-18th Century Reservation. 
Disposition of Indian lands in Massachusetts was controlled by the legislature and the General 
Court. On June 26, 1702, published June 28, the legislature passed "An Act to Prevent and 
Make Void Clandl~sltine and Illegal Purchases of Lands from Indians" (Province Laws 1701-02, 
Chapter 11).72 Fm1her disposition of the lands reserved by Black James and Company fell under 
its provisions. 

Black James and (~'Jmpany apparently retained the second half of the reservation made in the 
1682 deed, approximately 8000 acres, until 1707, when "the remaining full moiety of the five 
miles square const!stiing of 8000 acres" was sold by Black James et al. to William Dudley for 10 
pounds, because 6fthe "great love and good will, esteem and affections" which they bore toward 
Joseph Dudley and his family, reserving to themselves, their heirs and descendants forever, the 
right to fish,! hunt, a.nd "on great ponds or rivers necessary for their support" (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 
1984,50; Dresser 1900, 117; see also Mandell 1996, 39 citing "In the Matter of the Dudley 
Indians, Brief, Befe're the House Judiciary Committee of Massachusetts," eire. 1890, photocopy, 
Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project, Worcester, Mandell 1996, 212n58).73 The attorney for 
the Dudley Indians in 1890 asserted that this deed had never received the approbation of the 
General Court (Brid·1890). The land conveyed to Dudley in this 1707 deed comprised more 
than half of the ter:r.:tory of the town of Dudley when it was incorporated (Eddy 1912b). The 
petition submissions do not include a copy of this deed. 

The significance of this sale must be analyzed in the context of what has been seen, above, of the 
impact of the coloniall wars on the Massachusetts frontier. If, as reported by the Oxford records, 

72" ... to the intt:nt the native Indians might not be injured or defeated of their just rights and possessions, 
or be imposed on and lIbusl::d in selling and disposing of their lands, and thereby deprive themselves of such places 
as were suitable for their sc:ttlement and improvement, did, by an act and law [of June 4, 1685] ... inhibit and 
forbid all persons purchasing any lands of the Indians without the licence and approbation of the general court, ... 
[be it enacted] That all deeds of bargain, sale, lease, release or quitclaim, titles and conveyances whatsoever. of any 
lands, tenements ofhen:dlitaments within the province, as well for term of years as forever, had, made, gotten, 
procured or obtained from ,any Indian or Indians by any person or persons whatsoever, at any time or times since the 
year of our Lord one thollSlmd six hundred thirty three, without license or approbation of the respective general 

, courts ... or shall hereafter be had, made, gotten, obtained, or procured from any Indian or Indians, by any person 
or persons whomsoever, without the license, approbation and allowance of the great and general court or assembly 
of this province for the Hame, shall be deemed and adjudged in the law to be null, void and of none effect ... " 
(Province Laws 1701-1702, Chapter II). . 

73The brief desclibed it as: Black James et. Als. Sachem and tribe, for a nominal and insufficient 
consideration, conveyed to Wm. Dudley the halfpart of remaining Moiety of the reserved tract oftive miles (of 
which they held the fee) reserving to them, the Indians, their Heirs and descendants forever, the right to plant, hunt, 
and use such parts as would be necessary for their support (a reservation in fee), see Suffolk Reg., Deeds, Libro 26, 
Folio 215. There is no act "fthe Gent. Courts allowing this sale, moreover at that time the tribe were under 
Guardianship, and had been previous thereto, Chap I 0, acts 1694, 2d session, Province Laws 170 I, Chap. II, 1 st 
session. Penalty for so pun:hasing twice the value and six months imprisonment. Leases to be approved by the 
Court of sessions .. ' (In the Matter of the Dudley Indians. Brief, Before the House Judiciary Committee of 
Massachusetts c.1890). 

47 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CBN-V001-D005 Page 51 of 351 



Summary Under the Criteria, #69B, WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 

a substantial porticn of the Nipmuc families from the area had joined the Pennacook about 1700, 
combined with th«: substantial restrictions on movement, hunting, and fishing imposed by the 
General Court betwt:!c::n 1704 and 1708, the Indians may have seen little advantage in retaining 
title to the land. According to the Suffolk County, Massachusetts, records, Joseph Dudley did 
not re-sell any of I:he:se lands prior to his death on April 2, 1720 (History of Dudley, 106), which 
probably would indicate that in any case, the usage of the land did not change until that date. 
They were inherit,ed by his sons, Chief Justice Paul Dudl~y and the Hon. William Dudley, who 
began selling them to prospective settlers in 1721 (History of Dudley, 106). 

According to the 1.8'90 brief,74 on April 9, 1724, William Dudley conveyed by deed to the 
Nipmuc Indians title: [sic] to a tract ofland approximately one mile square (640 acres) which was 
part of their fonne:!' reservation, "to plant and improve," henceforth to be reckoned as the only 
reserve and exception in the deed of 1707. This square mile extended from a brook at the 
northeast comer of Isaac Newell's farm, south to the north line of Paul Dudley's Manexet farm 
(Nipmuc #69 Pet. N alT. 1984, 50-51).75 For a fairly extensive study of the location of this square 
mile, based on COpi.c::S of old deeds held by the heirs of William Dudley, see an extensive letter to 
the Webster Times by a local historian (Eddy 1912a in Leavens Papers). An 1887 newspaper 
article written in connection with the sale of the land of the Dudley/Webster Indians, however, 
indicated that it hald been a lease: "William Dudley allowed the Indians to improve land south of 
Powder Horn Brook, "so much west of the road from Woodstock to Oxford as said Indians may 
have occasion for subsisting cattle, not exceeding 15 acres, for a period of20 years, and for such 
further time as may be: agreed upon." The rent agreed upon was "one salmon trout in the month 
of May annually, if demanded on the premises'''' (Sale oflndian Land at Webster 1887). The 
1763 deed by Dudley"s heirs to Davis (see next paragraph) indicated that this 1724 document 
was a lease to the [ndians (Daniels 1892, 774-775). The petition record contains no copy of this 
deed. Therefore, BIA researchers have no way to evaluate whether it conveyed a title or lease to 
a group of Nipmuc Indians as such, or to specific individuals; and if to individuals, to whom 
(whether to identifiable descendants of Black James and Company, or possibly to persons such 
as Samuel Pagan who had come to Dudley from Natick). 

74"ln 1724, WOl. Dudley, from some design (which each one of this Committee will judge for himself, but 
leave to the Law the riigbt or wrong of, you however, will note they held a reservation in fee unconfmed by metes, 
bounds of quantity, on dus tract which by the puritanical Law of Justice had dwindled down to eight thousand acres, 
Lib. 26, Fo!. 215, sur. RD.) Made a Deed (no act of Leg. Recorded) to the Indians the contents of more than one 
square mile, title a fee bieng to them, their heirs and descendants forever (they being under Guardianship at that 
time) Suffolk Reg. Deeds, Lib. 37, Fa!. 269. Also a Deed was made ofa tract for a meeting-house in Dudley at this 
time by Indians which was found invalid, because they could not Deed without sanction of state, see Reg. Deeds B. 
59, Page 20, W.R. Dudley undertook to cure the defect but it is not cured as yet legally" (In the Matter of the 
Dudley Indians. Briel: Before the House Judiciary Committee of Massachusetts c.1890). 

75 The petition (Nipmuc #69 Pet Narr. 1984) stated that nothing was known of the other plot located near 
Thompson, Connecticut. For the prior sale of that property, see above. 
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On January 31, 1763, the heirs of Joseph Dudley sold to Edward Davis of Oxford, Massachu
setts, one square mile" "adjoining the Meeting-house in the town of Dudley," being that which 
William Dudley kased [sic] to the Indian natives April 9, 1724, excepting for said Indians 200 
acres on the east sidle thereof ... so long as they shall continue to improve the same, agreeable to 
a resolve of the Ge:1'eral Court, Jan., 1763., etc." (Daniels 1892, 774-775; citing Worcester 
Records XLIX., 3 14; the 1890 brief gave the cite as Worcester Reg., Deed Lib. 49, Folio 3l3, 
317).76 The record contains no copy of the deed nor list of the signers. A recent scholar has 
described these transactions as follows: 

... the DlAdl<:y guardians persuaded the General Court to allow William Dudley's 
heirs to purchase [sic; the transaction was a sale] two-thirds of the remaining 
reserve for Iwo hundred pounds. The Indians, they told the court, no longer 
farmed the Iract, and so had broken the stipulation on the lease obtained three 
decades bd:>re: from Dudley. The truth, however, was that the Indians had owned 
the land since 1the 1680s (see chapter 2), and that in 1724, when Dudley managed 
to shrink tlJl(~ir holdings to a square mile (in a somewhat mysterious and probably 
fraudulent marmer), he inserted the phrase 'to plant and improve' into the deed. 
the money was needed more than the land, the guardians told the court, to meet 
growing medical bills and other 'necessaries.' The court agreed to the proposal, 
and in exchange the Dudley heirs [sic; the payment was to come from the 
purchaser, Edward Davis] were to pay fifty pounds into the Indians' account 
(controlled by the guardians) and nine pounds each year as long as the Indians 
'improved' thl:: remaining land (Mandell 1996, 149-150; citing Acts & Resolves 
1762-63,Ch.184,29Jan.1763).77 

760ther descriptions of this transaction: 1763, 440 [or 444] acres of sqUare mile plot sold (Dresser 1900, 
118). Sold to Edward D~IVis by the heirs of Joseph Dudley, with pennission of the General Court (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Narr. 1984,52). "In 176:3, the Heirs of Dudley and guardians of the Indians persuaded the Genl. Court to make sale 
of the same, alleging the:y held the fee. While as a matter offact the fee was in the Indians, less 200 (201) acres, see 
Court Records Book 24, JFc,lio 543, Sect'y State's Office .... In that sale 20 pounds was paid and 9 pounds per year 
thereafter until the $500.00 was paid in by act ... " (In the Matter of the Dudley Indians. Brief, Before the House 
Judiciary Committee of Ma-ssachusetts c.1890, 2). 

77"Like the other two inland communities, the Indians in Dudley held a diminishing amount of land. Stiles 
wrote that of 'a Mile square in the Center of Dudley reserved for Indians ... about 25 Acres are lately sold by 
Pennission of the Gem:ral Assembly.' In fact, in 1763 William Dudley's heirs had purchased [sic, the transaction 
was a sale] not 25 but 440 llcres, or two-thirds of the Indians' 'Mile Square.' Only thirty-five years later, all but 26 
acres were sold to cove:r debts and to 'give the town Liberty to act and dispose of [the Indians'] Interests as they do 
with their other Poor'" (Mandell 1996, 168; citing Dexter, Itineraries of Ezra Stiles, 228; Acts & Resolves 1762-63, 
Ch. 184,29 Jan. 1763; John Chamberlain, Dudley, to the Massachusetts legislature, in documents relating to 
Unpassed Senate Legislation, no. 2151,12 Feb. 1796, Massachusetts Archives; Mandell 1996, 231024, 231025, 
231n26). 
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The defect in Mand(:lll's analysis of the transactions lay in his ignorance of the 1707 deed of sale. 
Its provisions eliminate any mystery that might apply to the subsequent 1724 transaction. 
Mandell made the foll.owing argument concerning the economic impact of the sale: 

The Indians who remained in the shrinking reserve mixed fann labor and 
subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering, an economy quite different from that 
of their rebtives in Natick and Grafton. The Chaganakongkomuns could 
maintain tt1C!seolder ways because their isolated village lay far from colonial 
roads, in the: middle of a forested valley guarded by two high hills, with 
substantifll n:sources, including a cedar swamp and a large lake (Mandell 1996, 
168-169). 

The BIA researchers: have not located any documentation concerning this hypothesis concerning 
a distinction betwecm the economy of the Indians at Dudley compared to those of the Indians at 
Natick and Grafton. The limited documentation located indicated a considerable similarity (see 
below). 

The Dudley (Chaubunagungamaug) Reservation under the Colonial Government of 
Massachusetts, 1735-.1785. For no apparent reason, after nearly a quarter-century of very sparse 
mentions, the Indians residing in the vicinity of Dudley, Massachusetts, reappeared in the 
Massachusetts records beginning in approximately 1735. It is not known whether the sparse 
mentions in the pr:ior period were because they were not recorded, or because the currently 
existing record seri es is incomplete. 

The various guardians of the Dudley Indians mentioned in the records prior to the Act of 1746 
were presumably appointed by the governor of the colony under the Act of 1693. However, no 
records were located pertaining to their selection and appointment. During the 1730's, all of the 
Dudley Indians appearing in the Massachusetts records held land at Natick. From a legal 
standpoint, they may have appeared in the records under guardianship because of the Natick 
connection. 

General Court Req!rds Prior to 1746. All of the records in this section, even when specifying 
that an Indian was "of Dudley," indicated that he or she had rights to property in Natick. It may 
be that prior to the General Court's Act of 1746, the Chaubunagungamaug Indians as such, if 
they did not hold land at Natick, were not, in fact, under guardianship, and their transactions 
therefore did not falltmder the supervision of the General Court. Certainly there is no indication 
that the 1734 Pegan dc~ed for the church lands at Dudley required approval. It would be desirable 
to search the land Ir,~c:ords of Suffolk County7S and Worcester County before 1746 for additional 
deeds. 

78The printed series of Suffolk Deeds terminates in 1684; transactions subsequent to that date must be 
searched in microfilm:s of the original deed books. 
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Samuel Pegan was thc~ man described by Mandell (see above) has having left Natick during the 
1720's to 'join his ;~datives" at Chaubunagungamaug. He was dead by November 19, 1735, 
when two of his sons, Jonathan Pegan and Isaac Pegan, on behalf of the heirs, petitioned for a 
General Court order fior the sale of the estate (Mass. Archives 31 :265-266, 268-269; Mass. Acts 
& Resolves XII, 1735·36, 208). Subsequent records, such as the January 1739/40 memorial of 
John Chandler Esq. & Mr. William Lyon, upon the petition of Jonathan & Isaac Peg an, two of 
the sons of Samuel Pe:gan of Dudley, Indian (Acts and Resolves 659), did not indicate that the 
family was maintaining a traditional economic lifestyle in the "Chaubunagungamaug enclave": 

The said dleceased at his death left a widow (who is since dead) and five sones 
and two da.ughters the youngest Son lives with ye Revd Mr. How of Dudley and is 
in his 14th ylear, the two Daughters live with Mr Morris, the youngest of whom is 
in her 17th Year the Eldest son is marryed but has no children, the second is also 
married and has two children, the third follows the sea some times and altho 
married has no children, the fourth son is a single man of about 22 years of age 
who also talks of going to Sea (Mass. Archives 31, 265-270). 

The petitioners queried whether the money from the land sale should be divided, as the older 
sons wished, or put at interest; it was ordered to be put at interest. The associated documents 
included a copy of the earlier 1735 petition from Isaac and Jonathan Pegan for sale of a lot at 
Natick (MA State Arc:hives, Mass. Archives 31, 265-270). A few years later, another petition 
provided further illumination of the complicated interconnections and residency patterns, not 
only of the heirs, hut also of the guardians, when in 1745-46, Samuel Pegan, Jonathan Pegan, 
Solomon Pegan, Hannah Pegan and Patience Pegan, children of Samuel Pegan late of Dudley, 
Indi~ decd., nott:d that the General Court had impowered John Chandler Esqr. and William 
Lyon both of Woodstock to sell land in Natick. Both of these men were now deceased, so they 
requested that that J:abez Lyon of Woodstock or some other person be impowered to conduct the 
sale (Acts and Resolves 523-524). A few years later, the 1757 will of Abigail Quittocus of 
Dudley named sevl~ral of these children of Samuel Pegan as her cousins. The real estate and 
personal property --- household possessions and clothing - that she bequeathed to them also 
indicated that her economic status and lifestyle were very similar to those of her non-Indian 
neighbors, and typical for a middle-class woman of the time and place (Dresser 1900, 118-119; 
Now and Then c.1932, 67).79 Almost all of the persons listed on reports of the guardians as 

79Such cultuml adaptation is not in itself negative evidence for Federal acknowledgment under the 25 CFR 
Part 83 regulations. There: have been several variant transcriptions of this document. 

Dudley, Septc:t1llber 19, 1757. 
The last willnnd Testament of abigail quittocus of Dudley, I being by the providence of"god, layed upon a 

sic bead and in a langu ishing condition and thinking myself drawing naigb to the gates of the grave, and being of 
Sound Mind, I am clilled and disposed to give away my temporal estate that god in his providence has been pleased 
to bless me with; and in the first place I commit my body to the Dust and my soul to god who gave it; fIrSt I appoint 
My Cousin Jonathan Pagan, executor to fulfil this my will and order him to decently bury my body after my death; 
and to pay all my just Depts, 2dly, I give unto my Cousin Jonathan Pagan all my Real Estate hous and barn and 
improved land, 3dly I ·:>rd,er so much of my Iiveing stock sold as to pay all my Depts,; 4thly I give the rest of my 
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Dudley Indians, bc~t,,,,c~en 1768 and 1774, were descendants of this Natick-connected Pegan 
family. 

Overseers and Re(~)rds of the Dudley Reservation. 1746-1785. In 1746, an act of the 
Massachusetts Bay legislature called "Better Regulating the Indians" provided for the 
appointment of three people for each plantation to act as guardian. "The guardian had the power 
of a justice of the ]peace and could lease out land on the plantation not in use by Native People" 
(Reese c1980, [36)).80 Under this bill, Grafton (Hassanamisco) and Dudley (Chaubunagung
amaug) were pai~t':d. [n subsequent years, however, the two groups came to have different 
guardians, althOljgh there is no record of a formal separation by legislative act. Further measures 
concerning the sale of Indian lands were passed in the spring of 1748.81 The 1746 measure was 
elaborated on 1uO(: 12 and 13, 1758, by a bill providing that there be three guardians near every 
Indian plantation to allot lands to the Indians and guard against trespass; also, to regulate 
incomes and expenditures in behalf of the tribes; and that no sale or lease of Indian property was 
to be made except by consent of the guardians (Mass. Archives 33:64-66). 

The records of the .Malssachusetts legislature provide a full record of the men who were chosen 
as guardians of the Dudley Indians between 1746 and the Revolution «Acts & Resolves XIV, 39; 
1746/1747, Acts a.nd Resolves 694; Mass. Archives 32:350; Mass. Archives 32:453; Doughton's 

live stock to my two c:ollsins hannah quittocus and Patience Pagan to be Equily divided between them; 5thly I give 
unto my cousin hanm.h qUlittocus my calico gown, also my quilted potecots [petticoats] and best pare ofstojs [stays] 
a long cloak, also my peat [great] cheast and Iron pots and 2 woolJin blankets, silk hood and a white apron also my 
blue camblet Riding hood and frying pan. 6thly I give to my cousin Patience pagan my silk gown my bead [bed] 
and beadstead cord and ,cClverlid [coverlet] and two blankets and Iron Kettle; and myoid pare ofstojs and myoid 
black silk hood and cOl:tt~n handkerchief and an apron and Iron tongs; 7thly I give to my cousin Patience, Sam 
Pagan's wife on of my gounds [gowns]; 8thly I give unto my cousin Martha Pagan Joseph's wife one of my gounds. 
9thly I give uno I my eosin hanna Pagan, Thomas pagans widow one of my gounds [gowns], This is my mind and 
last will to be Don, Her(:u:nto I set my hand abigail quittocus, In presence of us, William Carter, Elkanah Day, 
Jonathan Hewell (Dre:sster 1900, 118-119; Now and Then c.1932, 67 [spelling of name corrected from "quittocur" to 
"quittocus"]). [capitali~ltion sic] 

80 According to Mandell, the act authorized, "the appointment of three guardians for each native enclave in 
the colony. These gu,a.rdi~lDs were given the power not only to act as justices and to manage the community's 
account, but also to taJte ilmd that the Indians were not using and lease it to white farmers or cattlemen. Guardians 
were to submit annual rc:ports to the court-few of which are extant, if they were ever submitted. Three men were 
elected by a joint mec:ting of the Governor's council and assembly for eight Indian communities (or cluster of small 
enclaves): Natick, Plymouth, Pembroke, and Middleborough; Stoughton (Punkapoag); Yarmouth, Harwich and 
Eastham (Potawaumacut):, Grafton and Dudley; Mashpee, Barnstable, Sandwich, and Falmouth; Martha's Vineyard; 
and Nantucket. " As a rc:sult, Dudley, Mashpee, and other Indian enclaves in the commonwealth suddenly found 
their land and fortunes controlled by outsiders" (Mandell 1996, 144). 

81February l~, 19,1747/1748; an order of the General Court that the committee frame a bill designed to 
protect the Indians in the disposal of their lands (Mass. Archives 31 :564-564a); March 2, 1747/1748. Resolve of the 
General Court that th~: guardians of the Indians must endorse future petitions of the Indians for the sale of their 
lands (Mass. Archives 31 :567). 
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index, Mass. Archives 33 :76; Journals of the House of Representatives of Massachusetts 1770-
1771 1978, 148; lr'kzss. Archives 33:602; Mass. Archives 33:602; Journals of the House of 
Representatives of,\l.fassachusetts 1773-1774 1981, 106, 108).). For names and details, see the 
draft technical report for petition #69B. 82 If collections of the private papers of any of these 
individuals exist in manuscript repositories, it is possible that they might contain additional 
infonnation on Chaubunagungamaug/Dudley in the mid-18th century. 

Actions Taken by :~lC~ Overseers and Legislature. 1746-1785. Like the earlier records, the 
documents from this period indicate numerous continuing interactions between the Indians of 
central Worcester County, only some of whom were "Dudley Indians," and Natick. The 
continuing records jJ,ertaining to the settlement of the estate of Samuel Bowman never indicated 
that he was, jurisdictionally, a "Dudley Indian," but only that he was a Natick property holder 
whose extended family resided in various towns of Worcester County. He did not reside at 
Dudley, but at or near Worcester itself, as indicated by a June 20, 1743, authorization by a 
committee of the Gem:ral Court for guardians to sell land purchased from Samuel Bowman of 
Worcester, an Indian proprietor at Natick (O'Brien 1990, 271), in behalf of Moses and Joshua 
Waban (Mass. ArchivE~s 31:444). Bowman did have ties to Chaubunagungamaug: the husband 
of one of his daughters was Joseph Pegan of Dudley (Mass Archives 32:607; Mass. Archives 
32:316-318; Mass. Archives 32:316-318; Acts and Resolves 668; Mass Archives 33:128; Acts 
and Resolves, XVU, ,chap. 223 of 1764-65, pp. 605-606). Similarly, John Ephraim of Natick 
had married a Dudiley woman (O'Brien 1990,299-300; Mandell 1996, 166-167). Elizabeth 
(Brooks) Lawrence: Senah was a Natick Indian residing at Dudley, but never appeared in the 
records of the Dudlley guardians (Mandell 1996, 170-171, 235n127; see the draft technical report 
for petition #69B for timher details). 

Several guardians' reports from 1768 to 1774 reported on disburSements of Dudley funds and 
indicated the names of the beneficiaries. "The guardians' accounts reflect these small numbers 
[as given by Ezra Stiles], for one year after Stiles's visit six households obtained assistance, half 
headed by apparently unmarried women" (Mandell 1996, 168; citing Mass. Archives 33:46:3; 
Mandell 1996, 231 n23). 83 The 1793 resolve on the petition of Thomas Pegan indicated that his 

82For further dt:tilHs and citations to sources, see the draft technical report. 

830n March 1 and 3. 1768, those listed on the account, approved by a committee and accepted by the 
General Court, were: SflJ1l1Uel Pagon & family, Thomas Awonsamug, Patience Pagon for nursing, Mary Pagon & 
son & daughter; John Ephraim & Mary [sic] his wife; Anna Pagon (Mass. Archives 33:463). An account from 
March 1767 onwards, presented April 9 and approved April 12. 1770, showed "Patience Pagan; Samuel Pagon; 
Samuel Pagon his garl, fl pair of shoes; Thomas Awonsamug & Hannah his Wives acct; Mary Pagan when sick at 
Worcester; Awonsamug when sick & his funeral; Simon Peagon; Samll Peagon; Hannah Awansamog, Anna 
Peagon, Patience Pagan, Esther Peagon" (Mass. Archives 33:518-520). Fewer names, but no different names, 
appeared on the account settled April 16 and 21, 1772 (Mass. Archives 33:551-552; Journals. of the House of 
Representatives of Massachusetts 1771-17721979,147), and the one settled February 14 and 24,1774 (Journals of 
the House of Representatives of Massachusetts 1773-1774 1981, 179; see also Journals of the House of 
Representatives of Massachusetts 1773-17741981, 193). 
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lands had been "set off' to him approximately 1777, but that in the intervening years, he had not 
received any incom: fi'om the guardians for their rent (see below). BIA researchers found no 
record of any "settiing off' of the Dudley lands to individuals during this period. 

Population. During th,:;: mid-18th century, the guardians' records show only a small population 
at Dudley. Mandell concluded that, "The Chabanakongkomuns, in Dudley, shared the 
demographic decline and some of the economic problems of their cousins in Natick and 
Hassanamisco. According to the enclave's guardians in 1763, the Indians 'are now mostly 
Females,' and mOI~e of their land needed to be sold in order to meet growing medical bills and 
other 'necessaries'!' (Mandell 1996, 168; citing Acts & Resolves 1762-63, Ch. 184,29 Jan. 1763; 
Mandell 1996,231[21). For more information on the 1763 report, see the discussion of the sale 
of land by the Dudlc:y heirs to Edward Davis, discussed above. The names mentioned by the 
guardians appear to have been only those persons who received some form of assistance from 
the Dudley funds under their supervision: they did not represent an enumeration of the total 
population. However, no other records were found to indicate that the total population was' 
significantly larger. 

In the 1765 census of Massachusetts, the distribution of non-white population for Worcester 
County did not show a large number oflndians overall (12 males and 14 females). Neither did it 
indicate a really larg€: number of African-Americans with whom Indians might have been 
amalgamated by white neighbors, although the overall total for that sub-population was larger. 
The copy located by the BIA researcher (Benton 1905,45) omitted the Town of Dudley's 
statistics. They af(~~ supposedly available from another manuscript (Mass. Archives 58), but this 
data was not submittc:dl by the petitioner. In May of 1767, "Ezra Stiles found 'now Ten families 
or less. Diminished three quarters in Memory. Mr. Gleason of Dudley says there are but Two 
Men, & inclusive c,f1these but nine Souls Indians now living.'" (Mandell 1996, 168; citing 
Dexter, Itineraries of Ezra Stiles 228; Mandell 1996, 231 n. 22). 

A January 1, 1774, report on the Indian population of Windham County, Connecticut, indicated: 

Towns 

Canterbury 
Coventry 
Pomfret 
Killingly 
Lebanon 
Mansfield 
Plainfield 
Voluntown 
Windham 
Woodstock 

Males 
under 20 
1 

Males over 20 Females Females over 20 Total 
under 20 
7211 
2 2 

2 4 3 2 12 
2 4 I 5 12 
9 5- 4 3 21 
3 6 I 2 12 
9 8 3 5 25 
2 3 1 6 
2 7 3 7 19 

.!1 ..2 1. ..2 ~ 
43 47 31 37 158 

(The Number oflndiam. iin Connecticut. From "An Account of the Number ofInhabitants" in that Colony, taken 
January I, 1774, and Pu blished by Order of the General Assembly, Collections of the Massachusetts Historical 
Society 1809, 10:118). 
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The number of Indians in the town of Woodstock by itself, 38, was considerably larger than the 
total number of Indialils reported for Worcester County, Massachusetts, nine years earlier. On 
the basis of the documentation available to BIA researchers for preparation of this report, there 
was no way to determine what proportion of these Indians were tied by ancestry, marriage, or 
social structure to the Dudley Indians in Massachusetts. 

After 1735, data concerning the births, marriages, and deaths of the Dudley Indians began to 
appear in the vital n::cords of various towns. The marriages, births, and deaths mentioned in this· 
context account for most of the persons mentioned in the guardians' records and the petitions 
submitted to the General Court, and also for most of the persons mentioned in the will of Abigail 
Quittocus. They ref,er to some additional spouses from Natick, and confirm that the Quittocus 
family, under a vari{:~y of phonetic spellings, was still residing at Woodstock.84 The vital records 
from all the towns of the area do not provide any indication that there were significant numbers 
of Indian residents in addition to those found in the centralized records of the colony (Systematic 
History Fund 1908; Vltal Records of Woodstock 1686-18541914,66,286; O'Brien 190,299, 
308,311; Vital Records of Sturbridge 1906, 175,291; Worcester Probate Registry: Ser. A, Case 
#32910; Systematic: History Fund 1904b, 57; see draft technical report for petition #69B for 
additional details). 

Of the men who were identified on the accounts of the Dudley guardians between 1768 and 
1774, at least three: slerved in the army during the American Revolution. One of these, Joseph 
Pegan, survived until 1819 and collected a pension under the act of 1818, still a resident of 
Dudley (Massachusetts Soldiers and Sailors 1901, 12; Nipmuc Pet. #69A Suppl., Index to 
Dudley Guardians Accounts; NARA M-804, Jason Phipps Deposition, Nipmuc Pet~ #69A 
Suppl.; Systematic Jlistory Fund 1908, 277).8S The other two, Samuel Pegan and Eleazer Pegan, 
apparently never n:tumed to Dudley after the Revolution (Massachusetts Soldiers and Sailors 
1901, 12-13). 

Documents Reflec11ng the Existence of Political Leadership. On June 12 and 14, 1758, on 
petition of Nanny Pagan and other Dudley Indians complaining of the unjust actions of their 

84The one COll/lC~cticut Indian described as a "Dudley" Indian for whom significant amounts of infonnation 
was submitted during this: period was Mary (nicknamed Molly) (Pegan) Pollock Woodland, who resided in the part 
of Killingly that later bec,we the town of Thompson, Connecticut. The data came from her application for a 
Revolutionary War pemion. in right of her first husband (NARA M-804; Nipmuc Pet. #69A, BIA historian's site 
visit) and from the statc:ments of a granddaughter at the time the Earle Report was compiled, 1859-1861. She has 
no descendants in the cun,e:nt petitioner (#69B). The data will therefore not be discussed in detail here, but rather in 
the proposed finding for petitioner #69A. In the post-revolutionary period, descendants of Mary (Pegan) Pollock 
Woodland settled in Rhode Island. However, there is no evidence that there were any Dudley-associated Indians in 
Rhode Island during th'e Im:-Revolutionary era. . 

85See also: 1819 PEGAN and PEAGAN, Joseph, Dudley, Administration 45844 (Worcester Co., MA, 
Index to Probate Records vol. 2). No copy ofthis administration was submitted in petition #69, #69A, or #69B. 
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guardians86 and reqU(~sting the discharge of the said guardians and appointment of new men, the 
·General Court passe:d an order for the investigation.87 The specific complaints were that their 
guardians had deprived them of many rights and overcharged them in a list of debts. A 
committee that heard the complaint advised an investigation and the Court appointed a 
committee to go to Dudley and investigate (Mass. Archives 33:61-63). Unfortunately, no record 
or report of the investigation at Dudley has been located. 

On January 27, 17?4" a "Number of the Dudley Indians" submitted a petition "praying that a 
Guardian may be ~ppointed for them." This was done the following day (Journals of the House 
ofRepresentative$ ~lMassachusetts 1773-1774 1981, 106, 108). The documents in the record 
do not indicate tHat the Indians expressed any preference as to the choice of guardian. 

The Dudley (Chaublmagungamaug) Reservation under Supervision of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, 1785··1861. Aside from the few documents recording individual military service, 
the Dudley Indians welre not mentioned in Massachusetts records for the duration of the 
Revolution. The fir:;t reappearance in the records, in January 1793, was a resolve dealing with 
the petition of ThoImls Pegan, a Dudley Indian, requesting that the guardians furnish him the 
income due from hi~i lands, since he had been at considerable expense in supporting his mother 
during her last illne:~:s (Massachusetts Resolves 1793, 622; Massachusetts State Archives, Acts 

86Signers of the: ,complaint were: Joseph Pagan, Samuel Pagan, Eleazer Pagan, Hannah Quitticus, Nanny 
Pagan, Mary Pagan, Esttll:r Pagan, Deborah Pagan, Pashants Pagan, and Sarah Pagan (Mass. Archives 33:61; see 
also Acts and Resolves n 1). They denied that they signed a 1757 petition and mentioned the guardian's "taking 
away grass & fruit of Jonathan Pagan's plantation anno 1756 at that time Joseph Pagan had Jonathan's power of 
attorney during his abs'e flee in his Majestie's service" (Mass. Archives 31 :61). This power of attorney from one 
relative to another agaifl implies that the Dudley Indians had long been accustomed to handling their legal affairs 
and real estate without guardianship. Mandell may have been referring to this unlocated 1757 petition in the 
following passage: "A few years later the Chabanakongkomuns, now usually called the Dudley Indians, for the 
English town that surroundl::d their 640-acre reserve, reported a more elaborate fraud. Their guardians had asked 
the legislature to approve some debts 'said to be owed by us,' and had submitted a petition supporting the request 
that 'is said to be signed by at least some of us, but both were done without our knowledge or permission.' There is 
no other record ofthis ipeltition, which either shows that the Indians were mistaken or, more likely, reminds us that 
we have only a partiall'(:cord of this period" (Mandell 1996, 149; citing Mass. Archives 33:61-62; Mandell 1996, 
228nI55). 

87Mandell ind:i(:a.tes, citing the same source: "The Chabanakongkomuns told the General Court that in 
1756 their guardians b~ld 'taken 'the grass and fruit of our land'--probably not fraud but the sale and leasing of 
'surplus' to other wbite~ -- 'particularly of Jonathan Pagan's plantation.' Pegan had given use of his land and 
control of his affairs to ~Ilrellative, Joseph Pegan, while Jonathan left to join the colonial militia, but the guardians 
refused to recognize Joseph's claim and leased the land to whites" (Mandell 1996, 148). The BIA researcher did not 
locate any such lease in the record. 

"In 1758, the ])udley Indians complained not only that their guardians had submitted false charges, but 
also that they had failed to prevent other whites from poaching wood and timber. Perhaps the guardians' error was 
neglect rather than fraud, fCir they were also responsible for the Hassanamiscos in Grafton--but neglect can be 
deliberate, particularly when racism is a factor. Indeed, the Nipmuc guardians did not neglect the opportunity to 
profit, for the Dudleys also charged them with grazing their cattle in the Indians' fields and pastures without 
permission or compensation" (Mandell 1996, 149; citing Mass. Archives 33:61-63; Mandell 1996, 228nI57). 
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and Laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 1792-1793,622, Resolves 1793.--January 
Session, Chapter 37A. * [* = Not printed in previous editions.]; see also, Acts and Laws of the 
Commonwealth o/Massachusetts 1792-1793,475: same order dated 23 September 1793). 

Reduction of the l:~eservation Land. Mandell indicated that in the late 18th century, the status of 
the Dudley Indians' land base underwent a major change, in that, "All but 26 acres were sold to 
cover debts and to 'give the Town Liberty to act and dispose of [the Indians'] Interests as they do 
with their other Poor'" (Mandell 1996, 168; citing John Chamberlain, Dudley, to the 
Massachusetts legi51ature, in documents relating to Unpassed Senate Legislation, no. 2151, 12 
Feb. 1796, Massachusetts Archives; Mandell 1996, 231 n26). This is not an accurate description 
of the land transactions. In fact, on June 7 (Brief c.1890, 3, says June 17), 1797, all of the 200 
acres of land which remained after the sale of 440 acres to Edward Davis in 1763 was conveyed 
to Levi Davis, of Charlton, to satisfy debts of $300 owed by the Indians.88 The deed was signed 
by the guardians, lemuel Corbin, Mark Dodge, and John Healy. On his part, Davis deeded to 
the Commonwealth a different tract of land in Dudley Township of 26 acres, 58 rods and agreed 
to pay, or secure the payment of, $667.00 [sic in Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984; Briefc.1890, 3, 
says $1,667] plus interest into the state treasury for the benefit of the Indians.89 The sale was 
completed June 17 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,53, 78). 

By this transaction. lthe physical locale of the Dudley Indians' land base, which since at least 
1724 had been in tll(~ immediate neighborhood of the church in Dudley, Massachusetts, was 
transferred to a site m:ar Lake Chaubunagungamaug which would, with the establishment of 
Webster in 1832, If:lll into a different town (Webster was constituted from what had been the 
eastern portion of Dudley and a small part of Oxford). The record submitted for petitions #69, 
#69A, and #69B contains no copy of this deed and no evidence concerning which individual 
Indians may have hdd interests in the land at the time. 

At the time of the 1797 sale, the Dudley guardians still received, as annual income, the payment 
agreed to at the time: of the earlier 1763 sale. It was not until 1814, pursuant to a resolve of the 
legislature, that the he:irs of Edward Davis agreed to pay to the Commonwealth the sum of $500 
pounds in commutation of the annual sum due from the estate stemming from the 1763 

88"In 1797, June 17th, the Guardians with Levi Davis, persuaded the Geo'I-Court to sell the remainder of 
the square mile, allegirlB; Levi Davis held the fee (not the use of the fraudulent term fee in the fonner prayer of 
1763, a Kismet the wo:,c\ fee for those kind of persons apparently), the Comnonwealth [sic] obliging allowed sale 
giving him a title in fe:c (thus he held two fees). " See pet. State house Sec'y office and Worcester Reg. Deeds, 
Book 132, Page 22. "InlC= (:onsideration was $300.00 claimed by the Guardians, due them from the Indians, 
$1667.00 [sic] paid into the state treasury for the benefit of the Indians" (Brief c. 1 890, 3). 

89For location of this line relative to the Connecticut state line and surrounding landowners in 1831, see 
map (Leavens Papers n.d.). 
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purchase.90 The int(:n~st on this 1814 commutation payment was to be paid annually out of the 
state treasury to the guardians of the Indians until such time as the Dudley Indians should 
become extinct (1'fipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,80). The two sets of later disbursement records 
pertaining to the Dudlley Indians resulted from these two separate funding sources: one set was 
for the funds resulting from the sale of the 26 acres ofland; the other set was for the capital in 
the interest-bearing fund resulting from the various stages of the Edward Davis sale between 
1763 and 1814. 

Personnel of the [~ldley Guardians. The names of the Dudley guardians for this period are 
known (Dudley Guardians' Accounts, Nipmuc #69A Pet. Suppl; Worcester County, 
Massachusetts Probatle Records; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,53; Briggs Report 1849,43; 
Resolves of the General Court 1838,674; Acts and Resolves Passed by the General Court of 
Massachusetts 184B, 835; Acts and Resolves 1849, Chap. 21; Acts & Resolves Ch. 21; Nipmuc 
#69 Pet. Suppl. 1994, Ex.; for detailed listing of names by year see the draft technical report for 
Petition #69B). It is possible that collections of private papers of these men might have 
additional informa.tion on developments. 

Data Concerning Qudley Indians from 1800 to the 1849 Bri~s Report. Petitioner #69A 
submitted photocopies of the Dudley/W ebster guardians' accounts for the first half of the 19th 
century. The series ib<:gan with accounts dated May 11-30, 1801, for disbursement of income 
which accrued to the: guardians of the Dudley Indians from the estate of Edward Davis (see 
discussion of land 5:311<: transactions, above). The guardians' records indicate receipt of some 
additional income from the state, with no explanation of its source or reason why it was provided 
to the guardians (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,81). The disbursements were not entirely to 
beneficiaries to the fund: many represented the payment of bills to persons who were not Dudley 
Indians for the provision of supplies, services, and medical care (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Suppl,). 
Beginning in 1803, the accounts began to list more names of individual beneficiaries (Nipmuc 
Pet. #69A, Index to Dudley Guardian Records; for names and dates see the draft technical report 
for petition #69B). 

The names of the h:ndiciaries cannot be equated with a listing of the people who were residing 
on the 26 acres of thle reservation for this time period, since some entries in the records clearly 
indicate that benefits were extended and expenditures made on behalf of individuals who lived 
elsewhere (Nipmuc Pc::t. #69A Suppl.). The accounts for 1808-1809 showed the first appearance 
of the Sprague (or Sparrow) family, from which the majority of the petitioner's members 
descend, in the reserv~ltion accounts (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Suppl., Index to Dudley Guardian 
Accounts). Israel Sprague, direct ancestor of most of the petitioner's members, was first named 

90See Acts & Resolves J 762-63. Ch. 184, 29 Jan. 1763. The petition gave a date 11 years later for this 
commutation payment 1825. June 24, the heirs of Edward Davis (purchaser of Dudley Indian land in 1763) agreed 
to pay to the Commonwc:ailth $500 pounds in commutation of the annual payments to the Indians of nine pounds 
under the tenns of the c,riginal purchase (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 80). The total of both trust funds amounted 
to $2,199.84. 
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in the guardians' re(;ords in 1825-1826,91 with his name continuing to appear in subsequent years 
(Dudley Guardians' Accounts 1827-1834). 

The guardians' accounts do not contain any notations to explain the appearance of new names in 
the records. The aplPt!arance of some, such as Peter Mevus or Nevus, can be accounted for by in
marriage (Systematic History Fund 1908, 170; NARA M-252, Roll 3, 1810 U.S. Census, 
Windham County., Connecticut, Town of Thompson; NARA M-33, Roll 54, 1820 U.S. Census, 
Town of Dudley, W OJ'cester County, Massachusetts, 9), but others, such as the 1819 listing of 
Esther Humphrey,92 cannot. Matilda Hull, probably descended from the Molly (or Polly) 
Ephraim listed in 180.5, was first mentioned in the guardians' accounts in 1825. She had 
married ten years ,earlier, being at that time a resident of Sturbridge, another town in southern 
Worcester County (Systematic History Fund 1908, 143); in the 1820 census, she and her 
husband had lived in the Town of Woodstock, Connecticut (NARA M-33, Roll 3, 1820 U.S. 
Census, Windham Co., CT, 397). The accounts continued to be under the supervision of the 
Dudley selectmen until 1832, when the town of Webster was formed from the town of Dudiey. 
The accounts henceforth were reviewed by the Selectmen ofWebster.93 The change in 
jurisdiction did not result in any significant change in the lists of beneficiaries of the funds. 
However, in 1835, 'the selectmen of Webster did provide a document, addressee unknown (to 
whom it may concern) listing all the individuals whom they considered to be members of the 
Dudley Tribe of Indians at that date. It apparently comprised the first known attempt at a census, 
totalling 36 individuals (Dudley Guardians' Accounts 1835). After the preparation of this 1835 
census, no new familly lines appeared on the guardians' disbursement records, and no new 
individuals who carmot be documented as members of the immediate family of prior 

91 May 15, 1826,· Roll 95, Acc't 72 - Dudley - $194.51. Accounts for: Edward Peagan, Luke Jaha, 
Bridget Jaha, Isreal Sprellgue. General Accounts for 1825-26: Isreal Sprague (begins Aug. 1825), Luke Jaha, 
Bridget Jaha, Freelove Jaha, Edward Peagan, Esther Humphrey, Betsey Peagan (#69A Index to Dudley Guardian 
Accounts). Also writt~:n as Israel Spragin. 

92 According to the 1860 census she was born about 1760; according to her death record, about 1763; 
according to the Brigg:! RelP0rt and Earle Report, about 1775. She died October 12, 1860, at Spencer, 
Massachusetts. The bir:hs of the children of Thomas and Esther Humphrey appeared in the vital records of Barre, 
Massachusetts, beginnmg iIB 1795 (Systematic History Fund 1903a). Her family was listed on the 1820 census 
under the name of ThonulS Umphry (NARA M-33, Roll 55,1820 U.S. Census, Worcester County, Massachusetts, 
Town of Spencer, 157). 

A descendant WI'Olte that the family had lived "in the Brooldields," the children were told they were 
"Quabog Indians," and lhat their identification with Dudley was an "interesting story in itself' (Oarr to Wise Owl, 
undated, Nipmuc Pet. #69E: Suppl. June 1997, 1990's folder). The letter did not include the "interesting story." The 
maiden name of "Peginy" or Pegan for Esther Humphrey is undocumented other than by her death record. Barre is 
some 20 miles northwest of the city of Worcester; Spencer some 10 miles to the west of Worcester and 20 miles 
northwest of DudleyfWI:bsler. A son, Aaron Humphrey, appeared on the 1840 census of Charlton (NARA M-704, 
Roll 200, 1840 U.S. Ce:nsus, Worcester County, Massachusetts, Town of Charlton, Frame 0071). 

93The BIA historian examined the microfilmed records of Webster town meetings from 1832 through 
1863, locating all entrie!: un.der the heading of "Paupers" (there were no entries under a heading of "Indian''). None 
were found to be relevant to the petitioner (LDS Microfilm 935,983, Worcester County, Massachusetts). 
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beneficiaries, until the publication of the Briggs Report in 1849 (Dudley Guardians' Accounts 
1836-1849). 

One piece of hearsay evidence (Bergner c.1990) provides a second-hand description of the 
lifestyle on the reservation in the first half of the 19th century. In his reminiscences concerning 
the author George 'Washington Sears (1821-1890), who was born in the Oxford Gore near what 
would later be the We:bster town boundary, he stated that: 

There was a f(::rnnant of the NIPMUCK tribe still in existence, about thirty-six, 
where they spent most of their time hunting, fishing, making baskets, setting 
snares for rabbits and grouse. Old Ja-ha was the head man of the tribe and he was 
past ninety years 01d.94 

The best indian [sic] of the tribe was INJUN LEVI9s as the whites called 
him, but to his tribe he was known as NESSMUK. Their reservation was on. 
Nipmuck-pond now owned by the 200 Sportsman Club. 

NESSMUK was probably twenty- twenty two years old and George Sears 
was about five: years old. Nessmuk was a fine speciman of a man as anyone has 
ever seen his e:qual. Nessmuk used to take George on his well fonned shoulders, 
a little legoIli (:ach side of his neck, and George would hold on to Nessmuk's long 
black hairftJr dear life, and show him the ways of the forest ... Those indians 
[sic] passed away. When George went back to look for Nessmuk's grave, no one 
knew the spot" (Bergner c.1990; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 3/31/1997, 1890 
folder). [footnotes added] [emphasis in original] 

While the coverage was far from comprehensive from the Revolution until 1849, persons who 
were listed on the Dudley guardians's accounts, and who would later be listed on the 1890 
Dudley disbursement records, did also at times appear in the vital records kept by the towns of 
the region (Systematic History Fund 1908; Vital Records of Sturbridge 1906; Holbrook, 
Webster, Massachusetts, Vital Records). Additionally, the vital records showed some 
individuals who C'U) be identified as Indians, but who did not appear in either the Dudley or 
Grafton (Hassanarnisc:o) records (Vital Records of Sturbridge 1906). Aside from the guardians' 
records and vital r'ecords, however, there were very few mentions of the Dudley Indians during 
the first halfofthe: 19th century. In 1828, Jeremiah Spofford's Gazetteer of Massachusetts, 

94Probably Luke Jaha, b. 1771 , Shrewsbury, Massachusetts--d. 1841 , Webster, Massachusetts (see Nipmuc 
GTKY file, BAR). TI1<: attribution of leadership status to him is somewhat verified by the 1840 Federal census, 
which apparently listed thl! entire population of the reservation, 11 males and 12 females, under his name as head of 
household (NARA M .. 7()4, Roll 201, 1840 U.S. Census, Worcester County, Massachusetts, Town of Webster, 
Frame 0069). 

9sProbably Levi Jaha, b. 1814, Dudley, Massachusetts--d. 1873, Dudley, Massachusetts (see Nipmuc 
GTKY file, BAR). Th,!se dates are compatible with the estimates provided by Bergner. 
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referred to "half a dozen" Indians at Dudley (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 84-85).96 The #69 
petition stated that Nipmuc families living "on the reservation or near it in 1848" were Jaha, 
Humphrey, Freema.n, Daily, Willard, Kile, Belden, and Sprague (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 
84). These were families listed as Dudley Indians on the 1849 Briggs Report, but the description 
in the petition was noK accurate, in that other evidence indicates that the Daily, Willard, Kile, and 
Belden families wer·e certainly living elsewhere in Worcester County. 

1849 Briggs Repo!~r.97 According to the preface by Governor George N. Briggs written February 
21, 1849, the Ma~s.:lchusetts legislature had appointed commissioners on May 10, 1848, "to visit 
the several tribes~ and parts of tribes, of Indians, remaining within this Commonwealth, to 
examine into their 4;ondition and circumstances, and report to the next Legislature what 
legislation, in theilr opinion, is necessary in order best to promote the improvement and interests 
of said Indians" (Briggs Report 1849,3). The governor concluded: 

These scattered and poor remains of tribes, who were once the numerous and 
powerful occupants of our hills and valleys, our lakes and rivers, of which 
advancing civilization has dispossessed them, have the strongest claims upon the 
government ()f the Commonwealth to do every thing in their power to preserve 
their existfm:e, protect their rights, and improve their condition. 

I commend the subject to your consideration, with the hope that the Report of the 
commissione:rs, who have given to it great labor and attention, will lead to such 
legislative provisions as are demanded by justice and humanity (Bn'ggs Report 
1849,3). 

The comissioners tllemselves described their task and procedures in some detail: 

96Jeremiah Spofford, The Gazetteer of Massachusetts, Newburyport, 1828. "Casually mentions a report of 
the legislature which lists "a few Indians at Grafton," "haIfa dozen" at Dudley and four at Mendon. These would 
all be Nipmuc" (Speck 1943.51). 

97Commissicme!l'lI. F.W. Bird, Whiting Griswold and Cyrus Weeks, February 1849, to MA Governor 
George N. Briggs, a dccwnent frequently called the "Briggs Report" F.W. Bird, W. Griswold, and C. Weekes, 
"Indians," House Report # 46, in Mass. Legislative Reports of J 849, hereafter Briggs Report (Boston: Wright & 
Potter, 1840) (Doughu,nl, '·Unseen Neighbors" 1997, 70). The petitioner submitted a full copy of the report 
(Nipmuc #69 Pet. Supp!. 1l987, Attachment 4). 

This report was dted by Plane and Button as the "Bird Report." They described it as an investigation 
commissioned by the Le:g:islature in 1849, led by Francis W. Bird (Plane and Button 1993,590). "Report of the 
Commissioners Relatilng to the Condition of the Indians in Massachusetts," 1849 House Document 46. "The men 
who served on the Indian commissions in the years from 1849 to 1862 had strong links to the abolitionist and 
radical Republican camp" (Plane and Button 1993,592). "Francis W. Bird, the chair of the 1949 [sic] commission 
and a member of the 1869 commission, was an illustrious Massachusetts Republican and a close advisor to the 
state's Radical Republ:ican Senator, Charles Sumner" (Plane and Button 1993, 61In38). 
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The duty imposed upon us by the first two clauses of the extract, recited from the 
Resolve, has proved far more laborious than was supposed, when its performance 
was commenc:ed; especially the recommendation of measures "to promote the 
improvement and interests of the Indians," requires a wisdom to which we dare 
not claim, and. involves a responsibility which we hesitate to meet. 

Unwilling" as we should have been, to have assumed the task, had we been aware 
of its diffie ulties and importance, we have yet endeavored to carry out, to the 
extent of om abilities, the intentions of the Legislature. We have visited all the 
tribes and parts of tribes of Indians in the Commonwealth, except, perhaps, a few 
scattered O1f(!r the State, who have long since ceased to be the wards of the State, 
and who arl~:, practically, merged in the general community. We have seen them 
in their dwellings and on their farms, in their school-houses and meeting-houses, 
have partaken of their hospitalities of bed and board, have become familiar with 
their private griefs and public grievances~ ... Ifwe fail in making a satisfactory 
statement of their condition and wants, it will not be for want of opportunities of 
observatioll (Briggs Report 1849, 4-5). 

As far as is known, the original notes kept by these commissioners are not extant. With the 
exception ofNatidc" they identified 847 Indians in the state, including Chappaquiddick, 
Christiantown, GalY Head, Fall River or Troy, Mashpee, Herring Pond, Grafton or Hassanamisco, 
Dudley, Punkapog,. and Yarmouth. They concluded that all but six or eight of these (including 
the entire Dudley group) were of mixed ancestry (Briggs Report 1849,5-6). 

Concerning the DudkylW ebster Indians, the Briggs Report found a total of 48 individuals, about 
half of whom "liv1e on the territory," which was described as about 30 acres in Webster. The 
commissioners w(:r(: aware that the original land in the center of the town of Dudley had been 
sold "some years slnce" and "the present territory purchased for them" (Bn'ggs Report 1849,42-
43). These compris1ed about 11 families: 22 males, 21 females, 2 unknown, 40 natives, 8 
foreigners.98 The age distribution comprised: 6 were under 5; 7 were 5-10; 8 were 10-21; 21 
were 21-50; 5 were: 50-70; and 1 was over 70, aged 74 (Briggs Report 1849,43). 

One of the most si.gnificant aspects of this report was that it added to the list of "Dudley Indians" 
some family lines that had not been on the 1835 census (see above) and had never appeared on 
the disbursement lists, namely the KyleIBelden line, Ezra Pichens, and Noyes B. Shelby. 
Pichens and Shelby would not appear in subsequent years, but the KylelBelden line continued 
thereafter to be listed among the Dudley Indians (see Nipmuc GTKY File, BAR). According to 
the Petition, the 1849 Briggs Report did not mention a leader for the group or provide any 
information concerning its internal structure (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Suppl. 1987, 1). It did list the 
amount of money that the state had provided toward the group's support since 1843, a total of 

9s"Under the hc~ad of foreigners, we include all, one or both of whose parents are not of Indian blood." 
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$1805.50 which included $250.00 for five years' salary for the guardian (Briggs Report 1849, 
43). It found the ,group to be in miserable condition: "This tribe have reached a lower deep than 
any other in the Stalte. A few get an honest living by cultivating their land, and by going out to 
work. The rest su bsist upon the bounty of the State, and by prostitution. They have no schools 
and no preaching, are ignorant, improvident, and degraded to the lowest degree" (Briggs Report 
1849,43). 

Mandell asserted Ithat the report reflected the continuation of a traditional economy and lifestyle 
on the 26 acres ofiland in Webster and found that the above description constituted a 
condemnation of.~his practice: "The continuation of their subsistence economy was later 
condemned by stat,;: investigators, who reported with undisguised disgust that Indians on the 
reserve 'had reached a lower deep than any other in the State ... '" (Mandell 1996, 169; citing 
1849 Hous~ Repor .. 46, 43; Mandell 1996, 231n27). There is, however, no objective evidence 
that the group was continuing a traditional economy and lifestyle. The "practice" being 
condemned, on thj~ basis of a concatenation of all the available evidence, was apparently that 
Rhoda laha, who usually resided on the reservation, had borne three children to three different 
white men ofthe locality, without benefit ofwedlock--a condemnation which ignored the 
respectable lives ofhc::r sisters. 

Records Generate(! between the 1849 Briggs Report and the 1861 Earle Report. The 1850 U.S. 
census (NARA M· .. 432) did not list the inhabitants of the 26-acre reservation in Webster, but it 
did enumerate the Dudley Indians (persons identified as Dudley Indians by the Briggs Report 
and who continued to be mentioned in the guardians' records) who were residing off the 
reservation. None of the off-reservation residents were identified as Indian.99 

The 1855 state census of Massachusetts listed "Dudley Indians, State Paupers" as a special 
category in the town of Webster (Massachusetts State Archives, 1855 Census, Worcester 

99It listed Esbon Dorus, with his wife Angenette [a Dudley Indian], their children, his mother, her mother 
Betsey White [a Dudlt:y Indian], and a nephew, in the town of Woodstock, Windham County, Connecticut. All 
were enumerated as mulutto (NARA M-432, RollI, 1850 U.S. Census, Windham Co., CT, 2604, #2321263). Also 
listed in Connecticut, in tht: town of Thompson, were the wife and oldest son of James Pegan of the Dudley Indians, 
living next door to her mother, but his name was not included (NARA M-432, RoU51, 151, #576/653). James E. 
Belden, with his wife mid children, was enumerated in the third ward of the city of Worcester, as black (NARA M-
432, Roll 342, 1850 UB. Census, Worcester Co., MA, I 69r, #203/352); Huldah Kyle, the mother of James E. 
Belden, was enumeratc:d in the town of Northampton, Hampshire County, Massachusetts, as a 40 year old black 
woman, born in Massachusetts, residing in the household of William Tyler (NARA M-432, Roll 320, 1850 U.S. 
Census, Hampshire Ce,., MA. 81r, #70/92). Julia (Jaba) Daly [Dailey] was residing in Oxford with her 12-year-old 
daughter and two of the c:h:ildren of her sister Rhoda, Martha A. Fiske. age 15, and William N. Cady, age 9, all 
enumerated as mulatto (NARA M-432, 1840 U.S. Census, Worcester Co., MA, Roll 345, 281, #157011673). Esther 
Humphrey was residing in Spencer with her son William, both listed as mulatto (NARA M-432, RoU343, 1850 
U.S. Census, Worcestc~r COl., MA, 50r, #3411457). Rebecca (Jaba) Willard, was, with her husband and children, 
enumerated as black in Uxbridge (NARA M-432. Ro11345, 1850 U.S. Census, Worcester Co., MA, Town of 
Uxbridge, 382. #209/276). 
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County, #30, Southborough to Westborough).loo Others of the persons listed as Dudley Indians 
on the 1849 Briggs Report were listed elsewhere in the county.lOI In April 1857, the guardian 
reported that about:2O members of the tribe were living on the reservation and claiming support 
of the guardian; others lived in the neighborhood and were seeking assistance (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Narr. 1984, 88). 

On May 29, 1857, the Massachusetts legislature passed a resolution to require all Indians 
claiming support of thle Commonwealth, to reside upon the land set apart for their use, and under 
the guardian's immediate supervision. On November 28, 1857, the following entry occurred: 
"please pay to the ord(!r ofC.R. Ransome the sum of one hundred and twenty five and 111100 
dollars on account of appropriation for the building houses for the Dudley Indians per Resolves 
of 1857, Ch. 80 SiglH~d by Selectmen of Webster." This was in connection with a project 
whereby the portion of the Dudley Indians who were receiving public assistance (the "State 
Paupers") were movc~c1 from the 26-acre reservation to one acre "on the public highway, about 
half a mile from the principal village in Webster,,,I02 and "more directly under the public eye, 
where a healthy public: sentiment could have its sanitary influence, and where the civil authority 
could have a more din:ct supervision over them" (Earle Report 1861, 103). The new lot was 
described by Earle as only 114 mile from the 26 acres and "convenient of access to it" (Earle 

IOOThe listing was as follows: 

#223/343 Rhoda Juha 36 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 
William H. Cady 15 m Indian b.MA State Pauper 
Joseph E. Bowman 7 m Indian b.MA State Pauper 

#224/344 Pari:; laha 38 m Indian b.MA State Pauper, Blind 
Mary Jaha 41 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 

#2251345 Isral!1 Sprague 22 m Indian b.MA State Pauper 
Sally Sprague 22 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 
Mary E. Sprague 3 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 
Matilda White 15 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 

#225/346 Henry Hull 69 m Indian b.MA State Pauper 
Matilda Hull 56 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 

#326/347 Edwnrd Piggin 66 m Indian b.MA State Pauper 
Be~;y White 52 f Indian b.MA State Pauper 

(Massachusetts State Cel'lSUS 1855, #30). 

IOIFor example., James E. Belden, his wife, children, and half-brother were listed in the city of Worcester: 

#125/257 James E. Belding 40 m B Laborer b. VT 
Rebecllca, 26 f M b.MA 
Caroline: 14 ( B b.MA 
Ella 2 f B b.MA 
·James 9m. M B b.MA 
Charlc:s eyle 25 m B Laborer b.M 

(Massachusetts State Census 1855, #31, City of Worcester, second numbering sequence.) 

I02Handwritten map showing exact location (Leavens Papers, n.d.). 
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Report 1861, 103). According to the #69 petition narrative, the larger lot remained held "in trust 
for the Indians" by the state (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 88-89). 

On April 6, 1859, th~ legislature approved an expenditure of $400 for clearing and fencing of the 
land occupied by tbe Dudley Indians and for erecting woodsheds upon the same: administration 
by the selectmen of the town of Webster (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 1984,94-95; copy Nipmuc Pet. 
Supp!. 1994, Ex.). The: report by guardian Asher Joslin, dated September 30, 1859, indicated 
that there were 80 persons belonging to the tribe of whom only 13 resided on the land in 
Webster. The remainder were living in different sections of Massachusetts, Connecticut and 
Rhode Island. In th,~ past year, there had been one death and one birth. Joslin provided a fairly 
extensive report on the ages of those persons residing on the reservation, his expenditures, and 
the obligations of the guardian as he perceived them (Public Document No. 42; Nipmuc Pet. 
#67A Supp!. 41211(7). Joslin's 1860 report, dated September 30, gave the "whole number of the 
tribe, living in difb~ rent places, is 93 as far as can be ascertained" (Public Document No. 41). 
The 1860 U.S. census provided some additional listings of persons who had been identified as 
Dudley Indians in thl~ Briggs Report lOJ and would be identified as Dudley Indians in the Earle 
Report. 104 There was no consistency in the identification of their etlmicity. 

I03The woman who would be listed in the Earle Report as Helen [nee Kyle] Bakeman was living with her 
non-Indian husband at Northampton, Hampshire County, Massachusetts, under the spelling of Bateman, counted as 
black (NARA M-653. Roll 505, 873, #802/804). Her brother Charles Alexander Kyle's widow and children, in 
Ward 1, city of Worce:;ter, were also enumerated as black (NARA M-653, Roll 527,21 #90/168). Their half
brother, James E. Belden [Belding per the census taker] was counted as Indian in the third ward of Worcester, with a 
black wife and mulatlc, children (NARA M-653, Roll 532,269 #72/92). 

Julia (Jaha) Dailey, her husband, daughter, and niece Martha, were in the Town of Oxford in Worcester 
County, identified as I:lack (NARA M-653, Roll 534, 717-718, #1698/2120). 

William HUlrphrey, his wife, and his mother Esther, enumerated as 100 years old, were in Spencer, 
identified as black (l\ARA M-653, Roll 530, 744, #722/819). Luke Willard, his wife "Nilley" [Eleanor Freeman, a 
granddaughter of Esther Humphrey] and children had been enumerated as black in the town of Warren on the 1850 
census (NARA M-43=:, Roll 341, 70, #312/322). Under the alternative surname of Esau, they were also in Warren, 
as black, in 1860 (NARA M-653, Roll 533, 140, #101411155). 

Lemuel Henry [Henries], his wife Lydia A. (nee Sprague), and the children of her three marriages to 
Nichols, Shelley, and Henries, were in Sturbridge, all identified as Indian (NARA M-653, Roll 530, 919, 
#1924/2230). While the obituary of one of their sons indicated that he was born in Brimfield in 1865 (Last of 
Nipmucks 1936), a re5idence there can have been only temporary, as census records consistently showed them in 
south central Worccstcr County. 

The childrel1 of Rebecca (Jaha) Willard, residing with non-Indian relatives in Uxbridge, were enumerated 
as black (NARA M-553, Roll 531, 756 #369/537; 756 #371/539). William Cady, working on a farm in Webster, 
was enumerated as T'lulatto (NARA M-653, Roll 534, 591, #838/1102). 

I04The Ear,'!' Report in 1861 would identify as Dudley Indians a number of families that had never been 
mentioned in the ove,'seers' reports, nor on the 1849 Briggs Report. These included Orrin and Ruth Corbin. It -lIsa 
added many additiold descendants of Esther Humphrey through her daughter Amy (Humphrey) Freeman Robinson. 
No descendants of t:1~se lines are found within the current petitioning group. 
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Earle Report, 185,2:.1B61. IOS The petition stated that this report included even those "remotely 
connected with th~~ tribe" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,95). It was compiled by John Milton 
Earle, Massachusc1t:s Commissioner oflndian Affairs, in response to an April6, 1859, act of the 
legislature. Earle'~. correspondence and notes, compiled during his investigation, primarily in 
1859 (Earle Papers), W6 are at the American Antiquarian Society in Worcester, Massachusetts, 
and provide background information beyond that in the published report (Earle Report 1861; 
sometimes cited in tlht: secondary literature as Massachusetts Senate Report No. 96, 1861). 

The purpose of tht! investigation was, to a considerable extent, to ascertain the dimensions of the 
Commonweal th qlf Massachusetts' financial responsibility for the Indians residing within its 
boundaries. Earle noted in his introduction the amount of support as state paupers that the 
Dudley Indians had received between 1849 and 1859. Payments on account of the Dudley 
Indians had been about $2,000 for the lot and buildings now occupied by them at Webster, and 
the balance, about ~;5,900, for their support and the guardian'S salary (Earle Report 1861, 13-
14). He summed up the financial aspect with the comment: "From this it will be seen that there 
are only three tribc:~;, whose poor are now dependant on the treasury of the State for their support. 
These are, first, and largest in amount, the Dudley tribe" (Earle Report 1861, 14).107 

The published repm1 began with a definition: "The Dudley Indians, so called, are a remnant of 
that portion of the Niipmugs [sic], called the Pegan tribe, which formerly inhabited the track [sic] 
ofland in Worcester County, now known as Charlton, Dudley, Sturbridge, Oxford, Southbridge, 
and Webster, with portions of some of the adjoining towns" (Earle Report 1861, 101). Earle's 

, losEarle, John ~1illton, Indian Commissioner, "Report to the Governor and Council, Concerning the Indians 
of the Commonwealth, Under the Act of April 6, 1859," Senate Document No. 96. Boston: William White, Printer 
to the State, 1861 (Earl.'! Report 1861). 

I~etter, E.W Mixer, Webster, to Earle, June 8, 1859; letter, David K. Porter to Earle, July 14, 1859; 
letter concerning Piggir. family from Thompson, Connecticut, to Earle, June 9, 1859; letters, Luke Lyman of 
Northampton, Massachuseltts to Earle, July II, 1859 and August 4, 1859; letters, Asher Joslin to Earle, August 4, 
1859, and September 18, 1859; letter, Warren, Massachusetts, town clerk to Earle, July 29, 1859; letters, South 
Gardner, Massachusetts, to Earle, July 30, 1859, August 27, 1859, and September 6, 1859; Asher Joslin to Earle, 
October 31, 1860; attempts to locate members of the Humphrey family ranged as far as Eastford, Connecticut, and 
Johnson, Rhode Island. 

107"Ofthose Wh'D do not live on the reservation, three families, consisting of nineteen persons, including, in 
two of them, foreign hllsbands of Indian women, reside in neighboring towns, and, if they should need assistance-
which is quite probablc:,-·would, as members of the tribe, look to the State for relief, having never acquired a 
settlement in the town~, or exercised the rights of citizenship. The remainder of the tribe, as will be seen by the 
accompanying table, al'f~ scattered in various places, and some of them could not be found, nor their present 
residence be ascertainec. These latter have long ceased to identify themselves with the tribe, and more or less of 
them, it is probable, have acquired local settlements" (Earle Report 1861,104). 

He provided E rnOire detailed summary of the expenditures also: Summary of expenditures of the state for 
support of the tribe sin':'~ the former report in 1849, exclusive of the salary of the guardian, amounted to 51,975 for 
lot purchase and capital improvements, $ [bring calculator to add it up] for direct assistance, and about 5 I 50 per 
year for fuel since 1855 when the timber on the reservation was exhausted (Earle Report 1861, 108). 
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summary indicated ~hat he was not fully aware of the various land transactions pertaining to the 
reservation nor of Ihe disposition of the funds that had accrued to the Dudley Indians' guardians 
from the Edward Davis estate (Earle Report 1861, 102). It appears that he did not have access to . 
the guardians' accounts discussed above. He knew about the reservation land of26 acres and 28 
rods and the lot of one acre bought for them by the commonwealth in 1857 (Earle Report 1861, 
102-103). 

He identified the total number as 94 individuals, 108 and described the group as follows: 

Two, only,. of this tribe, claim to be of pure Indian blood, and of the validity of 
their clai!Jn, th,ere is much reason to doubt. There are several others in whom the 
Indian blood is so strongly characterized as to indicate its predominance but far 
the larger portion are so mixed with foreign blood, that traces of the Indian race 
are slightly or not at aU discernible. 

A thy are nearly white, but most of them have the general appearance of 
Africans, e:itlher pure or with a greater or less admixture of white blood. In their 
personal chara.cteristics, habits, manners, and modes of life, there is generally 
nothing to distinguish them from the mass of our colored popUlation, with whom 
they are me.stiy commingled. A very few, in whom the native blood 
predominates, have the roving disposition and unsettled habits so characteristic of 
the race. This is remarkably prominent in one of the families lO9 (Earle Report 
1861, 104-1(5). [footnote added] 

Much of Earle's report was directed to the issue of the 1849 Briggs Report's estimate of the 
moral condition of tht! group, adding his own information and analysis: 

Heretofore' the: families were located on the larger lot. It is situated at some 
distance from any public highway, and the buildings, being in a small clearing, 

108The tota/numiber of 94 included, "those, as well, who have gone out into the community, and by 
obtaining a legal settl'Mllent and exercising the rights of citizens, have abandoned the legal condition of Indians, as 
those who have not obl:am.ed a settlement or exercised those rights, and those, who, remaining on the reservation, 
are to a greater or less; ·e:ttl~nt, dependent on the State for support" (Earle Report 1861, 103). He analyzed the 
population into the following subcategories: 

19 families 
41 males 
51 females 
2 unkn()wn 

83 natives; 11 foreigners 
17 under 5, 95-10, 18 10-21; 35 21-50; 9 50-70; 4 over 70; 2 unknown. 

He then made a furthm imalysis of those resjding on the reservations, whom he described as: five families, being 13 
persons, (comprising 6 mules and 7 females; of whom I under 5, I age 5-10; 2 age 10-21; Sage 21-50; 2 age 50-70; 
2 over 70) (Earle Report R 861, 103-104). 

I09This was the, Humphrey family, based on comments elsewhere. 
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surrounded by woods, and thus obscured from public observation, became a 
resort for till;: idle and dissolute of the country about, to the great detriment of 
morals and annoyance of the sober and orderly portion of the community. Their 
buildings having become so dilapidated as to require extensive repairs or 
rebuilding, it was though best to transfer them from that location, and bring them 
more directly under the public eye, where a healthy public sentiment could have 
its sanitary influence, and where the civil authority could have a more direct 
supervision oVler them (Earle Report 1861, 103). 

The experim~:nt has been measurably successful--the irregularities and disorder 
which fomwdy prevailed among them, have, to a considerable extent, been 
suppressed" and it is to be hoped, that, under a careful supervision, such as has 
been exercj~ed over them by their present guardian, Asher Joslin, Esq., the evils 
which have bet:n such just cause of public complaint and reproach, may be still 
further mitigatc!d (Earle Report 1861, 103). 

Concerning Briggs Report's evaluation, he stated that: 

This statemt:nt, to say the least, does the tn·be great injustice, and could have been 
based only on information of an unreliable character. The members, both on the 
reservation ,md off of it, have the same advantages for education in the public 
schools, and for religious instruction, that other people do, in the communities 
where they re:spectively reside, and the whole are of as much average intelligence 
as those of the other tribes in the State. The remarks were true, to a certain 
extent, as affecting the moral standing of a small portion of those residing on the 
reservation, where, formerly, intemperance prevailed to a considerable extent, 
and, in some: instances, its not unusual concomitant, licentiousness, carrying in 
their train moral and social degradation. The writer of this would not seek to 
disguise or palliate these evils, fearful as they are, where they do exist, and so 
much to be dc;:precated. He only wants the truth, and the whole truth be known, 
and that this tribe should stand before the world, positively and relatively, in its 
true characlter. He does not believe, that, eleven years ago, there was much more, 
if any, or moral and social degradation in it, than in some of the other tribes, and 
he is sure, Hom personal observation, that the external evidences of its 
prevalence, at the present day, are not so great as in some others. The use of 
intoxicating dr:inks, with the evils tht flow therefrom, still prevail to too great an 
extent on thc~ rc~servation, yet, in this respect there has, unquestionably been 
considerabl ~~ improvement, and the present guardian is deserving of special 
commendation for the firmness and decision he has manifested in promoting this 
desirable refonn (Earle Report 1861, 106). [emphasis in original] 

Overall, Earle's conc:lusion was that there was an absence of tribal institutions: 
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As will be inf(:rred from what has already been stated, this tribe has no municipal, 
religious, or educational organization. The better portion of them, scattered in 
various towns,. belong to ... municipal orgnizations, and have the benefits of 
religious and e:ducational institutions, such as are common to those in their 
condition of life. Those who reside on the reservation, though subject to the legal 
disabilities of Indians, enjoy the benefits of the public schools of the town, and 
have the usual opportunities for religious worship and instruction, so far as they 
choose to avail themselves thereof (Earle Report 1861, 105). 

! 
Earle's recomm~hdations were in favor of ending the trust relationship: 

The number now residing there [on the reservation] is thirteen, a reduction of 
neafly one··halfin eleven years. Of those remaining, seven vary from 40 years of 
age to 75, two of them being unmarried females between 40 and 50 years of age. 
There is bliit one young married couple, 110 and but four children, two of whom are 
boys of 17 and 12 years of age. The fonner of these earns his own living and the 
latter will soon be able to learn his. Under these circumstances, no good reason 
can be perc;eived, why all who are now minors should not, as fast as they come of 
age, be placed on the same legal footing, as all other residents of the State, who 
are born upon its soil (Earle Report 1861, 106-107). [footnote added] 

Mandell found that thle Earle Report was highly critical of the Dudley Indians for reasons of 
ethnic prejudice and f.lilure to appreciate traditional lifestyles: 

Another observer reported that the reserve had "become a resort for the idle and 
dissolute of thl! county about, to the great detriment of morals and annoyance of 
the sober and! orderly portion of the community." But state welfare ("bounty") 
was hardly :mfficient to maintain a family, and prostitution (assuming that Indians 
were involved in the trade) could only support a few. The earliest colonists had, 
of course, c:aH(!d native men "idle and dissolute" for resting in the village while 
the women ·~'orked. The similarly scornful language of the contemporary 
observers poiints to how the residents of the reserve (oiall races) continued to 
support thernsdves through small-scale intensive agriculture, hunting, gathering, 
and occasional labor for neighboring whites (Mandell 1996, 169; citing 1861 
Senate Report 96, 103; Mandell 1996, 231 n28). 

The content of the Earle Report does not appear to support Mandell's analysis, but some other 
limited evidence de,e's exist that the Indians had maintained traditional practices. The 
grandmother of An:s,ela Sprague made baskets and peddled them, carrying the infant Angela on 
her back (see below). 

IIOIsrael and Sally Maria (White) Sprague. 
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From the Civil War through Disbursement o/the Reservation Funds. 1891. Between 1861 and 
1865, five Dudley Indians served in the Union army: Hezekiah Dorus, William H.N. Cady, 
Theophilus D. Fre<;:man, Joseph E. BeaumontIBowman,"1 and James N. Pegan (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
NaIT. 1984,95), but only Dorus served from Dudley (Morton 1907, 7). Freeman's enlistment 
records described him as a barber, resident of North Brookfield, who served in the 54th 
Regiment. Doughton indicated that Anstis Dailey, "son" of Julia (Jaha) also served, but Julia 
Dailey had only a daughter: no son named Anstis or Augustus (see Nipmuc GTKY File, BAR, 
for details). The guardi.an's reports continued to be filed regularly throughout the war years 
(1861 Public Documc~nt No. 36, Nipmuc #698 Supplement 3/28/97; 1862 Public Document No. 
36; 1863 Public Document No. 35; 1864 Public Document No. 32; Nipmuc #698 Pet. Suppl. 
3/2811997; Nipmuc: Pet. #69A 412111997), and are supplemented by a record book maintained by 
the Town ofWebstc::r ~or the "Remnant of the Indians ofWebster"containing accounts and 
expenditures for thle individual Indians (American Antiquarian Society, Worcester, MA; Nipmuc 
#69A Suppl. 4/21/1997). On September 30, 1865, the guardian commented: "Four have died; 
Israel Sprague, Josc!ph H.P. White, William H.N. Cady, and Hezekiah Dorus, the last two being 
victims to the inhuman treatment of Andersonville prison" (Public Document No. 32; Nipmuc 
Pet. #69A Suppl. 4/2111997). 

On the 1865 state census of Massachusetts, the "Dudley Indians" were not listed as a special 
category in the Town of Webster. However, they were grouped together, apparently as either 
residents or, possibly, potential residents, 1 12 of the group home that had been built for them on 
the one-acre plot! II However, the special category in the town of Webster did not, by any 

1 1 1 Buried in the G.A.R. lot in Mt. Zion Cemetery. "Joseph Bowman, an Indian, fought in the Civil War 
and was a widely known character, a great fisherman, who sold his catches thruout the town" (unidentified source; 
Nipmuc Pet. #69B Supp!. 2/28/1997, folder 1920). 

I 1 2 Several of the persons included in this listing were also enumerated by census takers in other towns. 

113The listing WiliS as follows: 
#771111 Edward Pagan 77 m Indian b.MA married Laborer 

Betsey White 65 f Indian b.MA widow Housekeeper 
Mary Sprague 12 f Indian b.MA 
Maria Sprague: 5 f Indian b.MA 

1112 Esbon Dorus 50 m Indian b.MA Laborer 
Antonnette D(I[us 36 f Indian b.MA Housekeeper 
Rhoda Jaybay 51 f Indian b.MA Washwoman 
Martha A. JayDay 25 f Indian b.MA Washwoman 
Joseph D. Bowman 18 m Indian b.MA single Shoemaker 

#77/113 Henry Hull 81 m Black b.MA Laborer 
Matilda Hull 74 f b.MA Housekeeper 

1114 Paris Jaybay 53 m Indian b.MA single Laborer 
Mary Jayhay 50 f Indian b.MA single Washwoman 
Levi Jayhay 52 m Indian b.MA Laborer 
Julia Daley 60 f Indian b.MA widow Housekeeper 

(1865 Massachusetts S1:atc~ Census Reel #36, Town of Webster). 
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means, comprise ;thc~ totality of the families who can be, through other documentation of the 

period, defined as Dudley Indians.114 The guardians' reports filed by Erastus Alton for the 

period from the Ci viI War to 1870 continued to mention many of the same individuals, and 
provided some specific data about residency, funerals, and deaths. I 15 

On June 23, 1869, as a delayed follow-up to the recommendations of the 1861 Earle Report, 

Indians were granted state citizenship in Massachusetts (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,95; for 

more extensive information, see Plane and Button 1993). The act provided that the state board 

of charities should take charge of both the house and all property associated with it in the town 

of Webster, formerly used by "the Dudley Tribe ofIndians." The act gave the board the option 

of either leasing the house and land to the Dudley Indians on terms similar to those upon which 

they had occupied it, or of selling both at public auction (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 96; 
Massachusetts Statuit:s 1869,780, Chapter 463, Section 5). In August 1870 [sic, 1869?), the 

multi-family tenem<;mt house in Webster was sold, pursuant to Section Five of the Act, to 

Thomas McQuaid [McQuade], for $1790.00. The funds were paid into the state treasury and the 

remaining Indians, formerly inhabiting the premises, were moved to the town of Dudley and 

accommodated and supported at the state's expense until January 1, 1870 [sic] (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 

Narr. 1984, 97). 

114In the town of Dudley, itself, Angenette B. (White) Dorus was counted again as living with her husband 
plus, this time, her children, and her mother in law. All residents of the household were identified as Indian, and as 
born in Massachusetts (1l865 State Census Massachusetts Reel #33, Worcester County, Town of Dudley, #44/96). 
James E. Belden and his filmily were living in Grafton. All were identified as mulatto, and his birthplace was given 
as Pittsfield, Massachllsc~tts (1865 State Census Massachusetts Reel #34, Worcester County, Town of Grafton, 
#4011488). Julia (Jaha) Dailey and her niece Martha were counted again as living in the town of Oxford, identified 
as mulatto, with Julia's bilthplace given as Rhode Island (1865 State Census Massachusetts Reel #35, Town of 
Oxford, #317/387). LEmuel Henry [Henries] and his wife Lydia A. (nee Sprague) with the children from all three 
of her marriages (Nichols, Shelley, and Henries], with her oldest daughter and son-in-law, were in Sturbridge. 
Lydia and her two daught(:rs by the Nichols marriage were identified as Indian; the remainder of the household as 
mulatto, with three members born in Connecticut and the remainder in Massachusetts (1865 State Census 
Massachusetts Reel #36, Town of Southbridge, #345/367). Three of the children of the late Rebecca (Jaha) Willard 
were residing with thei~ father's non-Indian relatives in Uxbridge (1865 State Census Massachusetts Reel #36, 
Town of Uxbridge, #16612:58, #167/259). 

I I 5 September .30, 1867, mentioned Paris Jaha in Webster, Mary Jaha in Webster, Matilda Hull in Webster, 
Betsey White in Webst,~r, Rhoda Jaha in Webster; Julia Dailey in Oxford; Martha Fisk in Oxford (Public Document 
No. 31; Nipmuc Pet. #69A Supp!. 4/21/1997). 

September 30, 1868, listed burial expenses of Eunis Beaumont, Edw. Pegan, ChristobeIl Stapleton, and 
Henry Hull. "There have been four deaths during the year and one birth; ... there are two large families which will 
have to come there as soon as room can be made for them, ... " (1868 Public Document No. 31; Nipmuc Pet. #69A 
Supp!. 4/21/1997). Cluistobell Stapleton is unidentified: the name did not appear in any other record of the Dudley 
Indians. 

September 30, 1869, reported a total membership of60 and state payments of $1412.50 for the year (1869 
Public Document No. 31; Nipmuc Pet. #69A Supp!. 4/2111997; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,95). 
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The 1870 atlas of'~rorcester County, Massachusetts, Town of Dudley showed "Nipmuc Indians" 
on upper reaches of Freemans Brook, separated from Chaubunagungamaug Pond by a hill (Atlas 
of Worcester Coun~v 1971,92; handwritten copy of 1870 map with annotations, Leavens Papers 
n.d.). 

Federal Census R!~cords, 1870 and 1880. By the summer of 1870, only a small number of the 
Dudley Indians W~fI;: living near the fonner reservation in Webster. 1 16 The majority were living 
elsewhere in WOfl~ester County, Massachusetts,1I7 or in Windham County, Connecticut.1I8 The 
1880 population 9istribution was very similar. 1 19 In these census records from the second half of 
the 19th century,iBIA researchers located only a small proportion of the persons listed as Dudley 

1160n the 1870 clensus of Webster, Massachusetts, four former residents of the reservation were grouped 
together at the end of tile: «!numeration of the town of Webster: Rhoda Jaha, Matilda Hull, Mary J. White, and 
Joseph Bowman (State cOlpy, American Antiquarian Society, Worcester, Massachusetts, 119-120, #618/944, 
#619/945, #620/946; i¥52 11947). The household of Lemuel and Lydia A. (Sprague) Henries, although in Webster, 
was not grouped with thle others (State copy, American Antiquarian Society, Worcester, Massachusetts, 55-56, 
#2791502). Angela Sprague, daughter of Israel Sprague Jr. and Sally White, was working as a servant in a non
Indian household in Sturbddge (NARA M-593, 46r, #3911415). 

117James E. Bddc:n (first identified as "Ind.", that crossed out and replaced with "M" like the remainder of 
his family, was still residing in the city of Worcester, in Ward I (NARA M-653, Roll 658, 4 #49159). Theophilus 
D. Freeman,a Humphrey descendant, with his family, was in Ward 2 (NARA M-653, Roll 658, 83 #195/310). 

118James Pegan (as Piggin) was in the town of Thompson, Connecticut, with his wife and their four 
younger children (NAIlA M-593, Roll1l7, 1870 U.S. Census, Windham Co., CT, 612r, #56/61); a short distance 
away was his oldest SOil Edgar, who had changed the family name to Wilson (NARA M-593, Roll 117, 613r, 
#78/85). In Woodstock, Angenette B. (White) Dorus Hazzard was living with her second husband Samuel Hazzard 
and their two children (NARA M-593, 744r. #56/65). Angenette Dorus had purchased land in Woodstock in 1867 
(Windham County, COImetCticut, Deeds, Handy to Dorus, November 4, 1867). 

Lydia A. Sprague's oldest daughter, Matilda (Nichols) Dixon. and her husband, Hosea Dixon, had two of 
her half-sisters in their household in Woodstock, in addition to their own three children (NARA M-653. 774r 
#598/643). 

119Lemuei Hc:nry [Henries] and his wife Lydia A., nee Sprague, were living in Webster, with numerous 
children and a grandc:b.lIghlter (NARA T-9, 337-337r, #34/47). Esbon Dorus, divorced husband of Angenette White, 
was also in Webster wilh his urtmarried daughter Edith. two married daughters, Betsey Arkless and Matilda A. 
Jackson. and their chiJdr(:D. He and two of his daughters were identified as Indian; the remainder of the house as 
mulatto (NARA T-9, 367 #96/161). Mary Jaha was also still in Webster, age 63, and identified as Indian (NARA 
T-9, 375 #182/316). 

James E. Beldt:n and his family were still in the city of Worcester (NARA T-9, Roll 567, 56r #58 
#82/124); Angela Sprague was still working in a non-Indian household in Sturbridge (NARA T-9, Roll 563, 582, 
#3011358), while her s:i~tc:r Mary had married William Mason in the same town (NARA T-9, Roll 563, 588 
#352/477). Lydia Sprague's daughter Ida Shelley had married Peleg Brown Jr. and was living in Sturbridge as well, 
as stepmother to the son of her half-sister Hannah Nichols (NARA T -9, Roll 563, 571 r #93/102). 

Edgar E. Wilscn [formerly Pegan] with his wife and children were in Thompson, Connecticut (NARA T-9, 
Roll 555. #48/56); $amllf:1 and Angenette Hazzard with their sons were in Woodstock (NARA T-9, 467 #84/87). 
Amanda Dorus, Angenette's daughter by her first marriage, was working as a servant in a boarding house in Dudley 
(NARA T-9, 191r, #195/246). 
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Indians on the Earle Rc~port in 1861. However, the direct ancestors of the current members of 
petitioner #698 were located. 

Miscellaneous DoqlInentation. One unidentified set of recollections or reminiscences, found in 
the papers of a forrn er Webster town official, appear to have been discussing the period of the 
latter 19th century, probably between 1850 and 1880: 

Some of the oldest and most picturesque of the Webster Indians, were Nildco 
Hull a quiet and a peaceful body whose tears fell like rain when her house was 
tom down. There was old Vickers the club footed wood sawyer, There was blind 
Paris Jaha wandering in darkness for many years and her sister Mary Jaha, 
devoted Me:thodist. There was James Nedson who served in the Civil War, 
(buried in the G.A.R. lot at Mt Zion cemetery) and Jolm Nicholas l20 who after 
being banished from some other tribe came to Webster. 

But most picturesque and notorious of all was Rhoda Jaha 121 savage and 
wicket [sic], a striking contrast to her sister Mary. un tamed by civilization she 
was the terror of the children and her solitary attack on the old Center School with 
stones and sundry missles is still remembered by many (Leavensln Papers n.d.; 
Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 3/28/1997). [footnotes added] 

The local history coverage and obituary records of Rhoda laha's sisters Julia (Freeland 1894, 31-
33) and Mary (Worcc~ster Society of Antiquity 1890,9:139-140) struck very different tones. 
Freeland indicated that Julia (Jaha) Dailey "was the last of the Nipmuck Indians in Oxford, her 
mother was of the lPegan tribe of Nip muck Indians living on a reservation in Webster, Mass., and 
the father of Julia was a Mohegan" (Freeland 1894, 31), that after her mother's death, she had 
been removed from her home and "placed at service in the family of the late Major Jolm Brown 
of Dudley, where sbt:: was taught all the nice arts of housekeeping" (Freeland 1894,32), and that 
she had been a guest of honor on June 29, 1881, at a Memorial Day held in memory of the 
Huguenots ofOxford(Freeiand 1894,33). A local historian recalled that, "Julia ever testified 
that her tribe were conscious of great injustice done to them in all their transactions with the 
English, and then added with much feeling of grief, 'They would destroy the graves of our dead 
as of no account and make a field of grain of our Indian sepulchre'" (Leavens Papers n.d., 163). 

Mary Jaha was mc:ntioned as the "only one of the original desceridants ... now living" in an 
1888 article on the sc3ilc~ of the reservation lands (Indians Lands 1888), and her obituary read: 

1200r Nichols~~irst husband of Lydia A. Sprague. 

121See long let:er from her daughter, Martha A. Fiske, to John Milton Earle, dated February 2, 1860, 
Webster, Massachusetts, complaining about her conduct (Earle Papers). 

122Charles M .. Leavens, long-time Town Clerk of Webster and devoted amateur historian of Dudley and 
Webster (Town's History Is His Hobby c.1932, 33). 
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In Webster" June 11, Miss Mary Jaha, the last survivor of the once powerful tribe 
of Nipmuck Indians, who for many years controlled this part of New England. 
She was born in Dudley, Feb. 9, 1814, and moved with her father Lucas Jaha to 
the Webster woods in the following years, where, with her people, she dwelt 
many years. She was a member of the Methodist church, and a regular attendant 
upon its services (Worcester Society of Antiquity 1890,9:139-140). 

Dudley/W ebster DL;bursement Records. 1886- I 891. The largest body of documentation· 
concerning the D~dl(:y Indians between the Civil War and the 20th century was generated by the 
various court suits a.imed at obtaining a per capita disbursement of any remaining property or 
trust funds held 6n lheir behalf by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. On December 22, 
1886, F.M. Morrison, attorney for the Pegan Indians,123 filed a petition at Probate Court in 
Worcester seeking IH:rmission to authorize the sale of the remaining 26 acres, S8 rods left in 
Worcester County. 124, The sale was authorized by the Probate Court on this date, as provided in 
Section Three of the Act of Enfranchisement. The court appointed two commissioners to handle 
the sale, Charles E. St(:vens and Thomas Harrington, both of Worcester (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 
1984, 96, 98-99). A follow-up newspaper article described this property as the last 26 acres and 
58 rods, sold "yest,erday by auctioneer Clemence" and including a small cemetery (County 
News. Sale of Indian Land at Webster, 1887 [undated]). 125 The article commented that Nipmuc 
territory had not bt:c:n very clearly defined, but that historically the "best conditioned Indian 
village" was on tht: east side of Dudley Hill and belonged to the Pegans. According to the 
article, the suit also reminded residents of an incident when "last year" someone desired to run a 
road through a certain tract of land at Woodstock, Connecticut and it was discovered "that the 

123 At this datle, thee claimants were listed as: "The Pegan Indians," (The Pegan Indians, unidentified 
newspaper article hand··elated 1887; Nipmuc Pet. #69B, Suppl. 2/28/1997, Leavens Papers n.d.). Adam Thayer, 
Judge of the Probate, spe:cia\ session in Worcester, took up the petition of members of the Pegan or Dudley tribe of 
Indians to sell land helle! in common; T.D. Freeman, Mercy H. Oliver, Mandy Davis [sic, should be Dorus], Martha 
Fiske, of Webster, andl Tnmes Pegan, of Thompson; 26 acres and 58 rods (as described); under chapter 463 of the 
Mass. Special act, 186~. Other tenants-in-common are Joseph Beaumont of Webster; Angenett B. Hazard of 
Woodstock, CT; Esau of So. Gardner; Angeline M. Sprague of Sturbridge; James Beldon of Worcester, H.J. 
Williard alias WiIliams cfBoston; each have 1120; represented by F. Morrison (Nipmuc #69B Pet. Suppl. 
3/28/1997). 

124The petiti(Jlri mentioned other parcels of land as well in addition to the tract in Dudley, which was 
described by metes and bounds. These included a tract adjoining land formerly or now held by Erastus Alton in 
Dudley; another tract b!tween Leicester and Spencer, and a tract near Webster known as the Burying Ground (The 
Pegan Indians, unidentifiied newspaper articlehand-dated 1887; Nipmuc Pet. #69B, Suppl. 2/28/1997, Leavens 
Papers n.d.). 

125 A retrospectivl: newspaper article published in the mid-20th century gave the date of the sale as 1897: 
the date was mistaken. "1897," sale ofIndian-owned land to Atty. Charles Haggerty, small tract situation between 
Spring Street, Myrtle Avenue, and George Street (South County Advertiser, August 3, 1981; Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Suppl. 1994 Ex.). 
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owners had not title:" (Sale ofIndian Land at Webster 1887).126 Old settlers remembered that the 
Indians owned land, there not so very long ago, between Woodstock and Thompson (Nipmuc 
#69B Pet. Suppl. 3/28/97). There was additional newspaper coverage (Webster Indian Land 
Sold: The last Indian Tribal Proprietorship in Worcester County Passes Away--Story of the 
Pegans and Certain Unanswered Questions [unidentified newspaper article, c. November 22/25, 
1887], Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 3/28/1997; Sale of Indian Lands, Webster Times, November 25, 
1887; Nipmuc Pet.#69B Suppl. 3/27/1997), some of which was not logically thought out, such 
as the article which, in the face of numerous claimants, stated that only one descendant was then 
living (Additional; facts about the Indian lands recently sold are found in the Boston Globe oflast 
Sunday 1888; Nipmu(; Pet. #69B SuppJ. 3/2811997). ' ~ 

Once the sale had been made, additional descendants began to advance claims. The first 
partition list was not complete (1887 November 12, First Partition List, Worcester Probate 
Register, Case 6045, Vol. 438, p. 549). Additional lists were filed, one on October 16, 1888 
(1888, Undated list in connection with above suit. Computerized version from NT AP indicates 
Case 6045, Filed 16 October 1888), which was amended on October 19 (1888 October 19. Case 
6045, Motion to file:d Oct. 19, 1888. By Francis M. Morrison Any and Trustee for the Dudley 
Indians), and followed by a "final" list on November 28 (Individuals paid by Commonwealth for 
Dudley claim, Nowmber 28,1888; Worcester Probate Registry Vol. 446, p. 192: New Series; 
Nipmuc Pet. Supp" 1987, Attachment 9). There was controversy among the claimants. In 
particular, the SpragUf! descendents challenged some other families. Their attorney wrote: 
"They infonn me that parties of the names of Freeman, Beaumont, Belden and others ought not 
to be included as distributees and that they can show this if they have an opportunity. They 
claim that some at Jeast of the above names are ofwholJy African and not Indian blood .... " 
(Letter, Edgar M. Wamer, Putnam, Connecticut, Counsel for Jda and Emma Shelley and others, 
to to Hon. W.T. Forbes, Judge, Probate Court, Worcester, Massachusetts, December 15, 1888; 
Worcester Probate Register, Case 6045). However, these families were not removed from the 
final distribution list (Worcester Probate Register, Case 6045, Vol. 446, p. 175, Distribution List: 
List pertaining to dl.stribution of land sale monies; list of names, amounts received, to whom 
paid, 12/2411888. Photocopy of original and computerized list, alphabetized). 

At the beginning of 1888, action began in the state legislature to investigate the issue of other 
trust money that had been held by the state on behalf of the Dudley Indians (Journal of the 
House, 139; Acts & R.esolves, 230-231; Journal of the House, 56, 807, 845; Nipmuc #69 Pet. 

12~is sale ccvered 26 acres and 58 rods, land situated about a half mile from the Norwich and Worcester 
Railroad station; include:s a small cemetery in which there are 30 or 40 Indian graves. One narrative stated that it 
was sold in five parcels ()f five or six acres each, to as many different people. However, a local historian stated that 
it was purchased by MI. Charles Haggerty who tried to spare the Old Indian burying grounds (Leavens Papers n.d.). 
Another parcel was sold to a Dr. E.A.Brown (unidentified document; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 2128/1997, folder 
1920). Under "Indians (Dudley or Pegan) the Worcester County Grantors Index for 1887 showed a plan in 
Webster, Book 1248, page 653; and deeds, township not named, to Frederick A. Brown, Wladislaw Jonaknowski, 
Francis M. Morrison, Harris J. Potter, and James Quan (Book 1260, 16, 18,20,22,24) (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 
June 1997). 
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Suppl. 1994, Ex.). On June 7, 1889, the Massachusetts legislature passed an Act authorizing the 
comissioners for the Pegan Indians to bring suit against the Commonwealth for recover of funds 
held in two trust accounts (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984, 100; Chap. 443, An Act to Enable the 
Commissioners for the Dudley Tribe of Indians to Prosecute in the Superior Court Certain 
Claims Against the Commonwealth.). On November 7, 1889, the Associate Justices of the 
Superior Court in Suffolk County, Massachusetts, decided in favor of the petitioners (Nipmuc 
Pet. NaIT. 1984, 102), in spite of the state's argument that the tribe was extinct (Nipmuc Pet. 
N aIT. 1984, 102-103). The court determined that a principal of $2,199 plus interest was due 
from January 1870 to March 1890 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984, 103).127 

On June 5, 1890, tht: Massachusetts legislature resolved that the sum owned to the Pegan Indians 
should be paid to the commissioners. The Worcester County Probate Court was instructed to 
compile a list of all bona fide descendants of the Pegan Indians alive in 1869 at the time of 
enfranchisement and bonafide descendants (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 103). This resulted in 
the preparation of yet another list of Dudley Indians, dated October 27, 1890 (Worcester county, 
Massachusetts, Probate Registry, 474:242, New Series, List of Dudley Indians Prepared by 
Charles T. Stevens and Thomas Harrington, State Indian Commissioners. 10/27/1890). 
According to this list, which includes the place of residence for each individual the distributees 
were to receive equal shares of$61.62 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Suppl. 1987, Attachment 10). By 
November 18, 1890, the commissioners and attorneys for the Indians concluded that, based upon 
an examination of ge::le<llogical evidence supporting the claims of various individuals, there were 
as of 1890 a total of 72 blood descendants of the tribe's members who had been living at the 
time of the passage of the Act of Enfranchisement (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984, 103). The 
disbursement list inc:luded 48 persons living in 1869 and still alive (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 
104-105); 22 living :in 1869 who had died in the intervening period (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 
1984, 105); and a supph:mentary list of 12 persons, December 5, 1890 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 
1984, 105), for a total of 80. Omitting the 22 decedents, 58 individuals received $61.61 each 
(1891 Distribution List [photocopy of original and computerized alphabetical version]; see also 
Case 6045, Vol. 476, p. 387, Filed Sept. 1, 1891 128). The petition stated that the trust funds were 
distributed on Janua(r' 13, 1891 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984, 106).129 

-----------------------
127BAR files include: a copy of the brief and full decision, copied at the American Antiquarian Society, 

Worcester, Massachuset~,. -' 

128Distribution list for $4,926.48 plus 12% interest paid to 80 people. This list apparently resulted from 
an order signed by William T. Forbes, Judge of Probate court, January 6, 1891. Each person received an equal 
share of $61.62 

129The list of claimants was not a complete list of the known descendants of these family lines. For 
example, Edgar P. Brown, the son of the late Hannah (Nichols) Brown and grandson of Lydia A. (Sprague) Nichols 
Shelley Humphries did not appear on these distribution lists. He was sri)] a minor. Apparently, his father did not 
submit a claim on his bella]£. 

In association with Ihis distribution, the Worcester County Probate Court also processed numerous estate 
administrations for thos~: :lairnants who had died between 1869 and 1891, to allow for the apportionment of their 
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Possibly as a result of the interest generated by this series of lawsuits, lohn E. Lynch published a 
monographic study, "The Dudley, or Pegan Indians," in 1891 in the Collections of the Worcester 
Society of Antiquities Vol. 9, No. 35 (Lynch 1891). For the Dudley Indians, the intense study 
generated by this series of lawsuits more than adequately compensates for the missing 1890 
Federal census recDrds and provides an excellent study of the group and its geographical 
distribution as of 1890 (the 1891 final list did not include residency). After the completion of 
the distribution of the funds which Massachusetts had held in trust on behalf of the Dudley 
Indians, documentltion levels dropped off sharply in succeeding years. 

The 1890 list indicated that the geographical distribution was scattered, though the heaviest 
concentration was stilll in Webster, Massachusetts, itself. The residents of Webster and Dudley 
in 1890 represented the Sprague, Pegan, and laha family lines. Additional members of these 
three family lines also resided nearby in Sturbridge, Massachusetts; Thompson, Connecticut; and 
Woodstock, Conm:c:ticut, as well as single individuals in more distant locations (Marlborough, 
Massachusetts; Providence, Rhode Island; Albany, New York). The majority of the Belden 
descendants were in Boston, with one in the city of Worcester and another in Lynn, with a half
brother in South Abington. Humphrey descendants were in the city of Worcester, Gardner, 
Cambridgeport, Spencer, Uxbridge, and Boston, Massachusetts, and Providence, Rhode Island. 
No one location provided a clear concentration of Humphrey descendants. 

The historical overview section does not continue into the 20th century because of the need to 
combine the evaluation of the records done by the BIA historian with the evaluation of the 
records done by the BIA anthropologist, under the individual mandatory criteria. 

copies (Nipmuc Pet. #E9B, Suppl. 2124/1997). 
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F:esidency Distribution of DudJey/Webster Nipmucs in 1890 

October 27, 1890, Geographical Distribution, 
Dudley Indians Distr bution List, 43 Living 
Dudley Indian Adulit!,: 

Webster, MA 12 
Worcester; IvL!\ 7 
Boston, MA 6 
Cambridgeport, MA 3 
Sperwer, MA 2 
Woodstock, CT 2 
Providence, RI 2 
Dudley, MA 1 
Gardner, M..A, 1 
Lynn, M.A 1 
Marlborougb, MA 1 
So. Abington, MA 1 
Sturbridge, MA 1 
Thompson, CT 1 
Albany, NY 1 

Total 43 

Total Residency Shown on October 27, 1890, 
Dudley Indians Distribution List, including the 
23 persons who had died between 1869 and 
1890: 

Webster, MA 
Boston, MA 
Worcester, MA 
Cambridgeport, MA 
Dudley, MA 
Palmer, MA 
Spencer, MA 
Providence, RI 
Oxford, MA 
Uxbridge, MA 
Thompson, CT 
Woodstock, CT 
Barre, MA 
Gardner, MA 
Lynn,MA 
Marlborough, MA 
Northampton, MA 
So. Abington, MA 
Sturbridge,MA 
Uxbridge, MA 
Albany, NY 

Total 

19 
9 
7 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

J. 
66 

(See also Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 107; map, Location of Dudley Nipmucs in 1890). 
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SUMMARY UNDER THE CRITERIA 83.7(a-g) 

Executive Summary. The general arguments under the criteria were presented in the 1984 
petition. Petitioner ¥69B has not presented additional specific arguments which pertain to it 
alone. The SummaIY under the Criteria has had to address petition materials submitted in 1984, 
1987, 1995, and 1997, only the latter of which pertained specifically to #69B as an independent 
entity rather than as part of the larger petitioner #69. It has also been necessary to address the 
1996 split between #69A and #69B. 

Criterion 83.7(a). From 1900 through 1978, the record contains occasional external identifica
tions of individuals and single families as descendants of the Chaubunagunagmaug, or 
DudleylWebster, Nipmuc Indians, but no external identifications of the petitioner or any group 
antecedent to the p~!titioner as an American Indian entity. Additionally, many of the 
identifications of Du(UeylWebster descendants pertained to persons who have no descendants in 
the membership of the current petitioner, so may not be used collectively or in combination to 
demonstrate the id~:lltil1cation of an entity. There are external identifications of the petitioner as 
an American Indian e:ntity only from 1981 to the present. Therefore, the petitioner does not meet 
criterion 83.7(a). 

Criterion 83.7(b). 'Ihe Chaubunagungamaug, or DudleylWebster, Nipmuc, the historical tribe 
antecedent to the cun:ent petitioner, as a whole met criterion 83.7(b), on the basis of precedent, 
from first contact through 1870, largely because of the residence of more than 50% of the 
membership in a dt:jn,~d territory, namely on a state-supervised reservation. For the period from 
1870 through 1891, th€~ evidence for community among the DudleylWebster descendants as a 
whole is minimal. The~ evidence from 1891 through the 1970's does not demonstrate community 
between the extend<::d Morse family and other Nipmucs of DudleylWebster descent. For most of 
the period, there is not even evidence of community between the extended Morse family and 
other descendants of the Sprague/Henries family line from which it stems. From 1981, when it 
was formally establlished, through the mid-1990's, the Chaubunagungamaug Band appears to 
have consisted, ess4!ntially, only of the extended Morse family. There is some evidence that the 
petitioner may meet c:r:iterion 83.7(b) from 1990 to 1998, but it is not sufficient to demonstrate 
that the petitioner dl()c~s meet the criterion for this time period. Therefore, the petitioner does not 
meet criterion 83.718'). 

Criterion 83.7(c). From the late nib century through 1870, in the context of the existence ofa 
reservation upon whkh the majority (over 50%) of the Chaubunagungamaug, or 
DudleylWebster, Indians resided, there is sufficient evidence to meet 83.7(c) based on the 
carryover provisiom; at 83.7(b)(2). From 1870 through 1891, the only evidence of political 
authority is providf:d by the group's hiring of a laWyer and pursuit of a suit against the State of 
Massachusetts. From 1891 through 1976, there is no documentary evidence of continuing 
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fonnal or infonnal political influence or organization within the petitioner's antecedent group, 
whether that group be defined as the DudleyfWebster descendants as a whole, or limited to the 
direct ancestors of the current members of petitioner #69B. For 1977-1980, there is limited 
evidence that the 11eaders of the current group began to interact with the Nipmuc group headed by 
Zara CiscoeBrough, but no evidence that there was political influence or authority within any 
organization antecedent to petitioner #69B. During the 1980's, there is evidence that an 
organization with officers existed, but insufficient evidence that this formal organization 
exercised political influence or authority over its members who were, additionally, at that period, 
only a portion of the current petitioner. Though some evidence does exist that the petitioner may 
meet criterion 83ii'(c) for the 1990's, without additional material and documentation, the 
evidence in the record is not sufficient to conclude that the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for the 
1990's. Therefore." the: petitioner does not meet criterion 83. 7(c). 

Criterion 83.7(d). TIl(! petitioner meets this criterion. 

Criterion 83.7(e). Of the members of#69B, 185 of212 (87%) descend from the historical 
Dudley/Webster Band of Nipmuc indians, and meet the petitioner's own membership 
requirements. EigtJy··seven per cent of members showing descent from the historical tribe is 
within precedents for meeting criterion 83.7(e). Therefore, the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(e). 

Criterion 83.7(f). l11e petitioner meets this criterion. 

Criterion 83.7(g). The! petitioner meets this criterion. 

Petition Review Process. This finding was completed under the terms of the Assistant 
Secretary's directive of February 7, 2000 (AS-IA 2000). The directive applied to all future 
proposed findings, including those in progress, except the Little Shell Chippewa, which was 
close to completion. ][n particular, this finding focuses on evaluating the petitioner's specific 
conclusions and d,~scription of the group concerning maintenance of a tribal community up until 
the present. Because evaluation of this petition was begun under the previous internal 
procedures, this finding includes some analyses which go beyond evaluation of the specific 
positions of the pe:titioner. 

Procedures. Evidenc'e submitted by the WebsterlDudley Band ofChaubunagungarnaug 
Nipmuck Indians (b,ereinafter the petitioner) and obtained through other interested parties and 
independent research by the Acknowledgment staff demonstrates that the petitioner does not 
meet all seven critm'ia required for Federal acknowledgment. Specifically, the petitioner does 
not meet criteria 83.7(a), 83.7(b), and 83.7(c). In accordance with the regulations set forth in 25 
CFR Part 83, failure: to meet'any one of the seven criteria requires a determination that the group 
does not exist as~.n Indian tribe within the meaning of Federal law. 

This is a proposed finding based on available evidence, and, as such, does not preclude the 
submis~ion of other evidence to the contrary during the 180-day comment period which follows 
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publication of thislfinding. 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 tht~ comments, will be based on both the new evidence submitted in response 
to the proposed finding and the original evidence used in formulating the proposed finding. 

In the summary of evidence which follows, each criterion has been reproduced in boldface type 
as it appears in the regulations. Summary statements of the evidence relied upon follow the 
respective criteria. 

83.7(a) The petitioner has been identified as an 
American Indian entity on a substantially 
lcontinuous basis since 1900. Evidence that the 
group's character as an Indian entity has from 
time to time been denied shall not be considered 
to be conclusive evidence that this criterion has 
not been met. 

Petitioner #69B has not presented specific arguments as to how it meets criterion 83.7(a). The 
petition submission:; also contained very little information pertaining to the descendants of the 
Chaubunagunagmaug, or DudleylW ebster, Indians during the first three quarters of the 20th 

century. The petitioner submitted a substantial number of newspaper feature articles which 
made passing refere I1lces to the historical Nipmuc tribe of the 17th and 18th centuries, but which 
did not identify the: DudleylWebster descendants as a group and provided no data concerning 
the activities of the:~,e: descendants in the 20th century.130 . 

The 1984-1987 petition for Federal acknowledgment for petitioner #69 dealt with the fluctuating 
level of documenta1ion by presenting the argument that the petition was on behalf of all Nipmuc, 
and that therefore, to show tribal activity, it was adequate to show Hassanamisco activity for 
time periods when there was a dearth of information concerning the DudleylW ebster Indians, 
and vice versa (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 191). Since petition #69B pertains to the Chaubunagung
amaug Nipmuck B~Llld., or specifically a limited portion of the descendants of the Dud1ey/ 
Webster Indians, only" this technique is not applicable to the current petitioner. The BlA 
researcher therefon~ surveyed the record to identify those items which might be argued to pertain 
to criterion 83.7(a) 6:>1' the DudleylWebster Indians and their descendants, for the Chaubuna
gungamaug Nipmudk as organized in 1981, and for petitioner #69B. The BIA researcher's 

130It should bl:' noted that the numerous petition submissions pertaining to activities of the Nipmuck Tribe, 
I.O.R.M.; Chaubunagunggamaug Tribe, l.O.R.M., etc. did not pertain to the activities of the DudleylWebster 
Indians or their descendants, but rather to the activities of a fraternal order, or lodge, called the Improved Order of 
Red Men. 
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methodology was tl) examine the totality of the documentation in the record that might be 
construed as pertl.ining to criterion 83.7(a), and determine which items did provide external 
identification and which did not. If any fonns of evidence, singly or in combination, do 
constitute such identification, they enable the petitioner to meet criterion 83.7(a) as of that date. 
All of the possible evidence identified in all the petition submissions, whether or not it 
contributed toward petitioner #69B's meeting criterion 83.7(a), has been listed in the 
accompanying cha,t for criterion 83.7(a). See the accompanying charts for more details. 

After the 1869 enfranchisement act, Massachusetts retained limited continuing state 
responsibility foi some of the fonner reservation populations: for example, in Worcester county, 
some members of the Hassanamisco Nipmuc continued as individuals to receive annuities into 
the early 20th centlllY. The BIA researchers located no evidence that such annuities were 
provided to. the Dudley/W ebster Indians or their descendants .between 1869 and the present. 

The Senate Hearing, New York and Rhode Island Indians, held in 1900 (Hearing 1900, 
Narragansett Pet. File" BAR), included a "List of Massachusetts residents claiming to be 
Narragansett heirs, dlated 5 August 1897. Of the Dudley/Webster Indians, these included two 
persons from the family of Angenette (White) Dorus (Hearing 1900, 110). As the claim did not 
come through the :Nipmuc side of the family, the documentation provided no evidence 
concerning identification of a Dudley/W ebster Nipmuc entity. 

Frederick W. Hodge's 1907 Handbook oj American Indians North of Mexico (Hodge 1907) 
contained only a historical notice concerning the Nipmuc, with no reference to any events 
subsequent to King Philip's War (Hodge 1907,2:74-75). James Mooney's Aboriginal 
Population America North oj Mexico (Mooney 1928, 4) listed the Nipmuc as extinct by 1907 
(Speck 1943, 51). Thus, neither publication identified a contemporary entity or entities. 

The 1900 and 19l'O F(!deral censuses were unique in that they contained special schedules on 
which enumerators (;ould record Indian population. These were used to a limited extent for the 
descendants of the Dudley Indians, but they did not indicate the existence of a group (for more 
detail, see the discussion under criterion 83.7(b». They therefore provided no identification of 
an entity. The 1920 census had no special schedules and provided no identification of an entity 
of Dudley/Webster lndians. 

On September 6, ] 914, the Boston Sunday Herald published an article on Angela M. (Sprague) 
Leach (Last SurviYor of the Nipmucs, Boston Sunday Herald 9/6/1914). Her immediate 
recollections were vague, because of the early deaths of her parents. Th article provided no 
evidence of a cont.i:l1uing Indian entity with which she was associated. On June 26, 1918, Israel 
Peter Henries, son ()f Mr. and Mrs. Walter Henries, was killed in action in France during World 
War I (Woodstock Boys Who Died in World War 1918). The notice made no mention of his 
being a Nipmuc. 111·ese materials provided no identification of an entity. 
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During the 1920's, Thomas Bicknell founded the Indian Council of New England, which was 
particularly active from 1923 to 1926. 131 On December 30,1923, John Braxton, describing 
himself as "Chief cfNipmuc," provided to Bicknell "as complete a list, as possible, of names of 
the Nipmug [sic] tribe/' which was in fact a list of37 members of the Belden family, whom he 
described as "lineal descendents of Black James" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Response 1987, Attachment 
8; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Response 1994, Ex.). This list did not include any ancestors of members of 
petitioner #69B, and the 1984 petition commented that, "his exact connection with the Dudley
Webster band is a matlter of some ~onjecture. He appears on none of the tribal lists of the time" 

.-",:, 

(Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 135); No documentation from the 1920's identified direct ancestors of 
the current petitiom:r as belonging to any DudleylWebster entity or even as participating in 
Bicknell' s pan-Indian organization. 

For the period ofth! 1930's, the only data submitted by the petitioner pertaining to activities of 
the descendents of the DudleylW ebster Indians were two commemorative events at which 
individuals appeared, a single obituary, and an interview by a local folklorist. A June 27, 1932, 
newspaper article conc:erning the bicentennial of the town of Dudley, "Colorful Parade is 
Opening Feature of Dudley's Celebration," indicated that the parade featured Payne Henries, 
"last of the Nipmuck Indians, who once ruled this section, and on whose land Dudley was built" 
(Webster Evening Times 6/27/1932; Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 3/28/97). On October 16, 1935, Payne 
and Walt Henries, both over 80, took part in Quinebaug's celebration of the Connecticut 
tercentenary, "Both will be attired in their Indian raiment" (Historic Quinebaug to Mark 
Connecticut's Tercentenary: Two Descendants of Original Nipmuck Indian Settlers to 
Participate Sunday, Worcester Evening Gazette October 16, 1935; Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 
3/28/97). A family photograph taken at this event, was said in an article published over 50 years 
later to show Paym~ Jll~nries' father, who was long dead (Napierata 1984). Payne Henries was 
well-known locally as a colorful character, and his death in 1936 produced several lengthy 
obituaries. While Ithe headline on September 28, 1936, proclaimed, "Last of Nip mucks Claimed 
by Death: Payne Henries, 71, ... " (Last of Nip mucks Claimed by Death, Webster Times 
9/28/1936), the body (If the article featured an interview with a niece and mentioned numerous 
surviving relatives, but no contemporary Indian entity (Last of Nipmucks 1936). On January 10, 
1937, Helen G. Holley from Sturbridge, pursuing investigations into Indian folklore, recorded 
that she had talked to "a full blood Indian," Walter Henry [Henries]. age 75, in Quinebaug, 

131This was smneltimes also called the Algonquin Council of New England, the Council of Native Indians 
of the New England Tribes of the Algonquin Nation, Council of the Indian Tribes of New England, or the New 
England Indian CounciL For general background infonnation on this topic, see Ann McMullen's "What's Wrong 
With This Picture?" (McMullen 1994). "In the 1920s, a number of non-academics were involved in researching 
Native New England history: Mathias Speiss (Connecticut), Thomas Bicknell (Rhode Island), Eva Butler 
(Connecticut), Fannie Eckstonn (Maine), and others ... Thon:tas Bicknell, an amateur historian, began to organize 
a series of fifty to one t.undred monuments to the Narragansetts in 1923 ... Mathias Speiss forwarded Bicknell a 
letter he had recieved [i'om a young Mohegan woman, Gladys Tantaquidgeon, suggesting a living memorial to help 
New England's Native: people would be more appropriate ... Bicknell immediately organized 'an Indian , 
committee' to create a New England Indian Council, and sought advice from Frank Speck." Bicknell died in 1925 
(McMullen 1994). 
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Connecticut. She indicated that she found the results disappointing, for she stated that he knew 
little of Nipmuc hi;tory or customs. The interview contained no infonnation on other 
contemporary Nipmuc (Nipmuc #69B Supp!. 3/28/97). None of these articles on the individual 
members of the SpraguelHenries family who were collateral ancestors of the current petitioner 
identified the cont<:mporary existence of a Dudley/W ebster Indian entity. 

No data was submitted by the petitioner or located by BIA researchers that identified a 
DudleylWebster Indian entity in the 1940's. Frank Speck's visit to the Nipmuc in 1943, and 
subsequent publication (Speck 1943), focused exclusively on Hassanamisco. He did not visit or 
interview any of the Dudley/W ebster descendants, and quoted Sarah (Cisco) Sullivan as making 
only the vaguest ref,erence to them, commenting that she did not appear to know them or much 
about them (Speck 1943, 54). Similarly, in 1949, Gilbert's survey (Gilbert 1949) did not 
mention the DudleylWebster Nipmuc, although it referred to the Belden family when discussing 
Hassanamisco. In 1952, Swanton's notice was entirely on the colonial history of the Nipmuc 
and contained no data. on the contemporary period (Swanton 1952,22-23). A 1952 article· 
published in the Worcester Telegram concerning the name of Lake Chaubunagungamaug, in 
spite of the headline "'The Nipmucks Want the Record Clear," consulted no contemporary 
Nipmuc, but only ten thousand who "appeared in a seance the other evening" (Phelan 1952). 

Data obtained at the offices of petitioner #69A showed one inclusion of Elizabeth (Henries) 
Morse, identified as Nipmuc, on a Hassanamisco powwow program in 1950 (Pow-Wow, 
Grafton, Mass., July 4, 1950). This program showed the occurrence of an intertribal activity on 
the grounds of the Hassanamisco Reservation and made no mention of any Dudley/W ebster 
Indian entity. After this, the record contains no further documentation concerning any of the 
SpraguelHenries d,;::;cendants antecedent to the current petitioner until the second half of the 
1970's. There is no indication in the record that the State of Massachusetts had established a 
relationship with the descendants of the Dudley/W ebster Indians in the first half of the 1970's: 
all records submiU'ed pertained to Grafton. Zara CiscoeBrough was appointed to the 
Massachusetts Commission on Indian Affairs in 1974 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, Ex. 7; Dukakis 
1976,3; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 2/28/1997. folder 1970). On November 23, 1976, a 
newspaper in the city of Worcester published an article concerning the efforts of a Dudley
Webster descendant, Mrs. Edith Hopewell, in the field of social welfare for Indians. The article 
indicated that there: were more than 90 American Indians living in southern Worcester County, 
most Nipmuc and Narragansett (Oxford Woman Leads Drive 1976; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 
2/28/1997, folder 1970), bUJ identified no DudleylWebster Indian entity, nor did a 1977 article 
concerning preservation of an old Indian cemetery near Lake Chaubunagungamaug (Murray, 
Webster Acts to Presc~rve Old Indian Burial Ground," Telegram [stamp-dated 8/30/1977]). 
There is no additional material in the record pertaining to external identifications of a 
Dudley/Webster, or Chaubunagungamaug, Indian entity for the period from 1900 through the 
later 1970's prior to the beginnings of the Federal acknowledgment process. 132 .. 

132The fonna:.iltie:s of this, between Zara CiscoeBrough of the Hassanamisco Reservation and the BIA, are 
discussed above in the section on the administrative history of the petition. 
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A July 23, 1981, newspaper article stated that the Chaubunagungamaug Band Indians Indians 
had met as a counc:il with the following council members: Loving One, Harvest Moon, Morning 
Star, Great Owl, Li1:tle Star, Silver Fox and Wise Owl. They had elected Wise Owl "chief." The 
article also referred to an Indian burial ground behind the Gauthier Tire Co. on Thompson Road 
(Webster Times, undated; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Suppl. 1994, Ex.). On August 3, 1981, the South 
County Advertiser,. under "Webster News," noted that "Nipmuc Indians in this area have 
received state approval to establish their own council." The article stated that all the persons 
involved in the initiative were descendents of Lemuel Henries, that they had decided on the 
name of Nip muck Ind:ian Council, and that they wanted to contact all of the Indians in the 
Webster, Dudley and Oxford area (Martin 1981b; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Suppl. 1994, EX.).133 At 
almost the same timt:, the group received newspaper coverage as the result of a donation of two 
and one-half acres of1and (Webster Man Donates Land 1981).134 On September 23,1981, a 
newspaper article, written by a reporter who attended a pow-wow sponsored by the group, 
surveyed the situation as: "There's the Morse family of Dudley, who recently awakened to their 
Indian heritage, fOnTled a new tribal council for the Dudley-Webster band and held that band's 
first powwow in 107 years" (Freyer 1981, 15). The article continued: " ... for many Nipmucks 
ethnic awareness has come only recently and ethnic knowledge only through research. Such was 
the case of the Mor:;I~ family, whose study of family roots led to a desire to revive the 
DudleylWebster clan of the Nipmucks, which now claims 103 members. They established a new 
tribal council and initiated a new chief .... " (Freyer 1981, 18). 

From 1981 to the pn:s,ent, newspaper coverage has continued to provide external identification 
01 the Chaubunagungamaug Band, under varying names, as a Nipmuck Indian entity (Chief 
Wise Owl named Clan Chief [unidentified newspaper article, hand-dated 8/1?/1982]; Nipmuck 
Clan Asks Reagan to Fire Interior Secretary Watt [unidentified newspaper article 1129/1983]; 
David P. Kowal, Nipmucks Readying Study of , Roots' Key to Claims, Worcester Telegram 
8/19/1983. There h as also been newspaper coverage of the group's educational activities 
(Westfield Update 14(3), May/June 1990, 4-5),13S charitable work (Princess Halfmoon 1982; 24 
Families Benefit 1983), and participation in commemorative events such as the 250th 
anniversary of the Dudley church (Dudley Parishioners 1982) and the town of Dudley (Nipmuck 
Chief Marshal 1982; Patenaude 1982; Pegan or Dudley Indians Played a Large Role in History, 

133 Another copy of this article was hand dated 7/23/1982. Similar undated, unidentified article, "Indian 
council approved" (M:lJ1in 1982; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 212811997, folder 1980); other evidence indicates that 
these have to refer to f!VC~nlts that took place in 1981. 

134"Webster Man Donates Land to Nipmucks" ([unidentified newspaper article, hand-dated 8124/1981], 
Nipmuc #69B Supplement 3/28/97). The 1984 petition gave a variant date, stating that in 1982, a local benefactor 
donated a small piece ofland, located two miles south of Webster, in Thompson, Connecticut, to the band (Nipmuc 
#69 Pet. Suppl. 1987, [5]). 

I3SThe petitiom:r submitted numerous newspaper articles concerning appearances at schools, scout troops, 
etc. Most of these apPc:8Ir(!d to have been copied from a scrapbook, were undated, and did not identify the source. 
They have not been listed separately here. 
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Webster Times 1012}11982). During the early 1980's, the single event that generated most 
newspaper coverag1e was the reburial by the Chaubunagungamaug Band, in 1983, of some 
ancient skeletal remains unearthed in Connecticut on the property that had been donated to it 
(Century-Old Remains are buried in Nipmuck Ceremony [unidentified newspaper article] 
21711 983). This evc!nt also generated identification of the organization by a state agency in. 
Connecticut, the Conl1t:cticut Indian Affairs Council (CIAC).136 

Other newspaper articles provided both retrospective survey of Nipmuc history and some 
description of the mDdt!rn organization (Edward Patenaude, Henries Wasn't Last of the 
Nipmucks, Sunday Telegram 10/5/1986; Don Cerow, Nipmucks in New England: Yesterday 
and Today, Resource; A Guide to Creative & Wholistic Products & Services Fall 1989, 3,8-9; 
James Dempsey, Indians "Love" of the Land Still Flourishes, Worcester Telegram and Gazette 
4/2711992), while obituaries of members also provided a few descriptions of the organization 
(article on the death of Elizabeth (Henries) Morse, Worcester Telegram and Gazette 3/19/1991; 
Nipmuc pet. #69B supplement 2/24/97). Since the mid-1990's, the coverage has focused on 
issues of Federal acJmowledgment (Jennifer Greaney, Nipmucs Push for National Recognition, 
Telegram and Gaze/Ie 12/28/1993; Mitchell Zackoff, Nipmucs move on Road toward US 
Recognition, Bostol'J Globe 3/13/1995; Jennifer Greany, Nipmucs Make Gains in Try for Federal 
Recognition, Worcester Telegram and Gazette 3/16/1995). 

Summation. The f(!I;ord contains no external identifications of the DudleylWebster Indians, or 
Chaubunagungalmmg Band, as an existing entity between the 1891 fund distribution and the 
formal organization of the current petitioner in 1981. Between 1900 and the late 1970's, there 
were a few identifications of individuals as DudleylWebster Indian descendants. Most of these 
were for family lines now enrolled with petitioner #69A. Since 1981, there have been repeated 
newspaper articles identifying, under various names, the current petitioner, the Chaubunagunga
maug Band of Dudlley/Webster Indians. Most describe it as an organization within the larger 
group of the Nipmuc Tribe or Nipmuc Nation rather than describing it as an Indian entity or 
group. Most of the descriptions of the Chaubunagungamaug Band as an organization indicated 

136Request from Nipmuc Tribe for assistance in returning ancient skeletal remains to their Tribe; letter to 
be written to "Chief Wi.se Owl" (CIAC Minutes 1/4/1983). 

Department of Environmental Protection Area Manager, State of Connecticut, Office of the Chief Medical 
Examiner, State ofCol1ne(:ticut: reintennent on Nipmuc Tribal land in Thompson, Connecticut as described in the 
Town of Thompson Land Records, Volume lSI, Pages 170-171. "The Indian Affairs Council will appoint one or 
more members to visil, your office to claim the Remains on February 1, 1983. Accompanying them will be 
members of the Nipmuc Tribal Council ofChaubunagungamaug, and myself .... " (Harris to Oalvin 1120/1983). 

Meeting with Nipmuc Indian Council. Representatives of the Chaubunnagungamaug Tribe ("Chief Wise 
Owl," "Chief Spotted Eagle," and Little Crow) requested that an official representative of CIAC accompany them to 
the State Medical Examinl~r to receive the remains of a Nipmuc Indian for reinterment in Massachusetts (CIAC 
Minutes 211/1983). 

200 people attended reinterment ceremony; Nipmuc Tribe expressed deep appreciation. It was noted that 
the Nipmuc Tribe has three acres in Connecticut but the land is currently deeded to an individual of the tribe and not 
to the tribe itself (CIA.C Minutes 3/111983). 
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that from 1981 tluough 1996 it consisted of a portion of one family line of DudleylW ebster 
Indians -- the direl:t dlescendants of Elizabeth (Henries) Morse. 

Therefore, the petitioner does not meet criterion 83.7(a). 

83.7(b) A predominant portion of the petitioning group 
comprises a distinct community and has existed 
as a community from historical times until the 
present. 

Historical Community: Methodology. The regulations provide that, "Community must be 
understood in the I:.:omext of the history, geography, culture and social organization of the group" 
(25 CFR 83.1). Prior decisions indicate that for the time span from the colonial period to the 19th 

century, evaluation of community has not been tied to the specific forms of evidence listed in 
83.7(b), but rather ',\I'as evaluated more generally, under the provisions of the definition of 
community in 83.1, lbis approach should be seen in the light of the preamble to the regulations, 
which states that some! commenters to the 1994 regulations: 

saw [the 199425 CFR Part 83] revision and the revised definition of community 
as requiring a demonstration of specific details of interactions in the historical 
past, and thllS as creating an impossible burden ... A detailed description of 
individual social relationships has not been required in past acknowledgment 
decisions where historical community has been demonstrated successfully and is 
not required hlere ... further, the language added to § 83.6 clarifies that the 
nature and limitations of the historical record will be taken into account (59 FR 
38,2/25/1994,9287). 

The relevant language~ follows: 

Evaluation ()f petitions shall take into account historical situations and time 
periods for which evidence is demonstrably limited or not available. The 
limitations iItherent in demonstrating the historical existence of community and 
political influe:nce or authority shall also be taken into account. Existence of 
community and political influence or authority"shall be demonstrated on a 
substantially continuous basis, but this demonstration does not require meeting 
these criteIia a.t every point in time ... " (83.6(e». 0 .~ 

For the period from first contact through the end of the ~d disbursements in 1891, the evidence 
pertaining to the Chaubunagungamaug, or Dudley/W ebster, Nipmuc Indians has been 
summarized above in the historical orientation. This approach was chosen because, although 
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evidence primarily applicable to 83.7(b) and 83.7(c) is discussed separately below in the 
evaluation under the criteria, the essential requirement of the Federal acknowledgment 
regulations under 83.7 is that of tribal continuity. Tribal continuity is evaluated by examination 
of evidence of existlencc! of community and political processes over time and descent from the 
historic tribe. For earlier historical periods, where the nature of the record limits the 
documentation, the continuity can be seen more clearly by looking at combined evidence than by 
attempting to discerr. whether an individual item provides the level of information to show that 
the petitioner meets a specific criterion at a certain date. This summary discussion of some of 
the evidence for community between first sustained contact and 1891 draws on the historical 
overview, presenting selected "high points" in more or less chronological order to show how the 
evidence is being evaluated. It is to be read together with the overview, which describes the 
overall evidence for continuity of tribal existence. It is also to be read together with the 
summary discussion of criterion 83.7(c), which describes some of the evidence for political 
influence, because much of the specific evidence cited provides evidence for both community 
and political influence. Under the regulations, evidence about historical political influence can 
be used as evidence to I~stablish historical community (83.7(b){1)(ix» and vice versa 
(83. 7( c)( 1 )(iv». 

Petitioner #69B has not presented specific arguments as to how it meets criterion 83.7(b) 
historically. The 19:~4 petition for Federal acknowledgment and 1987 OD response for the joint 
Nipmuc petitioner, ~'69, dealt with the fluctuating level of documentation by presenting the 
argument that the petition was on behalf of all Nipmuc, and that therefore, to show tribal 
activity, it was adequate to show Hassanamisco activity for time periods when there was a dearth 
of information concerning the DudleylWebster Indians, and vice versa (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 
191; Nipmuc #69 P~:t. Resp. 1987). Since petition #69B pertains to the Chaubunagungamaug 
Band, or specifically the descendants of the Dudley-Webster Indians, only, this technique is not 
applicable to the current petitioner. The BlA researcher therefore surveyed the record to identify 
those items which might be argued to pertain to criterion 83.7(b). 

For the earlier period, 1the evidence concerning community has been evaluated by broad 
developmental stagc:s. The isolated documents must also be interpreted in light of the general 
continuity of the band's population as shown by a wide variety of other documents (in addition 
to the "Historical OVlerview" section above, see accompanying charts and the draft technical 
report for petitioner #69B for more details. 

From First Sustainl~g Contact to 1675. Prior Federalacknowledgment decisions did not address 
in detail the evidenc:e nvailable from the 17th century or classify it into the categories detailed in 
83.7(b)(I)(i-ix). The: nature of the historical record does not make such an enterprise possible.· 
The material available for this period consists primarily of historical narratives, mainly by 
modem anthropologists, pertaining to Colonial contact, and giving limited information, only 
from an external v),ewpoint, concerning the aboriginal community (Salwen 1978, Russell 1980, 
Mandell 1996, Bragdon 1996; Johnson 1995; Humes 1952, Reese c1980; Connole 1976; Dacey 
1995; Savage 1996 Massachusetts Archives, Colonial Records of Massachusetts; Gookin 1836, 
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Gookin 1792; Hoadh~y 1868, Hoadley 1870, Hoadly 1873; O'Callaghan 1854). The most 
extended series of relevant records is that generated by Massachusetts, consisting of the 
microfilmed record; in the Massachusetts Archives and the published series of Massachusetts 
Colonial Records. Some material is also to be found in the published Connecticut colonial 
records and the New York colonial documents. Scholars have provided varying descriptions of 
the organization of the prehistoric and early historic Nipmuc. One modern scholar has stated 
that, " ... the Nipmllcks ... added up to not much more than the changing sum of whichever 
interior villages chcse to work together at a given time" (Bourne 1990, 126; see also Salisbury 
1990, 92). Nonethel,~ss, records of colony actions and actions of other tribes from first contact 
through 1675 cleatly identified a Nipmuc cultural body, with identifiable bands or villages 
which had identifiablle leaders, and which occupied a defined territory. 

In the 1670's, missionaries, primarily John Eliot, began the organization of some of the Nipmuc 
of what are now central Worcester County, Massachusetts, and northeastern Windham County, 
Connecticut, into "praying towns" (Salisbury 1990,92). One of these was at the foot of Lake 
Chaubunagungamaug, or Webster Lake. Massachusetts' Superintendent of Indian Affairs, 
Daniel Gookin described it in 1674 as occupied by Black James, and consisting of about nine 
families, constituting 45 individuals (see also Salisbury 1990; Johnson 1995; Place of Small 
Stones (Nipmuc P~:t. #69A); Humes 1952, Reese c1980; Mandell 1996, Leavens Papers n.d.; 
Gookin 1836 [1972J, Gookin 1792 [1970], Earle Report 1861, Lamed 1874, 1). The most 
extensive infonnation concerning the situation within these "praying town" settlements comes 
from the report of a journey undertaken by Eliot and Daniel Gookin in the autumn of 1674 
(Gookin 1792 cited in Earle Report 1861, 102; Larned 1874, 1:7-8). Black James was not only 
the sagamore at Cbaubunagungamaug, but was also appointed by Eliot as constable of all the 
praying towns oftlli! Nipmuc region (Lamed 1874, 7), which as of 1674 had a population of just 
under 400 persons (Larned 1874, 1 :6-8). The settlement also had a teacher and the leadership 
enforced the norms aCi:epted by the towns (Gookin 1970,80). Eliot specified that 
Chaubunagungamaug, established in 1672 at the head of the lake, was a "new plantation," i.e. 
not the site of a prier Indian village (The Great Trail of the Indians n.d., 5; Leavens Papers ). 
However a local historian stated that "[t]here was another village at the foot of the lake, near 
Bates Grove, these "",ere the non-praying Indians, Nipmucs this village was destroyed by the 
English in King Philips war" (Leavens Papers n.d., unpaged). 

Precedent does not rc::quire detailed information concerning the internal community of the 
historic tribes which were predecessors of petitioners in the pre-contact and early contact 
periods. Under pre:c:edents for evaluating tribes in early years of contact with Europeans, before 
substantial cultural ilnd political changes had occurred (Narragansett PF 1982, 1; Mohegan PF 
1989,2), this is suflicient evidence to demonstrate that 83.7(b) is met for the undifferentiated 
historical Nipmuc tIibe as a whole, predecessor group to the later historic Chaubunagungamaug 
or DudleylWebster Band, for the period prior to 1675. The evidence in the record meets 
criterion 83. 7(b) for the undifferentiated historic Nipmuc tribe as a whole, predecessor group to 
the later historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, for the period prior to 1675, and also shows the 
existence of the Chaubunagungamaug Band by the 1675 date. 
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1675-1785. Records generated by military actions during King Philip's War, 1675-1676, named 
the Nipmuc villages a.t both Chaubunagungamaug and Wabaquasset, as well as noting that Black 
James continued as 1he leader (Leach 1958,205-207,211). Toward the end of the war, there 
was also data pertaining to the placement of children from the Nipmuc bands at the end of the 
war (A Place of Small Stones n.d.; Transactions of the Colonial Society of Massachusetts 1916-
1917, 19:25-28). While not sufficient in itself to meet criterion 83. 7(b), it has been evaluated as 
supporting evidencl:! in connection with other evidence showing the existence of a named, 
collective, Indian entity for a period of more than 50 years. Evidence also indicates that after the 
disruptions caused by the war, smaller settlements ofNipmucs resumed residence in the pre-war 
villages in Connectkut (Lamed 1874, 1:11, 1:13). From the early 1680's, Black James "and 
Company" ofChaubunagungamaug engaged in a series of land transactions both with 
representatives of the Massachusetts Bay Colony and with individual purchasers (Mass. Col. Rec 
5:315,5:328-329; Mandell 1996, 44; Mass. Archives 31:46,48; Great Trail of the Indians n.d., 
5). The official records indicated that the "southern part" of the broader Nipmuc territory, that 
claimed by "Black James and company" included the Nipmuc territory lying in what is now 
Windham County, Cormecticut (Mass. Col. Rec. 5; Mass. Archives 30; Mandel 1996; Daniels 
1880; Freeland 1894). The documents of the 1680's show the existence of a group, with an 
acknowledged Ieadc;:r, with the authority to cede and hold land, in a position to negotiate with 
appointed representatives of the colonial authorities of Massachusetts. The retention by "Black 
James and Company" of land which fell within the aboriginal territory shows the existence of a 
continuing group at this date at a level which falls within the general precedents expected for the 
colonial period. The subsequent 1707 land sale by Black James and Company reserved to 
themselves, their heirs and descendants forever, the right to fish, hunt, and "on great ponds or ' 
rivers necessary for their support" (Dresser 1900, 117; see also Mande111996, 39, 212n58; 
Nipmuc #69 Pet. NalT. 1984, 50; Suffolk Reg., Deeds, Libro 26, Folio 215; "In the Matter of the 
Dudley Indians, BIief, Before the House Judiciary Committee of Massachusetts," c 1890; History 
of Dudley n.d.). The tlerms of a subsequent 1724 deed also indicated the existence of a 
residential settIemc~nt (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 50-51; "In the Matter of the Dudley Indians" 
Brief c.1890; Leavc;:ns Papers n.d.' Sale ofIndian Land at Webster 1887; Dresser 1900). For 
more detailed description of the deeds see the historical overview, above, and the charts 
accompanying this proposed finding. 

One of the most extensive sources of information pertaining to this period results from the desire 
of the Town of DuCiley, expressed at a town meeting held January 30, 1733/1734, to build a 
meeting house on dlC~ Indian Joshua Pegan's old field (Dresser 1900, 117; Conant 1893, 99). The 
deed for land on top of present Dudley Hill, Dudley, Massachusetts, was dated March 20, 
1733/1734 and recorded August 15, 1738 (Worcester County Registry of Deeds 1738, 10:230). 
It was then known as "'Pegin Hill." The four acres were to be used for the purpose of a church, 
meeting house, and training ground (Leboeuf and Wakefield 1929,6; Worcester county Registry 
of Deed 1738, 10:230), the land constituting an irregular triangle at the northwest comer of the 
Indians' square mde of land (copy of Chandler's Survey in Leboeuf and Wakefield 1929). A 
partial copy of the deed shows the signers, largely with the surnames Pegan and Quitticus 
(Worcester, ss; A true photostatic copy of record, of Worcester District Registry of Deeds, Book 
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10, 236). The Dudky Indians were reserved special seating in the church at Dudley as a 
provision of this deed. They did not establish a separate church for the band. 

A bill passed by Massachusetts in 1746 established guardians for the colony's Indian tribes. 
Under the 1746 bill, Grafton (Hassanamisco) and Dudley (Chaubunagunamaug) were paired. In 
subsequent years, however, the two groups came to have different guardians, although there is 
no record of a formal separation by legislative act. Massachusetts passed further measures 
concerning the sale ielf Indian lands in the spring of 1748. The 1746 measure was elaborated on 
June 12 and 13, 17:58, by a bill providing that there be three guardians near every Indian 
plantation to allot lands to the Indians and guard against trespass; also, to regulate incomes and 
expenditures in behalf of the tribes; and that no sale or lease of Indian property was to be made 
except by consent of the guardians (Mass. Archives 33:64-66). 

There is evidence in the 18th and 19th century records that the population of the Dudley 
reservation did not (;on.stitute a totally endogamous group, but intennarried with, in particular, 
the Nipmuc settleUll!nt at Natick. Actions relating to the settlement of Samuel Bowman never 
indicated that he was jurisdictionally a "Dudley Indian," but only that he was a Natick property 
holder whose extended family resided in various towns in Worcester County. He did not reside 
at Dudley, but at or near Worcester itself. However, the husband of one of his daughters was 
Joseph Pegan of Dudley. Elizabeth (Brooks) Lawrence Senah was a Natick Indian residing at 
Dudley, but never app'~ared in the records of the Dudley guardians (Mandell 1996, 170-171, 
235nI27). John Epllra.im of Natick had married a Dudley woman (O'Brien 1990,299-300; 
Mandell 1996, 166-167; O'Brien 1995,214). The 25 CFR Part 83 regulations specifically allow 
for the movement of individuals and families between tribes, while patterned outmarriage with 
other tribes is interpre~ed as evidence in favor of community. The data available for the 18th 

century prior to th(! American Revolution indicated only minimal intermarriage between the 
Indians of the Dudley reservation and non-Indians, although this practice became more common 
in the 19th century. Marriage to non-Indians does not indicate either that there has been 
dissolution of tribal relations or that there is no tribal community. 137 

In 1758, the Dudley Indians submitted a petition" complaining of the unjust actions of their 
guardians and requesting the discharge of the said guardians and appointment of new men" 
(Mass. Archives 33 :61; see also Acts and Resolves 221). The specific complaints were that their 
guardians had deprrwed them of many rights and overcharged them in a list of debts. The 1758 
signers denied that th(:y signed a prior 1757 petition (which is not in the record) and mentioned 
the guardi~n's "taking away grass & fruit of Jonathan Paganis plantation anna 1756 at that time 
Joseph Pagan had Jonathan's power of attorney during his absence in his Majestie's service" 
(Mass. Archives 31:61.). This power of attorney fro~ one relative to another implies that the 
Dudley Indians had been accustomed to handling their legal affairs and real estate without 

137''Narragam.ett marriage to Non-Indians, black and white, became an issue in the 19tb century ... the 
issue of race was raised in the context of state recommendations to dissolve the tribe because of intermarriage with 
blacks. As a consequence, the group had to strongly defend its identity as Indian, .... " (Narragansett PF 1982,3). 
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guardianship. The pl~1:ition also indicates that there was sufficient cohesiveness in the group that 
it could come to a consensus and petition for redress. 

In May of 1767, "Ezra Stiles found 'now Ten families or less. Diminished three quarters in 
Memory. Mr. Gleason of Dudley says there are but Two Men, & inclusive of these but nine 
Souls Indians now living.'" (Mandell 1996, 168; citing Dexter, Itineraries of Ezra Stiles 228; 
Mandell 1996,231 J:). 22). During the mid-18th century, the guardians' records also showed 
only a small population at Dudley.138 A recent scholar stated that, "[t]he Chabanakongkomuns, 
in Dudley, shared ttl<: demographic decline and some of the economic problems of their cousins 
in Natick and Hassanamisco. According to the enclave's guardians in 1763, the Indians 'are now 
mostly Females,' anc. more of their land needed to be sold in order to meet growing medical bills 
and other 'necessari,es"" (Mandell 1996, 168; citing Acts & Resolves 1762-63, Ch. 184, 29 Jan. 
1763; Mandell 1996, 231 n21 ).139 The regulations do not specify any minimum size for the 
population ofa historical community, nor require that the households in it have maleheads. 

Of the men who were identified on the accounts of the Dudley guardians between 1768 and 
1774, at least three served in the anny during the American Revolution. One of these, Joseph 
Pegan, survived unti l 1819 and collected a pension under the act of 1818, still a resident of 
Dudley. The other Itwo,.Samuel Pegan and Eleazer Pegan, apparently never returned to Dudley 
after the Revolution (lvfassachusetts Soldiers and Sailors 1901; Systematic History Fund 1908; 
NARA M-804). 

Prior Federal acknowledgment decisions did not address in detail the evidence available from the 
early 18th century or classify it into the categories detailed in 83.7(b)(1)(i-ix). The nature of the 
historical record does not make such an enterprise possible. For a detailed survey of the material 
available in this instanc:e, see the draft technical report for #69B (BAR 7/15/1998). On the basis 
of precedent, the evidence in the record is sufficient to meet criterion 83.7(b) for a tribe during 
the colonial period. 

1785-1891. The alphabetized summaries of church records and civil vital records from Dudley, 
Webster, and Sturbri.dge for the late 18th and first half of the 19th centuries list numerous 
marriages and baptisms of individuals identified as Indian (Systematic History Fund 1908; Vital 
Records of Sturbria!~E~ 1906; Holbrook 1980). The church and vital records do not describe an 

community, whc!ther at the Chaubunagungamaug settlement or extending more widely, 

138Considerabl<: da.ta about this popUlation is available from the guardians' records (Mass. Archives 33, 
463; 33,518-520; 33, 5! 1-552; Journals of the House of Representatives of Massachusetts 1771-1772 1979, 147; 
Journals of the House o/Rt.presentatives of Massachusetts 1773-1774 1981, 179, 193; Acts and Laws of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 1792-1793, 622, Resolves I 793--January Session, chapter 37 A· [not printed in 
previous editions]; Acts and Laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 1792-1793,475; O'Brien 1990, O'Brien 
1995, Mandell 1996). 

139For more infomrlation on the 1763 report, see the discussion of the sale of land by the Dudley heirs to 
Edward Davis in the historical overview section, above. 
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but rather provide data only on individuals. Taken together with other evidence such as the 
guardians' reports df'sclibed next, they strengthen the other evidence indicating that a 
community continw!d to exist. 

From the date of tht~ 1797 sale, and transfer of the location of the reservation (see the historical 
overview, above), the Dudley guardians' accounts (Dudley Guardians' Accounts; Nipmuc Pet. 
#69A Suppl.; Worcester County, Massachusetts, Probate Records; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 
53, 78; Acts and Resolves Passed by the General Court of Massachusetts 148, 135; Resolves of 
the General Court 1l838, 674; Briggs Re~ort 1849,44; Acts and Resolves 1849, Chap. 21) were 
examined by the se'lec:tmen of the town of Dudley until the establishment of Webster in 1832. 
The accounts after 1832 were reviewed by the Selectmen of Webster. Beginning in 1803, the 
accounts began to lim the names of more individual beneficiaries (see pages 106-110 of the draft 
technical report for pl!tition #69B (BAR) for year-by-year summaries). The overseers' reports 
were highly consistc::nt in their listing of individuals associated with the reservation, allowing for 
variants in spelling. The names of the beneficiaries cannot be equated with a listing of the 
people who were reliid:ing on the 26 acres of the reservation for this time period, since some 
entries in the records clearly indicate that benefits were extended to and expenditures made on 
behalf of tribal members who lived elsewhere. They provide data both about residency, and 
about actual interaction (boarding, caring for the sick, transportation and moving expenses). 
Some families that had been off-reservation in the 18111 century, such as the children of Esther 
(Pegan) Jaha and her husband (Worcester Probate Registry: Ser. A, Case #32910 1786), and 
Esther Humphrey, were reservation residents in the first half of the 19th century. Esther (pegan?) 
Humphrey appearc::d on Dudley guardianship records for the first time in 1819 (see draft 
technical report, #69B, BAR 7/1511998, 108n182). 

There are few records aside from the guardians' reports which provide data concerning the 
Chaubunagungamaug community during the first half of the 19th century. Speck (Speck 1943, 
51) and the petition mentioned a passage in Jeremiah Spofford's Gazetteer of Massachusetts 
(Newburyport, MA: J.928), which referred to "haIfa dozen" Indians at Dudley (Nipmuc Pet. 
#69 Narr. 1984,84 .. 85; Speck 1943).The petitioner did not submit the actual passage from the 
Gazetteer. Therels no way to tell from the brief mention in the petition narrative whether it 
named the .entity or dc::scribed the settlement -- the material quoted, if accurate, indicates that it 
did not. 

In 1835, the selectmen of Webster provided a listing of the Dudley Tribe oflndians at that date. 
It apparently comprisl~d the first known attempt at a census (Dudley Guardians' Accounts 
2/16/1835; NipmtJ1(; Pet. #69A Suppl.). The list in itself provided no infonnation about residency 
or actual interaction, but clearly indicated the existence of a named, collective, Indian entity 
applicable to 83.7(b)(l)(viii). After the preparation of this 1835 census, no new family lines 

"'''.IJI;U."I;;JU",J,lL records, and no new individuals who cannot be 
immediate familf'5f prior beneficiaries, until the publication of 

(see below). 
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One piece of hearsay ,evidence named two leaders on the DudleylWebster reservation in the first 
half of the 19th century (Bergner c.1990; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 3/3111997, 1890 folder). 
Both of the individuals named in this account could be verified from other records (see Nipmuc 
GTKY file, BAR), and the 1840 Federal census of the Town of Webster apparently listed the 
entire population of the reservation, 11 males and 12 females, under the name of one of them as 
head of household J'l'ARS M-704, Roll 201, Frame 0069). 

The 1849 Briggs RI~port found a total of 48 individuals, about half of whom "live on the 
territory," which v,:as described as about 30 acres in Webster. The commissioners were aware 
that the originallal1d in the center of the town of Dudley had been sold "some years since" and 
"the present territ(II)' purchased for them" (Briggs Report 1849,42-43). These comprised about 
II families: 22 males, 21 females, 2 unknown, 40 natives, 8 foreigners [non-Indian spouses]. 
The age distribution comprised: 6 under 5; 7 5-10; 8 lO-21; 21 21-50; 550-70; lover 70, aged 
74. The Briggs R(:port found the group to be in miserable condition and heavily dependent upon 
State support (Briggs Report 1849, 43), but clearly defined a residential community. 

Tbe mid-19th century census records, both State and Federal, provided limited data concerning 
historical community. The 1850 Federal census did not list the inhabitants of the 26-acre 
reservation in the Tmvn of Webster, Worcester County, Massachusetts, but it did enumerate the 
Dudley Indians who were residing off the reservation. The ofT-reservation families were living 
within traditional area, but the census provides no data concerning community or interaction. 
None of the off-reservation residents were identified as Indian. By contrast, the 1855 state 
census of Massachusetts listed "Dudley Indians, State Paupers" as a special category in the 
Town of Webster. The family names included were Jaha (including Dailey, Cady and Bowman), 
Sprague, White, Ht:Jl, and Piggin [Pagan] (Massachusett~ State Archives, 1855 Census, 
Worcester County" #31, Southborough to Westborough). Others of the persons listed as Dudley 
Indians on the 184S Briggs Report were listed elswhere in the county - the Belden family, for 
example, in the city of Worcester (Massachusetts State Census 1855, #31, City of Worcester, 
second numbering sc::quence). The classification of the Dudley Indians as a special category on 
the 1855 state census c;ontributes to the continuing identification of the group under 
83.7(b)(I)(viii). The: 11860 Federal census provided listings of persons who had been identified 
as Dudley Indians i:[l tlh.e Briggs Report, and would be identified as Dudley Indians in the Earle 
Report (see below) There was no consistency in the identification of their ethnicity, some being 
categorized as Indj,"Ils and others not. The off-reservation families were living within traditional 
area, but the census did not group them and provided no data concerning community or 
interaction. 

On May 29, 1857, the Massachusetts legislature passed a resolution to require all Indians 
claiming support of th<e Commonwealth, to reside upon the land set apart for their use, and under 
the guardian's imm~diate supervision. On November 28, 1857, the State paid out an 
appropriation "for the building houses for the Dudley Indians per Resolves of 1857" (Resolves of 
1857, Ch. 80; Niprnuc Pet. #69 Narr. 1984,88). In April 1857, the guardian reported that about 
20 members of the tribe were living on the reservation and claiming support from the guardian; 
others lived in the neighborhood and were seeking assistance (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,88). 
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This was in connection with a project whereby the portion of the Dudley Indians who were 
receiving public assistance (the "State Paupers") were moved from the 26-acre reservation to one 
acre "on the public hi:~hway, about haIfa mile from the principal village in Webster," and "more 
directly under the puHic eye, where a healthy public sentiment could have its sanitary influence, 
and where the civil authority could have a more direct supervision over them" (Earle Report 
1861, 103). The new lot was described by Earle as only 114 mile from the 26 acres and 
"convenient of access to it" (Earle Report 1861, 103). On April 6, 1859, the legislature 
approved an expenditun: of $400 for clearing and fencing of the land occupied by the Dudley 
Indians and for erecting woodsheds upon the same (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 1984,94-95; copy 
Nipmuc Pet. Suppl. 1994, Ex.). The 1859 report indicated that there were 80 persons belonging 
to the tribe of whom only 13 resided on the land in Webster. The remainder were living in 
different sections of M:assachusetts, Connecticut and Rhode Island (Public Document No. 42; 
Nipmuc Pet. #67 A Suppl. 4/21/97). The 1860 report gave the "whole number of the tribe, living 
in different places" a:; "93 as far as can be ascertained" (Public Docwnent No. 41). The 1857 
legislation and subseqlH!nt actions do not in themselves meet 83.7(b), as they provide no specific 
information concerning community. They do, however, contribute to meeting 83.7(b) under 
83.7(b)(I)(viii). Thl! settlement on the reservation is evidence that at least a portion of the 
membership maintained significant contact. 

In 1861, the Earle Report identified the total number as 94 individuals, including "those, as well, 
who have gone' out into the community, and by obtaining a legal settlement and exercising the 
rights of citizens, have :abandoned the legal condition oflndians .... " (Earle Report 1861, 103). 
He wrote: "As will be inferred from what has already been stated, this tribe has no municipal, 
religious, or educational organization. The better portion of them, scattered in various towns, 
belong to ... municipal orgnizations, and have the benefits of religious and educational 
institutions, such as are common to those in their condition of life. Those who reside on the 
reservation, though subject to the legal disabilities of Indians, enjoy the benefits of the public 
schools of the town, Cllnd have the usual opportunities for religious worship and instruction, so far 
as they choose to avail themselves thereof' (Earle Report 1861, 105). Earle's recommended 
ending the trust relationship: "the number now residing there [on the reservation] is thirteen, a 
reduction of nearly ol1e:-half in eleven years. Of those remaining, seven vary from 40 years of 
age to 75, two of tht::rn being unmarried females between 40 and 50 years of age. There is but 
one young married (:()uple, and but four children, two of whom are boys of 17 and 12 years of 
age. The former of the:se earns his own living and the latter will soon be able to earn his. Under 
these circumstances, no good reason can be perceived, why all who are now minors should not, 
as fast as they come of age, be placed on the same legal footing, as all other residents of the , 
State, who are born \lIP on its soil" (Earle Report 1861, 106-107). Earle devoted a significant 
portion of his analy::;is to describing the living conditions of the tribe (Earle Report 1861, 103) 
and critiquing the t!valuation made by the Briggs Report in 1849 (Earle Report 1861, 106). 
Earle thus identifie:d and described the community. That he recommended dispersing it and 
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ending its special JegaJ status does not negate the identification, particularly since his 
recommendations w!re based, in part, upon racial perceptions (Earle Report 1861, 104-105).140 

The guardian's repo:~s continued to be filed regularly throughout the Civil War years, and are 
supplemented by a record book maintained by the Town of Webster for the "Remnant of the 
Indians of Webster" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984,95; Morton 1907; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 
2/28/1997, folder 1920; Public Document No. 36, 1861, Nipmuc #69B Supplement 3/2811997; 
Public Document No. 36, 1862; Public Document No. 35, 1863; Public Document No. 32, 1864; 
Public Document No. 32, 1865; Nipmuc Pet. #69A 4/2111997; Remnant of the Indians of 
Webster, America/it Antiquarian Society, Worcester, Massachusets, Nipmuc #69A Pet. Suppl. 
4/2111997). On the: 1865 state census of Massachusetts, the "Dudley Indians" were not listed as 
a designated category in the Town of Webster as they had been in 1855 (1865 Massachusetts 
State Census Reel #36, Town of Webster, #77/111,1112, #771113, 1114). However, they were 
grouped together, apparently as either residents, or, possibly, potential residents of the group 
home that had been built for them on the one-acre plot. Several of the families counted outside 
of the grouping in WI;:bster were identified as Indian; others as non-Indian (Massachusetts State 
Archives, 1865 State Census Massachusetts, Reel 33, Reel 34, Reel 35, Reel 36). The 1865 
State census data not meet 83.7(b) in itself, but contributes to meeting 83.7(b) in connection with 
other evidence, such as the preceding and succeeding guardians' reports (Public Document No, 
31, 1867; Public Document No. 31, 1868; Public Document No. 31, 1869; Nipmuc Pet. #69A 
Suppl. 412111997), which were highly consistent in their listing of individuals associated with the 
reservation, allowing for variants in spelling. 

In August 1870 [sic, 1869?), the multi-family tenement house in Webster was sold, pursuant to 
Section Five of the 1869 Act (see historical overview, above). The funds were paid into the state 
treasury and the remaining Indians, fonnerly inhabiting the premises, were moved to the town of 
Dudley and accommodated and supported at the state's expense until January 1., 1870 [sic] 
(Nipmuc #69 Pet. J"tarr. 1984,97). The transfer of the group from the multi-family tenement 
was reflected in th~! 1870 census enumeration, although the 1870 atlas of Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, TO'wn of Dudley, still showed "Nipmuc Indians" on the upper reaches of 
Freemans brook, s'!parated from Chaubunagungamaug Pond by a hill (Atlas of Worcester County 
1971 [1870J, 92). By the summer of 1870, only a small number of the Dudley Indians were 
living near the fonnc::r reservation in Webster. The majority were living elsewhere in Worcester 
County, Massachusetts, or in Windham County, Connecticut (NARA M-593). In 1880 (NARA 
T -9), the Federal census showed even less of a grouping (for details, see the historical overview 
section, above). 

140"Both Dwight and Morse described a community which was clearly identifiable by outside observers. 
The gradual adoption (,f some aspects of non-Indian culture does not indicate either the dissolution of tribal 
relations or the cessatioTi of the existence of community according to the precedents (Narragansett PF 1982, 10; Gay 
Head FO 1987,3)" (Fc.u.catuck Eastern Pequot PF 2000, 74). 
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The data provided by the 1870 and 1880 censuses is not sufficient to meet community under the 
standard of 83.7{b)(2)(i), that more than 50 percent of the members reside in a geographical area 
exclusively or almost exclusively composed of members of the group, and the balance of the 
group maintains consistent interaction with some members of the community. These censuses 
provide valuable infonnation concerning the situation of the historical group antecedent to 
petitioner #69B in the second half of the 19th century, but do not in themselves provide a 
showing of community. They may be used to provide corroborating circumstantial evidence for 
community among :at least a portion of the DudleylWebster Indians. Some corroborating 
evidence also exists in the form of reminescences by local non-Indian residents (Leavens papers; 
Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 3/2811997) and mentions by local historians and newspapers (Freeland 
1894,31-33; Indians Lands 1888; obituary of Mary Jaha, Worcester Society of Antiquity 1890, 
9:139-140). 

The largest body of documentation concerning the Dudley Indians between the Civil War and 
the 20th century was g(~nerated by the various court suits aimed at obtaining a per capita 
disbursement of any remaining property or trust funds held on their behalf by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Sale of Indian Land at Webster 1887; Briefc.1890; Lynch 
1891). For petitiom:r #69B, it is of particular interest that the Sprague descendents challenged 
some other families who applied to participate in the distribution. Their attorney wrote: "They 
inform me that parties of the names of Freeman, Beaumont, Belden and others ought not to be 
included as distribu1.e:es and that they can show this if they have an opportunity. They claim that 
some at least of the: above names are of wholly African and not Indian blood .... " (Edgar M. 
Warner, Putnam, Connecticut, Counsel for Ida and Emma Shelley and others, to to Hon. W.T. 
Forbes, Judge, Probate Court, Worcester, Massachusetts, December 15, 1888; Worcester Probate 
Register, Case 6045). The challenged families were not removed from the fmal distribution list, 
but the letter indicate:s that there was a certain sense of community at the time among the 
Sprague descendants, the ancestors of the majority of the members of petitioner #69B, in 
addition to the continuing external awareness of a DudleylWebster Indian entity. 

The residents ofW(!bster and Dudley in 1890 represented the Sprague, Pegan, and Jaha family 
lines. Additional n:,e:mbers of these three family lines also resided nearby in Sturbridge, 
Massachusetts; Thompson, Connecticut; and Woodstock, Connecticut, as well as single 
individuals in mor'e distant locations (Marlborough, Massachusetts; Providence, Rhode Island; 
Albany, New York). Most of the Belden descendants were in Boston, while the Humphrey 
descendants were more scattered. The residency data provided by the 1890 list (List of Dudley 
Indians prepared by Charles T. Stevens and Thomas Harington, State Indian Commissioners, 
October 27, 1890; Vlorcester Probate Registry, Vol. 474, p. 242; New Series; Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Supp!. 1987, Attachment 10). is not sufficient to meet community under the standard of 
83.7(b)(2)(i). However, it may be used to provide corroborating circumstantial evidence for 
community. The (!vid.ence in the record provided sufficient evidence of community for the 
historical Dudley/Webster Indians to 1891. 
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1891-1970. On the 1900 Federal census, three children of Lydia A. Sprague, one by each of her 
marriages, were enunu:rated in Dudley, Massachusetts. 141 George M. Wilson (fonnerly Pegan) 
and his family were in Webster (NARA T-623, Roll 695, 62A, ED1698, Sheet 15 #228/361);42 
while in the same town the enumerator placed the Henries descendants of Lydia A. Sprague on 
the special Indian Population schedules. 143 

The 1900 census of [hI! town of Killingly, Windham County, Connecticut, showed that at least 
two of the Dudley fa;nily lines were still in contact with one another. Lydia (Blackstone) 
Malbone, a Jaha de$cendant, was head of a household of cotton mill spinners that included one 
of the sons of Lemuel and Lydia A. (Sprague) Henries (NARA T-623, Roll 151, ED516, Sheet 
16, #290/355 ovetVvritten #287/369).144 Two of Winfred Henries' children were living with their 
non-Indian mother and grandmother in Woodstock (NARA T-623, Roll 152, 230B, ED533, 
Sheet 3B, #65/70) .. AJso in Woodstock, Betsey (Dorus) Arkless Noyes was living with her 
daughter (who would shortly become the second Mrs. Winfred Henries) and her granddaughter 
(NARA N-623, Roll 152, 231A, EDS33, Sheet 4A, #80/85), and Edgar Brown, grandson of 
Lydia A. (Sprague) Nichols Shelley Henries and his wife were living with her parents (NARA T-
623, Roll 152, 247A, ED534, Sheet 7, #149/155 and #1491156). 

1910 Federal Census. BIA researchers were able to make only limited use of the 1910 Federal 
census because the absence of Soundex indexes for Massachusetts and Rhode Island, combined 
with the large population of the urban areas, made a detailed search an inefficient use of limited 
research time. The BIA genealogist read manually the core-area towns of Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, and \Vindham County, Connecticut, but made no effort to locate descendants 
living away from those areas. 

Several families w(:re: still within the region around Webster, Massachusetts. The family of 
George M. Wilson (fi:nmerly) Pegan, was still in Webster itself. He was identified as Indian, his 
wife as mulatto, and their children as "Ind" written over something else (NARA T -624, Roll 630, 

141Walter Henries with his wife and children (NARA T-623, Ro1l691, ED 1604, Sheet llA #106/200) and 
next door, his sister Matilda (Nichols) Henries with her daughter (NARA T-623, Ro1l692, EDI604, Sheet ItA, 
#1071201), and Ida A. Shelley, who had by this time separated from Peleg Brown and was no longer using his name 
(NARA T-623, Roll 691" EDI104, Sheet lIB #110/212). 

142Tbe petition stated that this family had moved from Webster to Worcester before 1900 (Nipmuc Pet. 
#69 1984, 122). 

143Emma (She lJey) Rossall was listed as Nipmuck, her father unknown, her mother Nipmuck, Y2 white, 
taxed, with a fixed residl:nce; her daughter Myra Ireson was also Y2 white; her granddaughter 3/4 white. In her 
household were two of her brothers, Winfred Henries and Fred Henries, both Nipmuc, with their father listed as 
Narragansett. their mother as Nipmuc, and both 118 white (NARA T-623, Roll 695, 6SA, ED1698, Sheet 1 #\3/14). 

144Her moth!:,. and three sisters were in North Smithfield Town, Providence County, Rhode Island (NARA 
T.623. RoIlIS}I, ED140, Sheet 9r-l0 #153/183). 
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ED 1834, Sheet22A ~289/259). No descendants of the relevant families were found in the town 
of Dudley. 

In Connecticut, Walter S. Henries and his family were in Woodstock, Connecticut, sharing a 
household with a maIl;<:d daughter and her husband (NARA T-624, Roll 144, ED598, Sheet 2A 
#29/29, #29/30). Edgar P. Brown and his wife included a married daughter and a grandson in 
their household (NARA T-624, Roll 144, E0598, Sheet 2B #35/36). 

Vital records indicate that by 1910, Winfred Henries and his wife Angenette (nee Arkless) were 
living in Providenc{~, Rhode Island. No census record was located for them in that year. 14S 

In the 1930's, after interviewing her husband, Helen O. Holley commented, "Little can be found 
of Mrs. Leach's background before she came to Sturbridge. That she belonged to the 
Christianized Indian:; who early adopted white ways is known for certain. Though the old 
grandmother told her many old legends of her people, white folks in general were not interested, 
and Angie was not talkative" (Holley c.1937; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 2/28/1997, folder . 
1910).146 

[Walter Henries] seemed like a promising person, but actually knew very little of 
his origin, ... He said he was a Nipmuck Indian but of what local tribe he could 
not say. He was born in "Brimfield Four Comers", which is East Brimfield. His 
mother travl~h~d around peddling baskets and mats, which she made. .. His 
mother's maiden name was Sprague. This was a family name belonging to Pegan 
Indians formerly on the reservation in East Webster, but he said his mother was 
not a Pegan; she was a Nipmuck ... He could remember no dances, or stories, or 
beliefs ofhi~, people (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 2/2811997). 

1920 Federal Census. More of the families were located in 1920 than in 1910. In no particular 
order, Edith L. Henries [sic, actually Edith L. Goins, daughter of Angenette (Arkless) Goins 
Henries by her first marriage] was working as a servant in Boxborough, Norfolk County, 
Massachusetts (N..AJl{A H-562, 1920 Soundex, MA). Lydia M. Malbone was living in the town 
of DudJey with her daughter Matilda Henrys, both identified as mulatto (NARA T-625, Roll 745, 
ED32, Sheet lOB #99/186), as were Prescott S. Coates and his wife Effie [daughter of Matilda 

14SThis couplle had children born in 1902, 1903, and 1904 in Woodstock, Connecticut; in 1905 in Webster, 
Massachusetts; in 1906, 1908, and 1909 in Providence, Rhode Island (see Nipmuc GTKY file, BAR). 

146 There alslD exists a set of undated typewritten data on Angie "Sprague" Leach of East Brimfield, 
Massachusetts, compri~,ing a set of museum notes [no indication from what musewnJ for a pair of moccasins and set 
of chairs and a short biogr;aphy apparently written by Octavia M. Sweetser, with a photograph of Angie (Nipmuc 
Pet. Response 1994, E>;.). The notes say she was still living in 1922. During her interviews in Sturbridge during 
the later 1930's, Helen G. Holley also produced a short typescript biography of Angela (Sprague) Leach (Nipmuc 
Pet. #69B Suppl. 2/28/1997, folder 1910). 
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(Malbone) Henries}, who was identified as Indian by the enumerator (NARA T-625, Roll 745, 
ED32, Sheet 3B #35/59). 

Edgar P. Brown, wife and children, a married daughter, and two grandchildren were sharing a 
household in Woodstock, Connecticut (NARA T-625, Roll 198, ED369, Sheet 9A #199/206). 

Two of the children cf the late Winfred Henries and Angenette Arkless were located on the 1920 
census of Rhode Island. Edward [Edwin], age 14, was an inmate of the State Home and School 
(NARA T -625, ED3] 0, Sheet 2, Line 86), while his sister Elsie, age 9, was a patient at the State 
Sanatorium (tuberculosis hospital) (NARA T-625, ED70, Sheet 77, Line 77). Angenette was not 
located under the names of Arkless, Goins, or Henries in Massachusetts, Connecticut, or Rhode 
Island Soundex. Elizabeth (Henries) Morse, ancestress of the majority of the members of the 
#69B petitioner, was not located on the 1920 census. The petitioner's records indicate that she 
had married in 1918 at Wayland, Massachusetts. 

The petitioner indicated that in 1916 and 1917, the Dudley Indians supposedly held powwows on 
Lake Chaubunagunamaug. The petitioner indicated that these were mentioned in a 1983 
newspaper article (Kowal 1983, "Nipmucks Readying"; no original documentation submitted). 
A section in a pamphlet published about 1932 by the Webster Woman's Club indicated that 
these "powwows" were: sponsored by the Chambers of Commerce along the valley of the old 
Mohegan River, as j oint entertainment by Putnam, Connecticut, and Webster, Massachusetts, on 
July 131916,repeatedJune 11, 1917(NowandThenc.1932,61-63). 

The petition also stat<!d that in August 1920, two Nipmuc bands particip~ted in a regional 
gathering ofWorce~tle[' County and New Hampshire Indians at Lake Dennison (Nipmuc Pet. 
Narr. 1984, 131). B owever, no documentation was submitted to substantiate this. 

Overall, little evid(:nce: was located to indicated that the descendants of the Dudley Indians were 
associating each othe:r or with other Nipmucs during this period. With the exception of George 
M. Wilson, who held moved to Worcester, and his immediate family, no DudleylWebster 
descendants were induded in Sarah Cisco Sullivan's Mohawk Club or the continuation of the 
Worcester chapter (If the Algonquin Indian Council of New England in which several 
Hassanamisco desc;,endants were active (see discussion in technical report for petition #69A). 
The three Jaha descendants who had corresponded with Sarah (Cisco) Sullivan during the 1920's 
did continue the correspondence (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Suppl., Cisco Papers). The petitioner 
submitted a newsps.per article from the Putnam, Connecticut, newspaper indicating that in 1940, 
the American Fedc:ratilon of Indians was going to hold a powwow on the fann of Arthur Basto in 
South Woodstock (Ltldian Pow-Wow to Begin Aug. 31, Putnam Patriot, August 8, 1940). 
However, there was no indication of Dudley Indian participation in this event. 
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On December 30, 1923, John Braxton,147 describing himself as "Chief of Nipmuc," provided to 
Bicknell "as comple1:€: a list, as possible, of names of the Nipmug [sic] tribe," which was in fact a 
list of 37 members of the Belden family, whom he described as "lineal descendents of Black 
James" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Response 1987, Attachment 8; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Response 1994, Ex.). 
John Braxton was listed as a Nipmuc "tribal sachem" on the letterhead of Thomas Bicknell's 
Algonquian Indian Council of New England (McMullen 1994, nI3). During 1924 and 1925, 
Bicknell's major inv(llvl~ment was with Hassanamisco (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 137), but 
one photograph submittled indicated the participation of at least three Dudley Indian descendants 
from the Jaba family line. These same women, throughout the 1920's and 1930's, corresponded 
with Sarah (Cisco) SuUivan at Grafton (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Suppl., Cisco Papers). Neither the 
BeldenlBraxton nor Ja.ba families have members within the current petitioner. 

The only Dudley-We bster descendant involved in the 1950 chartering of a Nipmuc Tribe in 
Worcester by the St:at«~ of Massachusetts (Nipmuc Tribe Revived 1950; Nipmuc Indian Chapter 
1950) was George .M. Wilson Jr. of the Pegan family line which, as mentioned above, was by 
this time identified with the Hassanamisco group and whose descendants are members of 
petitioner #69A (Nipmllc Tribe Revived, Worcester Telegram, 6/21/1950; Nipmuc #69B 
Supplement 3/28/1997). The petition stated that before Wilson moved from Webster to 
Worcester. "he had served as Medicine Man for the Dudley-Webster band, and after the move, in 
the same capacity for the Hassanamisco band" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 122':123). No 
documentation was provided for this assertion. In 1952, Wilson received a letter from Charles 

. M. Leavens, town derk of Webster, pertaining to his Pegan genealogical line (Leavens to 
Wilson 7/17/1952; Nipmuc #69B Supplement 3/2811997, Attachment M; Leavens Papers n.d.). 
In 1946, George M" Wilson Jr. returned to Worcester after serving in World War II (Nipmuc Pet. 
1984, 149). Wilson, born about 1920, recalled having attended powwows at Grafton as a child, 
and in 1982 was serving as a member of the Hassanamisco Council. 

The petition stated toat. "George Wilson and Elizabeth Henries Morse, descendants of members 
of the Dudley-Webst(er band, and now living in Worcester, recall childhood memories of their 
families coming to Grafton for the annulJl autumn annual meeting" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 122). 
No documentation was located to substantiate these visits. There is insufficient evidence of 
community among the descendants of the historical DudleyJWebster Indians as a whole from 
1891 to 1970, and 1110 e:vidence of community among the direct ancestors of the members of 
petitioner #69B. 

1970 to the Present,· Jr.fethodology. The paucity of arguments made by the petitioner (see 
below), together with IJther factors, required the BlA to make decisions about how to proceed 
with an evaluation of the petitioner during the period since 1970. On the one hand, the directive, 
Changes in the Int(~rnal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment Petitions, stated that: "The 
BIA's review of a pe:tition shall be limited to evaluating the arguments presented by the 
petitioner and third parties and to determining whether the evidence submitted by the petitioner, 

147Braxton tl1m resided in Allston, Massachusetts; later at Roxbury, both of which were near Boston. 
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or by third parties, demonstrates that the petitioner meets each of the criteria" (AS-IA 2/7/2000; 
65 Federal Register 7052,211112000). On the other hand, the BIA had begun work on the #69B 
proposed finding before the directive was published and thus in January 2000, found itself with 
data and analysis t:tat existed outside the limitations stated in the directive. A BlA peer review 
meeting of April 19, :2000, addressed questions about bow the team was to proceed in light of 
these factors. A commitment was made to address in the proposed finding all materials in the 
record that pertain to each criterion in a limited fashion, regardless of whether argumentation 
andlor analysis ac(:ompanied these materials. In accordance with the directive, it was decided 
that extensive new analysis would not be conducted, and alternative positions would not be 
developed. 

BLA researchers decided in April 2000, to include in their examination of this period material 
from the audiotapt:d interviews with the seven #69B members. In August of 2000, BIA 
researchers decided also to include the BIA anthropologist's analysis of the residential patterns 
of the petitioning group.148 In light of the fact that the directive was published after work on the 
proposed finding was begun, and in light of the fact that so little evidence was presented by the 
petitioner for this pferiod, it was thought that the inclusion of the field interview data and the 
analysis of#69B residential patterns not only would shed valuable light on the status of the 
petitioner during t:lle period since 1970 but also would prove helpful to the petitioner in 
preparing materia.] 1:0 be used for the final determination. Consistent with the directive, the field 
interview data coll.ected by the BlA anthropologist was utilized only for purposes of evaluation 
of the petitioner's data and position and not to develop alternative positions which might 
demonstrate that hie petitioner met the requirements of the regulations. For a discussion of bow 
these have been w;(!d, see the following section concerning sources reviewed. 

The Petitioner's '~Iguments. Petitioner #69B has not presented specific arguments as to how it 
meets criterion 83.7(b) from 1970 to the present. The petition narrative (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 
1984) was written before petitioner #69B split from #69, and the petitioner chose to retain this 
narrative after its formal separation from #69. After its separation, petitioner #69B stateq that it 
did not wish to al1l<md or add to the #69 narrative. As a result, at best the petition narrative only 
awkwardly fits p1etitioner #69B. In 1984, the petition described the activities of the 
Chaubunagungamaug band as follows: 

At present, the Chaubunagungamaug Tribal Council meets every second week, 
primarily for the purpose of organizing and presenting cultural events. Since its 
inception, a. major focus of Council activity has been the research and 
presentatilol1 of tribal culture. Carrying on the tradition well established at the 
Hassanamisco Reservation, the Dudley-Webster band makes presentatitons [sic] 

148Sy May J999, an analysis of the residential patterns of the petitioning group had been completed, an 
analysis that was conducted for purposes of describing the #69B community. No analysis of any kind relating to 
the residential pattems of#69B group members was presented by the petitioner; the data for the above-mentioned 
analysis was therefctre extracted from the #69B membership list submitted in February 1997. 
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of tribal st,ories, songs, dances, and artefacts [sic] to historical societies, schools, 
and other Indian groups. The band is also interested in contacting members of the 
original twen~y-two or so Nipmuc bands that existed prior to King Philip's War. 
Through genealogical reserach [sic] and contacts through known families, efforts 
to identify and bring into association these "lost" tribal members are well 
underway (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 195-196). 

Almost all of the argumentation that the #69 petition (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984; Nipmuc #69 
Pet. Resp. 1987) made:: about the period since 1970 involved the 1980's. The petition researcher 
asserted that "[ s] inl:e:: 1978, there has been a dramatic increase of tribal activity generally, and 
most notably at Dudle:y-Webster, among the Chabunagungamaug clan." He continued: "Within 
the past five years, this band (Chabunagungamaug) has been particularly at pains to stress its 
unique clan identi1~{ ... In 1978, the band formed its own band council, and in 1982, that council 
formally incorporate:d under the laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Narr. 1984, 191-192). 

Sources ReviewedJor Criterion 83.7Cb) since 1970. The petition exhibits contained a limited 
amount of data, including newspaper articles, correspondence, and meeting minutes. The joint 
petitioner (#69) submitted a document that it had created for its petition, a table of documented 
events and gatherings at the Hassanamesit [Hassanamisco] Reservationl49 with selected 
documentation of Nipmuc people's involvement. Table Six of this document covered the years 
from 1936 to 1997. In addition to other information that is not relevant to this discussion, the 
chart lists in chronological order thirty gatherings that took place from 1977 to 1997. Because at 
least Mr. Edwin Morse and some members of his extended family as it was defined above 
participated in affairs of the #69 joint petitioner from 1977 until the mid-1990's, the thirty 
gatherings in the chart that span this 18 or 20 year period are relevant to #69B. At least 
formally, these thirty gatherings were organized by both the Hassanamisco and Chaubunagunga
maug Bands, which were cooperating at the time. 

In addition to the petition exhibits, the evaluation has utilized the audiotapes of field interviews 
were made in July 1998. They consist of BAR interviews with seven members of the #69B 
petitioning group. The~ general focus of the interviews was to look for evidence regarding the 
social and political a,ctivities of the petitioner's members during this century, especially during 
the past fifty years (1950 to 1998). The "Chief," "Vice Chief," three current council members 
and one former council member of#69B were interviewed (Edwin Morse, Sr.; Edwin Morse, Jr.; 
Lucyann Swenson;. (fllen Wayland Heath; Bert EdwinlEdson Heath; Kenneth White; and Donald 
Wayne Hinckley, Jr.). Edwin Morse, Sr. and Edwin Morse, Jr. were interviewed at the same 
sitting; Glen Wayland Heath and Bert EdwinlEdson Heath were also interviewed together. The 

149For more in fonnation on the land on which all these gatherings were held, which since 1869 has not 
been a reservation held in trust by the State of Massachusetts, see the proposed rmding for petitioner #69A. It is 
owned by a family in #69A descended from the Hassanamisco Nipmuc, not by #69B. 
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total number of intl~Jrviews of the seven #69B members was therefore five. ISO Completion of the 
finding within the c!xpected time frames meant that detailed transcripts were not made of the 
tapes of field interviews. 

Partly because det2.iled transcripts were not made of the tapes of field interviews, the interviews 
contain additional infiJrmation which may, based on a detailed analysis of complete transcripts, 
and supplementation by additional interviews and documentation, help demonstrate past and 
present community and political process not found to have been shown by the petitioner. 
Alternatively, then: may be data in the field interviews which conflicts with the petitioner's data. 

The following summary of the period since 1970 includes description and evaluation of written 
and videotaped documentation which was in the record, but which was not specifically included 
in the petitioner's mmative and argumentation. This documentation includes but is not limited 
to newsletters, newspaper clippings, and videotapes that were submitted with little 
accompanying wriitten explanation, documentation or argumentation from the petitioner. The 
videotapes, for example, were simply entitled "Nipmuck Indians;" "Wedding Chief Red Fox: 
Sept 19, 1988;" and "Homecoming 9/13-14/97. Nipmuc Nation - Grafton, MA." Some of the 
individuals who appear in the first videotape, "Nipmuck Indians," were identified by captions. 
The other two videDtapes, "Wedding Chief Red Fox: Sept 19, 1998," and "Homecoming 9/13-
14/97. Nipmuc Nation - Grafton, MA," contained no such captions. This meant that, for each of 
the three tapes but: kss so for the first tape, it was almost impossible to identify which 
individuals were the ll~aders of the group or even which were members of the group. The 
attempt at such an identification was further complicated by the fact that, according to statements 
made by #69B leaders in interviews, the events that appear on the videotape submissions were 
events that were not limited to #69B group members but rather were events that were public and 
intertribal (See Inte:rviiew with Lucyann Swenson 7122/98). 

BIA Definition of ~:rucial Questions. There is very little evidence that the petitioner meets 
83. 7(b) for the period since 1970. Though the evidence is far from complete, it nonetheless 
strongly suggests that the primary problem is that the petitioner is a group that was formed in 
recent times, specijilc~llly during the last two decades of the 20th century. The primary evidence 
for this preliminary conclusion are statements from members of the petitioning group itself, 
especially the group's leader, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr. These statements of#698 group members 
are included in the fbllowing summary. 

15Dne anthropol()gist who conducted the interviews for the #69B petition has since left BIA. The fact that 
two of the interviews we:rc: interviews with two group members rather than only one (Interview with Mr. Edwin 
Morse, Sr., 7/22/98, which included Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr.; and Interview with Mr. Glen Wayland Heath and Mr. 
Burt EdwinlEdson Heath, 7/23/98) made it difficult for the BIA cultural anthropologist who completed the 
evaluation to be certaiL that she was attributing statements made during these interviews io the person who actually 
provided them, since silt: had not conducted the interviews. As a result, some of the statements made by Mr. 
Edwin Morse, Jr. during the interview on July 22, 1998, may have been attributed to Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., while 
some of the statements made by Mr. Glen Wayland Heath during the interview on July 23, 1998, may have been 
attributed to Mr. Burt EdwinlEdson Heath, and vice versa. 
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If evidence exists that demonstrates the existence of community for the period since 1970, the 
petitioner has the opportunity to locate and submit it, providing appropriate argumentation, 
during the response period that follows the issuance of the proposed finding. Accordingly, in the 
following evaluation of whether the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(b) for this period, "road 
maps" are providt::d for the petitioner to use in retrieving such information and documentation, if 
such information Cll1d documentation exists. 

Another significan:: problem with the #69B petition, a problem that should be kept in mind in the 
course of the folltHving discussion, especially since it is not a focus of the discussion, involves 
the composition/of thc~ petitioning group. Until very recently, #69B was comprised almost 
entirely of a singll: e:xtended family made up of the direct descendants of Elizabeth (Henries) 
Morse, namely M:r. Edwin Morse, Sr.; some of his sisters; and their children and 
grandchildren. lsl Aftc~r Mr. Morse became aware that according to precedent in Federal 
acknowledgment ease:s, a single family line had not been considered to constitute a tribe within 
the meaning of the 25 CFR Part 83 regulations, he brought other Dudley/W ebster descendants 
into #69B. In 1998, £or example, he described the #69B governing body as reflecting the 
presence in the group of three Nipmuck families other than his own (see Interview with Mr. 
Edwin Morse, Sr., 7/2:2/98). Initially it was thought that the fact that most of the membership 
(86%) was related by primary kinship ties would complicate an evaluation of the petitioner 
under 83.7(b), becclUse the precedents established in evaluating prior petitions for Federal 
acknowledgment have assumed that people related by primary kinship ties are maintaining social 
relations with one another. In the case of the current petitioner, though, the evidence suggests 
that even those in the #69B group who are related by primary kinship ties were not consistently 
maintaining sociail rdations with one another until the group was formed in the early 1980's or 
late 1970's. 

Most of the membl:rs of #69B (86% of the total membership) descend from either Elizabeth 
Henries Morse, who died in 1991 (52%) or Eva Viola Brown, who died in 1993 (34%). Within 
each of these desce:nt groups, the members have primary kinship ties. There is no evidence that 
these two descent groups had associations with each other across family lines until very recently. 
In fact, there is evidence that many of these individuals did not even know each other until at 
least the late 1970':;. The evidence for this lack of social interaction and connection is described 
and discussed most thoroughly in the summary discussion of criterion 83.7(c), which reviews the 
evidence that the petitioner is a group that was formed in recent times. 

Evaluation of the PE~titioner Under Criterion 83.7(b) since J 970. 

Summary of the [~~/e:lopment of Petitioner #69B since 1970. The following discussion 
addresses the evid(:nce for community during the period since 1970 by decade, starting with the 
1970's. Before th~! (:vidence is presented, a brief summary of the history of the petitioning group 

ISISpouses w~re excluded. 
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since 1970 is provided. It is hoped that this brief summary will better orient the reader through 
the discussion tha,t follows. 

It appears that the;: petitioner, as it existed from 1978 through the mid-1990's, was an extended 
family (see definition of that family above) that, in general, was aware of its Nipmuc ancestry 
but was not living in tribal relations in the 1970's and had not done so at any point earlier in the 
century. In the 197G's, this family, like other families ofNipmuc descent, responded to the 
efforts of Ms. Zan CiscoeBrough, a Hassanamisco Nipmuc, to provide for, if not mobilize and 
organize, Nipmuc descendants. During this decade, Ms. CiscoeBrough expanded her activities 
from merely staging intertribal events such as powwows to 1) providing a one-time disbursement 
of money for food and clothing to Nipmuck descendants; 2) trying to enlarge the "reservation" 
by procuring land from the state that was not being used by the state (Grafton State Hospital 
land); 3) successflJIly procuring scholarships from the state for Nipmuc descendants; and 4) 
successfully gainir,g representation for Nipmucs on the state's Commission for Indian Affairs. 
Responding to thc;:se: dforts, the Morse family, including Edwin Morse, Sr. and his daughter, 
Lucyann Swenson, became progressively more involved in Ms. CiscoeBrough's emerging group 
until they were particiipating as leaders of the group by serving on its council. 

• 

As an extension of this involvement, Mr. Morse formed his own Nipmuck152 subgroup in the 
early 1980's or, by his: account, in 1979. For years he and members of his family perceived their 
subgroup to be only a little more than a subgroup under the "parent" group of#69. More 
specifically, they defined themselves as a band - or, as they sometimes said, "clan" - that was 
part ofa larger "confe:deracy" or "union" of Nip mucks. In May of 1996, Mr. Morse's subgroup 
formally separated from the "parent" group, making the subgroup a group unto itself. This was 
the beginning of the existence of#69B as an independent political entity. The evidence indicates 
that the other descent groups currently included in #69B were added to its membership after May 
1996. Although th~ membership list submitted by petitioner #69 in 1995 showed a large 
"Chaubunagungamaug Band," there is no other evidence in the record to indicate that this large 
~embership partidpated in Mr. Morse's organization (see further discussion under criterion 
83.7(c». 

1970's. In an audioltaped BAR interview, Mr. Edwin Morse provided evidence that the group of 
which he is a leadc:r (,md has been so since what appears to have been the group's creation) does 
not meet 83.7(b) for at least the period before 1977. During the interview, Mr. Morse spoke 
about the events o.:fthc: decade ofthe 1970's, the decade during which he joined a Nipmuck group 
for what he strongly suggested was the first time in his life. This group, which at that time was 
led by Ms. Zara Cisc:oeBrough, appears to have been the group that later became #69. In 
describing the event of his joining this group, which Mr. Morse said was in 1977 when he was 
49 years old, Mr. Morse strongly suggested that, during the half-century from the early 1930's to 
1977, there was no Nipmuck organization or association of which he and most future members 

152Petitioner #,59A, and historians generally, have preferred "Nipmuc" as the standardized spelling. 
Petitioner #69B prefer~ the' usage of "Nipmuck." 
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of #69B were a part, and there were no Nipmuck activities or expressions of a collective 
Nipmuck identity cfwhich he and most future members of#69B were a part. Mr. Morse seemed 
to suggest, in short, that during these decades there was no distinct Nipmuck community, or at 
least one that includlecl him and most future members of his group. After briefly describing a 
childhood in which hI:: implied that, to the best of his knowledge, did not involve Nipmucks 
beyond the memblers of his extended family as it was defined above, Mr. Morse explained, 

Back then [in the 1920's and 1930's when he was a child], we knew we was 
ChaubunagJngamaug. We knew we came from South Woodstock, Connecticut. 
We knew.that was in Dudley. So, uh, but we had nobody to do anything. And 
then when we got older we found out everything we had to know. About 21 years 
ago. That'~ when we stared to push forward as Chaubunagungamaug. But we 
didn't knO'l-'f uill. And then, as far as joining anything we - Zara's sister - she was 
giving out, I think it was $175 for clothing, $125 for food to 'all Nipmucks. You 
go down th,!re, and you sign your name on the dotted line, and you were 
automatically on the tribal roll. [emphasis added] 

At that point, Mr. M:orse was asked, "So she [Ms. CiscoeBrough] was just signing up anybody 
who came by?" Mr" Morse replied, "Anybody that came by. Said they was a Nipmuck." 

In another place or" the audiotape, Mr. Morse was asked about what, if any, interaction he had 
had with other Nipmucks during the more than thirty year period from the 1940's to the early 
1970's. Mr. Morse replied that it was difficult to remember the Nipmucks with whom he might 
have interacted at gatherings and parties during this period for the following reason: 

... because: back then, I wasn't interested in that [Nipmuck stuff], so I never paid 
much attemion [to who was or was not a Nipmuck]. Ifl did back then, I coulda 
gave you a book and you woulda been able to read it and have anything you want. 
But I wasn't interested in that. Just like Mr. Henries - Crow Henries - when I , 
first met Walter ... He wasn't doing nothin' as far as Native American people are 
concerned. [don't know what he told you, but he did a lot of reading ... just like 
I did. I did a tot of reading because I had to. So that's why I know what's going 
on. Ifit W~lsn't for books, [unintelligible] be no place. 

Here, as elsewhere during the audiotaped interview, Mr. Morse strongly suggested that, during 
the period from the: 1940's to the early 1970's, he and other future members of#69B with whom 
he was acquainted during these decades did not identify as Nipmucks (though many were aware 
that they were desc(mded from Nipmucks), and did not constitute a group. By his own account, 
then, Mr. Morse was not part of a Nipmuck community during at least the period before 1977, if 
such a community f:xisted at all during the early to mid-20th century. 

If such a Nipmuck community existed at all during this period, it was the assemblage of 
Nipmucks that wa:) heing organized by Zara CiscoeBrough around Grafton, Massachusetts 
during at least the: latter part of this period. In the portion of Mr. Morse's statement that is cited 
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above, Mr. Morsl~ himself provided evidence that he was not part of this community, if such a 
community existed at all, before he joined the group in 1977. In the above statement, Mr. Morse 
mentions the individual whom he believes organized the effort to "sign up" individuals on a 
Nipmuck "tribal ;roll." He identifies this individual as "Zara's sister." Zara CiscoeBrough did 
not have a sister. Had Mr. Morse been maintaining social relations with Ms. CiscoeBrough and 
others who may have: been associated with her, he no doubt would have been aware of this fact. 

Other evidence supports the suggestion that Mr. Morse and members of his extended family as it 
was defined above were not even part of an organized Nipmuck group until 1977 and thus were 
not part of a Niprnuck community until at least that time, if even then. Petitioner #69 submitted 
the minutes of a meelting entitled, "Joint Meeting: Legal Heirs ofHassanamisco, and the 
Nipmucs," dated May 14, 1977. The meeting was organized by Zara CiscoeBrough. Neither 
Mr. Morse nor any member of his extended family appears on the attendance list of this meeting. 
It is likely that, by thl! Spring of 1977, Mr. Morse had not yet joined the Nipmuck group that 
later became #69. 

Less than four months later in September of 1977, a petition said to contain the names of a 
number ofNipmuc:s "'who are vitally interested in Nipmuc New Town Creation" (which was a 
failed effort by Nipmucks to obtain land from the state) was presented by Zara CiscoeBrough to 
an administrator in. Ithe Massachusetts state government. A copy of the petition, which was 
submitted by petitioner #69, contained the names of thirty-seven individuals. One of these 
individuals was M:r. Morse. This raises the strong possibility that Mr. Morse "signed on the 
dotted line," as he: pult it, on what he described as the Nipmuc "tribal roll" during the four month 
period between the Joint Meeting in mid-May, 1977, on the one hand, and the time the petition 
was presented in September of 1977, on the other. This document provides the earliest evidence 
in the record of the iinvolvement of Mr. Morse, who later became "chief for life" of#69B, in 
Nipmuc matters. It also provides the earliest evidence of the social interaction of Mr. Morse 
with a Nipmuc from another family line. This said, it should be pointed out that, although this 
document suggests that Mr. Morse participated politically in a Nipmuc group and that he may 
have enjoyed informal social interaction with members of an organized Nipmuc group, it does 
not demonstrate that such social interaction existed broadly among members of the petitioning 
group. 

The record inc1udl~s an agenda of a "special meeting of the Nipmuc Tribe" and indicates that the 
meeting took plac,e OIll June 3, 1978, at Belmont Community School in Worcester, 
Massachusetts. Additional information or documentation about this meeting may help the 
petitioner show that it meets 83.7(b) for the late 1970's. In particular, the petitioner may wish to 
address the relationship of the June 3, 1978, meeting to the a roster of attendees at a meeting that 
took place on Jum: 8, 1978, and that was attended by 49 people, including Zara CiscoeBrough. 
While the roster does not identify the nature or type of the meeting, the separately submitted 
minutes indicate that it was a meeting of the Hassanamisco Nipmuc Tribal Council (Nipmuc 
Tribal Council, Hassanamisco Band, Minutes 6/8/1978). A number of members of the Morse 
family (now primarily affiliated with petitioner #69B) attended this meeting. This is the earliest 
evidence in the record concerning the Morse family'S participation in the Nipmuc organization 
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led by Zara CiscoeBrough. It does show that, by 1978, there was at least some social interaction 
of at least some Morse family members with at least some Nipmucs of different family lines. As 
such, the document provides some very weak evidence that the petitioner may meet 83.7(b) for 
the late 1970's. To strengthen its case that it meets 83.7(b) for the late 1970's, the petitioner 
should provide additional infonnation or documentation about the participation of the Morse 
family in this meeting. 

Nearly all of the g~.therings listed in the table of events appear to be annual fairs. There is no 
evidence that such events, which were open to the public and attended by many non-Nipmucs, 
were events duridg which the members of#69B socialized with one another. Only one gathering 
of the 1970's, labeld "Tribal meeting -closed to the public," may have been an essentially 
Nipmuc, if not exclusively #69B, event. 

Another piece of t!v:idence pertinent to whether the petitioner met 83.7(b) for the 1970's is a 
statement that Mr, Morse made in an audiotaped BAR interview on July 22, 1998. The 
statement involved the number of attendees at a meeting that took place in the year, 1979, which 
was two years after Mr. Morse, by his own admission, first joined a Nipmuc group. During the 
two year period after Mr. Morse joined the organization headed by Zara CiscoeBrough, he 
served on its governing body. Although the evidence is far from complete, it appears that he 
began fonning a sllbgroup, the Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Council, in 1979. In the 
audiotaped interview, Mr. Morse claimed that, when the council meetings of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Council (the organization antecedent to petitioner #69B) first 
"started," as he put it,. in 1979, they were attended by fifty to sixty members. This assertion by 
Mr. Morse suggests that many potential members of the Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Council 
considered issues act(!d upon or actions taken by group leaders and the new governing body to be 
of importance. If the petitioner were to provide lists of members who attended these meetings, it 
would strengthen its case that it meets 83.7(b) for the late 1970's. Among other things, the 
petitioner needs to show that social interaction existed broadly among the members of the group. 

Another piece of I~vidence that was relevant to an evaluation of whether the petitioner meets 
83.7(b) for the 1970's is a statement by Mr. Glen Heath, who, by 1991, was serving on the 
council of the Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck. On July 23, 1998, Mr. Heath was interviewed at 
the same sitting with his brother, Burt EdwinlEdson Heath, who had also served on the #69B 
council. Mr. Heatfl's statements agreed with the dates at which, as Mr. Morse put it, he began 
"to push forward as Chabunagungamaug," Mr. Heath was approximately 40 'years old when he 
met Mr. Morse. He: said: 
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Then, I got maIned. IS3 I had some friends that knew Chief Wise Owl [Mr. Edwin 
Morse, Sr.].. That's how I met him. That was '79 or '80 ... 154 [When I met him, 
I said,] "I would like to, uh,.join the uh, join his tribe." [Then Mr. Morse said,] 
"the first thing is that [you need to] get whatever you [can] get saying that you are 
who you say you are." [footnotes added] 

It was within at rom! a few years of the above conversation that Mr. Heath and many of his 
family (through Mr. Hleath's submission of their paperwork) were enrolled in the' 
Chaubunagungamaug :~ipmuck Council, or Chaubunagungamaug Clan (the usage of the name 
varied throughout th~: period 1981-1996). In light of Mr. Heath's own statements, it is likely that 
he and his family members had little to no significant social relationships with other future #69B 
group members unltil 1979 at the earliest. As the Heath family is one of only three extended. 
families that comprise the #69B group other than the extended family of Mr. Morse and is thus a 
significant part ofth~: petitioning group, this statement ofMr. Heath's provides some negative 
evidence for the period before the late 1970's. 

A statement given by another #69B leader in a separate BAR interview also provided negative 
evidence. The intervie:w was with Mr. Kenneth Leroy White, who has also served on the #69B 
governing body and who is member of one of the other two extended families (other than the 
family of Mr. Morse!) that now comprise #69B. In the BAR interview, Mr. White stated that he 
did not meet Mr. Ivbrse until the 1980's, which was when Mr. White was in his late 30's and 
early 40's. In light of these statements by Mr. Heath and Mr. White, if there exists evidence that 
members of the Heath family and/or the White family were indeed interacting with future 
members of#69B oth<::r than Mr. Morse and members of his extended family during this period, 
the petitioner should submit this evidence. 

There is very little (:vidence that the petitioner meets 83.7(b) for the period from 1970 to 1979. 
There exists some negative evidence, i.e., evidence that community did not exist during this time 
period. The petition(~r as then defined, an extended family, was not the same group as the 
membership of the I;urrent petitioner #69B. On the basis of the evidence now in the record, the 
petitioner does not meet 83.7(b) for the decade of the 1970's. 

1980's. On September 23, 1981, a newspaper article, written by a reporter who attended a pow
wow (Freyer 1981)" surveyed the Nipmuc situation: 

There's the Morse family of Dudley, who recently awakened to their Indian 
heritage, fC>Il1l1C:d a new tribal council for the Dudley-Webster band and held that 
band's first powwow in 107 years. And there's Zara Ciscoe Brough, or Princess 

153Mr. Heath married in 1964. 

IS40ther evidence: in the record indicates that Mr. Heath's name did not appear on any #69 membership 
lists prior to 1995. 
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White Flowe:r, chief of the Hassanamisco band of the Nipmuck nation, 
granddaugbt'~r of a chief (Freyer 1981, 15). 

Freyer summarized the Federal acknowledgment process and interviewed the #69 petition 
researcher, Dr. Stcphe:n J. Reno, whom she quoted as commenting, "Any anthropologist worth 
his salt will say th~ group (the Nipmuck tribe) has disappeared entirely" (Freyer 1981, 15). She 
also interviewed John Shapard of the BIA, who pointed out that the maintenance of aboriginal 
culture had no bearing on the process, which required that a group demonstrate continuous 
political existence~;ince colonial times (Freyer 1981, 15). The article continued: 

! 

... for many Nipmucks ethnic awareness has come only recently and ethnic 
knowledge only through research. Such was the case of the Morse family, whose 
study of famJily roots led to a desire to revive the Dudley/W ebster clan of the 
Nipmucks, which now claims 103 members. They established a new tribal 
council and initiated a new chief, Edwin Morse Sr., Chief Wise Owl (Freyer 
1981,18).155 

There is evidence til the record which shows that, since at least 1981, Dudley-Webster has b~en a 
center of activity fer the leaders of#69B, for many of the members of this group, and even for 
New England Indians more broadly. From the evidence, it is clear that a major factor in bringing 
this about was the formation of a Nipmuck tribal council in the Dudley-Webster area in the late 
1970's, or the early 1980's at the latest, by Mr. Edwin Morse. Mr. Morse's decision formally to 
incorporate this organization under the laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in 1982 
merely reflected hils and his family'S desire to create a durable group. 

In the same part of the petition narrative, the petition researcher asserted simply that there had 
been a "broadening of the base of tribal participation" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 191-192). 
There was sufficient evidence that there has indeed been an increase in the nwnber of Nip mucks 
participating in #69B from the time the group was formed in the late 1970's or early 1980's to the 
year 1998. The group seems to have begun with a membership that included only the extended 
family of Mr. Morse. The most current membership list (1997), on the other hand, reflects the 
successful recruitme:nt on the part of Mr. Morse of individuals from several other Nipmuck 
families, many of ""'hom Mr. Morse did not even meet until at least the late 1970's. 

There was additional argumentation about the 1980's in the narrative portion of the petition 
supplement that wa:; submitted in 1987 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Response 1987). In the petition 

ISS"While well-nrsed in the pro-Indian platitudes ('Don't forget that America was built on Indian 
graves'), these Nipmuc:ks a:ppear to be novice~ at Indian living. They have trouble remembering to address each 
other by their new Indll~.n names (Loving One, Little Star, Great Owl). Little star (Ruth Bessette), the tribal council 
secretary, didn't know whalt wampum was. And when asked by a photographer to demonstrate a traditional Indian 
dance, Chief Wise Owl confessed he didn't know any. But the council members earned their names by doing 
research on the tribe, ar..d appear sincere in their desire to learn and preserve their forebears' ways" (Freyer 1981, 
18; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 2/28/1997). 
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researcher's very bric~f discussion ofNipmuc social and political activity during the period since 
1970, he asserted that, in 1981, the group at Dudley-Webster held its "first activity," a powwow. 
The next year, in 1982, he continues, "a benefactor donated a small piece ofland in Thompson, 
CT [sic] to the band." The group at Dudley-Webster, he continues, now has a "Nipmuc school." 
"As many as 20 gati1 ler at times on the weekends to hear lectures" (Reno Report 1987,6). 
Through the site visit and other documents submitted by the petitioner, the petition researcher's 
statements of fact re'garding the organization of a powow in 1981, the donation of land to the 
group in 1982, and lbe creation ofa school by members of#69B were confirmed. Had the 
petitioner submitted any additional material about the Nipmuck school, such as lists of 
attendance, a list of classes, or a school budget, if any, it might have been possible to confirm 
the petition researde:r's claim about the number of Nipmucks who attend classes on weekends. 

The petition (Nipmuc: #69 Pet. Resp. 1987) also asserted that there was an "annual August 
meeting at the reservation on Brigham Hill in Grafton." This meeting, he continues, "involves 
both bands." The first day, attendance is restricted to Nipmucks; the second day, the meeting is 
"open to the public." Aside from the table of "gatherings" and the newspaper coverage of events 
that were open to th:: public, petitioner #69 submitted very little evidence about the annual 
August meeting that takes place in Grafton (see the proposed finding for petitioner #69A for 
additional information) and even less evidence that both bands attended these meetings. 

There were several other arguments presented by the petitioner. The petition researcher claimed 
that the annual August meeting in Grafton is "supplemented by more informal gatherings" 
(Nipmuc #69 Pet. RI~sponse 1987, 7). Later, under the heading of present-day Nipmucks and the 
group as a whole, the petition referred to meetings in general and argued that the group's 
meetings are "frequent and well-attended" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Response 1987, 10). Petitioner #69 
submitted almost no documentation of these more informal gatherings. Therefore, the claim of 
the petition researcher that such meetings are frequent and well-attended could not be assessed. 
The petitioner should submit evidence of these gatherings and meetings to show that it meets 
83.7(b) for the period during which these events are alleged to have taken place. 

The petition record also contains flyers and newspaper coverage of various events that have 
taken place since 1982 at the land in Thompson, Connecticut, owned by #698. Ronald G. "Little 
Crow" Henries, as an individual member, submitted a number of newspaper articles that pertain 
to the issue ofconummity during the 1980's (R. Henries 1995). Henries, who was then a 
member of #69 and is now on the council of #69 A, is thus a third party to the #698 petition. The 
articles appeared in Th4? Worcester Telegram, The Patriot, and The Webster Times, among other 
papers from towns dlat were located near the Dudley-Webster area of Massachusetts. The 
articles document a'ctivities and events organized by #69B or in which members of #69B 
participated, including powwows, food distributions, a film showing, and a parade. Though 
these newspaper articles do not demonstrate that the recorded activities encompassed most of the 
group, they do show that, during the 1980's, there existed activities that encompassed at least a 
portion of the group. The data was not sufficient to permit evaluation of the level of social 
interaction among the membership represented by these events, since most of them, like the 
Hassanamisco POW'~'()WS, appear to have been open to the public. To demonstrate that it meets 
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83.7(b) for the 1980's, the petitioner might submit evidence that shows that a predominant 
portion of the group was involved in these activities during the 1980's. 

One letter that the ~etitioner submitted was written to Zara CiscoeBrough from Edith (Morse) 
Hopewell. It was not dated but from its contents it seems to have been written in 1981. The 
scope of Edith (Morse) Hopewell's activities in the 1970's and 1980's perhaps raises more 
questions that it answe:rs about the nature of the Sprague/Henries descendants in the period and 
the degree to which they were connected to other Nipmuck Indians, or even to one another. She 
on some occasions d1allenged the Nipmuck descent of persons who are documented by other 
records to have bee::1 her siblings, nieces, and nephews. ls6 While this may have been the result of 
personal animosity, it also opens up .the possibility that because of the early death of Winfred 
Henries and taking of at least some of his children into the custody ofthe State of Rhode Island, 
the family did not, in fact, have a clear idea of the identity of its members. 

This document is important for several reasons. First, it provides some documentation of the 
event of the creation of the petitioning group in the early 1980's, documentation that 
accompanies other ,evidence of this event, including evidence from interviews conducted with 
#69B group members. Second, the letter from Ms. HQpewell suggests that there may have 
existed infonnal social interaction between group members and significant social relationships 
connecting individual members during the 1980's and possibly even during the late 1970's. The 
document also suggests, with the following excerpt, that such interaction may have been broadly 
distributed among the group: "All these people who are fanning their own clan as they say 
needn't ever come to me again for help. I've helped them every year for 6 years now." 
[emphasis added]. The letter does not suggest that anyone other than members of Mr. Morse's 
extended family mc:,de up "all these people who are forming their own clan." 

IS6Edith E. (Morse) Hopewell to Zara CiscoeBrough: 

Enclosed fmel papers I tried to call you about. They are very defamitory to you and all our kind. 
They are holding a meeting 7-23-81 at their father's house in Dudley for fonn their own 
committees and chief, et. which I know they haven't the power to do, and she should be told by 
you or someone: illl authority she is not a "Princess", her father or anyone close to was never a 
chief as in my case, my granduncle was a chief and my mother's brother (whom they don't know) 
was also a chil=f: Charles Henries in Dayville, Conn., RFD # 1, he's 86 year's old and speaks 
Nipmuck Fluently, he's recently had a slight heart attack and I hope his son will catch on the 
language so it will not die. 

A1I1tlesc: people who are fonning their own clan as they say needn't ever come to me 
again for help (would you?) I've helped them every year for six years now, but no more. She's 
using knowledge learned from you to betray you they are usul]ls as you know. My mother is also 
mad, they dOIl't even know how to spell her name and have only admitted being Indian after they 
got $250.00 1Tom the Indian funds. They want someone to pay all their and their parent's bills (so 
do we all) so you see where they're coming from. I've forgotten more than they will ever know 
and so have you" (Hopewell to CiscoeBrough c. 1981; Nipmuc #69A Pet. Suppl. 1997; Cisco 
Archives, Box 1) .. 
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The only other evicle:nce that was submitted by the petitioner that was relevant to an evaluation 
of community during the 1980's were two videotapes. The first of the two videotaped 
submissions is entitled "Nipmuck Indians" and is dated 1984. The tape itself indicates that the 
tape is a show that appeared on Worcester cable television. Nipmuck history and, less so, 
Nipmuck contemporary life were presented to a general audience. There is footage of the land 
that was donated to the group in 1982, short interviews with members of the group, and group 
events and activities. The tape shows infonnal social interaction, and it may show shared sacred 
or secular ritual ac:tivity. As such, it might provide some evidence that the petitioner meets 
83.7(b) for the mid·1980's. However, there are several problems in regard to the evidentiary 
value of the videotape:. First, not all persons who appear on the tape are identified, and thus 
cannot be confirmed as members of the petitioning group. Second, the tape does not 
demonstrate that the social interaction that it documents existed broadly among the members of 
the group and that the activity that is also documented on the tape, particularly the activity that 
may constitute share:d sacred or secular ritual activity, encompassed most of the group. 

If, during the mid·· :,980's, social interaction existed broadly among group members and shared 
sacred or secular ritua.l activity encompassed most of the group, the petitioner should submit 
material and evid~:nce to clearly demonstrate this. For the 1980's, the petitioner might begin this 
work by creating a written narrative to accompany the tape. The written narrative should 
identify all of the individuals who appear on the tape; analyze the rate ofinfonnal social 
interaction among members, whether or not such members appear on the tape; and/or provide 
documentation of group members who participate in the activities portrayed and/or mentioned 
on the tape, regarcLess of whether these individuals appear on the tape. 

The other videotape was simply labelled, "Wedding Chief Red Fox: Sept 19, 1988." This tape 
provides footage of a Nipmuck gathering in 1988 that included a powwow and that culminated 
in the wedding of Edwin Morse, Jr., then a Chaunbunagungamaug Band council member and 
now an officer of #69B. From the tape, it is impossible to identify which individuals are the 
leaders of #69B, with the exception of Edwin Morse, Jr., or even which are members of the 
group. Particularly since Nipmuck leaders have described their gatherings as open to the public 
and intertribal in nature (see Interview with Lucyann Swenson, 7/22/98), this submission 
provides no evidence as to whether petitioner #69B meets criterion 83.7(b). If the petitioner 
wishes to use this tap'e as evidence that it meets 83. 7(b), it needs to provide a written narrative 
and analysis of thle ga.thering that, at a minimum, identifies the individuals who appear on the 

tape. 

Other evidence for the 1980's were statements from BIA interviews with seven current or fonner 
leaders of the petitioning group (see description above). Interviews with three of these leaders, 
Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr. and Mr. Kenneth Leroy White, provided some 
indication that th~: peltitioner may meet 83.7(b) for the 1980's. The petitioner should, if possible, 
submit supporting material and documentation about the events described in these statements. 
Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr .. mentioned one such activity which, apparently, dated to the 1980's and 
possibly even predat(:d the 1980's. When asked about "the most important issues that the council 
has dealt with," Mr .. Morse, Jr. replied: 
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... discussing how many kids needed toys for Christmas or how many families 
needed Cruistmas dinners. That's what we've been doing for 20 years [which 
would havt: belen from about 1978 (but see below) to 1998]. Before we did it, my 
aunt [Edith E. Hopewell] did it ... for about 10 years [which would have been 
from about 1968 to 1978]." 

At that point in th(: interview, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., who was interviewed at the same sitting as 
Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr., clarified that it was in 1980, not 1978, that he started making food and toy 
distributions at Christmas time. It is possible that these distributions can provide evidence of 
community for all or part of the period since the late 1960's, which is when it is alleged that Ms. 
Hopewell began t1:l(: di.stributions. As it now stands, however, for the period prior to the 1980's, 
there is almost no ,evidence in the recdrd that these distributions were even done in the context of 
being Nipmuck. Ilftliu: petitioner wishes to use these distributions to help show that it meets 
83.7(b) for all or part of the period from the late 1960's to the late 1990's, the petitioner should 
submit additional dDcumentation of these activities. This documentation might include 
documentation of the number of group members who helped make the distributions and 
documentation of how funds were raised, particularly if these funds came from group members. 
If appropriate, the pf:titioner might orient its submission toward trying to show that these annual 
distributions expressed significant social relationships andlor informal social interaction that 
existed broadly among members of the group. 

The BIA interview with Mr. Kenneth Leroy White yielded some evidence. Mr. White, who has 
served on the govf:rning body of the petitioning group, was asked when he first came into 
contact with Mr. Edwi.n Morse, the group's leader and probably also its creator. Mr. White 
responded that it was when he was "very young" by which he meant that it was when he was in 
his late 30's and eally 40's. Mr. White explained that, during the decade that he met Mr. Morse, 
which, he said, was the decade of the 1980's, his brother and father used to go over to Mr. 
Morse's house for the purpose of visiting not simply the Morse family but Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr. 
himself. This statement by Mr. White is significant both negatively and positively. Although it 
provides evidence tha1t Mr. White did not even meet Mr. Morse, Sr. until the 1980's when he was 
in his late 30's and learly 40's, it also provides evidence that, during the 1980's, there was at least 
some informal social interaction among group members, and that such interaction and social 
relationships were not just within immediate families or among close kinsmen, but across kin 
group lines. As sU'c:h, it provides some evidence that the petitioner may meet 83.7(b) for the 
1980's. To strengtbe:n its case that it meets 83.7(b) for the 1980's, the petitioner should submit 
material and docwm:ntation to show that the social interactions that connected individual 
members during this decade were broadly distributed among the membership and that the social 
relationships that {:xisted within the group were relationships that were significant. 

The last piece of evidt:nce available for evaluation is a statement by Mr. Morse Sr. concerning 
his participation in parades. The parades were events that were organized by non-Nipmucks, and 
generally were hoste:d by towns in the Dudley-Webster area. Nipmucks were invited to 
participate. When asked whether any Nipmucks other than himself participated in these events, 
Mr. Morse, Sr .. replic!d: 
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Oh, there was our council. He (?) had a girlfriend at the time - Wayno (?). She 
had about 8 sisters there with her, and then we had Spotted Eagle, Wildcat, Three 
Bears ... Tht:r,e were some girls. There was Eagle Hawk from Rhode Island. He 
marched wilh his daughter. A guy named Tall Oak, his wife and kids used to be 
with us. Th~re much have been at least 40 different people. When we walked 
there was this guy - sagamore from Sioux - Fire Hawk. He used to walk with us 
all the time. Some of 'em were Nipmuck. The biggest part of 'em were 
Nipmuck. 

Participation in a parade, a symbolic activity, does not demonstrate shared social values or 
significant social interaction. However, if evidence is presented or preparation for these events 
which encompasseci most of the group, it would be indicative of community. As such, this 
statement of Mr. Morse may indicate the availability of evidence that the petitioner may meet 
83.7(b) for the early 1980's. If the petitioner were to submit material to show that most of the 
group participated in these activities at more than a symbolic level and that such activities were 
not intertribal in natun!, it would strengthen its case that it meets 83.7(b) for the 1980's. 

In sum, th~ugh there does exist evidence that the petitioner may meet 83.7(b) for the 1980's,. 
without additional material and documentation, this evidence is limited and is not sufficient to 
conclude that the pditioner meets 83.7(b) for the 1980's. 

1990's. The petition,~r submitted its petition and its petition supplement in the 1980's, and chose 
not to amend or add to the narratives during the eight year period from 1987 to 1995 when its 
petition was determim:d to be ready for active consideration (the 1994 and 1995 submissions by 
#69 did not contain any narrative pertaining to modem community). This continued to be the 
case after petitione:r #69B split from Petitioner #69 in May 1996 and thereby substantially 
changed its nature" The following discussion therefore evaluates whether petitioner #69B meets 
criterion 83.7(b) for the 1990's by using primarily field interview data. Before this data is 
presented, several d.ocuments, including a videotape that was submitted by the petitioner, will be 
addressed. The evaluation will close wit.h the analysis of#69B residential patterns, the analysis 
that was conducted before the publication ofthe February 2000 directive. 

Through minutes, newspaper coverage, and a BIA site visit,which occurred after the #69B had 
separated from #69.A., it was confirmed that there were annual meetings for #69B that took place 
for the period from 1991 to 1996 in the DudleylWebster area and that at least one of these 
meetings - the mel~ting in 1996 - was attended by some members of both bands. Without 
additional infonnatic)D. or documentation from the petitioner, however, this aspect of the 
petitioner's arguments cannot be adequately evaluated, nor can the extent to which these 
meetings encompassed most of the group be determined. To establish that these meetings took 
place before 1991 and after 1996 and that they encompassed most of the petitioning group, the 
petitioner should submit additional evidence and documentation of these gatherings, such as lists 
of group members who have volunteered their services for these events and/or lists of members 
who attended thes(~ gatherings. It is also necessary to document that issues acted upon were of 
importance to the nu!mbers. 
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The petitioner provided notes of a meeting identified as the "Annual Nipmuk [sic] business 
meeting" at Friendly House in Worcester, Massachusetts. According to the notes, this meeting 
took place on Novc;:rnber 24, 1991. It is indicated that 300 people attended the meeting. It is 
highly probable th~.t this meeting cannot be considered a meeting of the current petitioner. 
Rather, it appears to be a meeting of another group, a larger Nipmuc group called the Nipmuc 
Tribal Acknowled~;rnent Project (NT AP). The evidence suggests that the Chauburiagungamaug 
Band, as it existed tIl 1991, had close associations with NTAP within the broader context of 
petitioner #69. Thc:re is evidence that NTAP was an organization formed by #69 to work on the 
petition for Federal acknowledgment; there is also a written claim from a #698 leader that 
NT AP is, or at certain dates has been, a faction of the larger Nipmuc group (Swenson and Magos 
to BIA 3/10/94).157 

There was a copy of a newsletter for Nipmucks, a newsletter by the name of Nipmucspohke, in 
the record. The ed:.tor was identified as Cheryl Magos, and the city from which the newsletter is 
sent out was identified as Branchburg, New Jersey. The editor noted that the newsletter is not 

. affiliated with #69B (or #69A, or, for that matter, #69). Even so, the newsletter probably is sent 
to more than a few m€!mbers of#69B and therefore may serve to help connect members of the 
group with one anoth€:r. In the absence of additional information, such as mailing lists, lists of 
group members wbo have made submissions to the newsletter (such as letters to the editor), and 
other data that indkate that the newsletter provides a vehicle through which the recipients act as 
a community, the newsletter does not provide evidence that the petitioner meets 83.7(b) for the 
mid-1990's. The pI!titioner is invited to submit additional information and documentation about 
the newsletter if it bdieves that the newsletter can provide evidence, which is unlikely, that it 
meets 83.7(b) for Ithe mid-1990's. ISS 

The videotape submission by the petitioner entitled, "Homecoming 9/13 - 14/97. Nipmuc 
Nation - Grafton, MA," presents footage on a gathering that took place in September of 1997 on 
the "Hassanamisco Reservation," which is private land of a family that belongs to the other 
Nipmuc petitioning group, #69A. The tape documents the various activities that were organized 

IS7 At least some members of #698 participated in NTAP events, which have included membership drives 
in several cities and towns in Massachusetts and Rhode Island ostensibly for the purpose of assembling a 
membership list for the: broader Nipmuc (petition #69) Federal recognition effort. It is possible that part of the 
petitioning group, and perhaps even a significant portion of the petitioning group, was recruited during these drives. 
The petitioner (#69) provided documentation of the membership drives in the fonn of copies of flyers that 
advertized several meetings to recruit and bring together Nipmuc descendants. In order for NT AP activities to be 
considered #698 activities, the petitioner would need to present evidence that they were sponsored by the group 
antecedent to #69B, i.e., the Chaubunagungamaug Band. 

IS8Infonnatio1l submitted by a third party in 1995 (Henries 1995) shed some additional light on the 
newsletter, indicating that: 1) The newsletter was started as late as 1994 and thus cannot provide evidence of 
whether the petitioner me(!ts 83. 7(b) for a very long period of time during the ~riod since 1970, if it can even do so 
at all; 2) if the mailing list even includes members of the petitioning group, the mailing list extends far beyond the 
boundaries of the petiLoniing group and thus the newsletter is of dubious value for evaluating the petitioner, and 3) 
the newsletter is not all instrument of the petitioning group or even ofa petitioning group member. 
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for the children and the fact that an outdoor exhibit of photographs was set up alongside the 
circular clearing that sl!rved as a dancing ground during the event. Also presented in the tape are 
a woman weaving, children and adults dancing, and dozens of people laughing, talking and 
eating. From the tape, it is impossible to identify which individuals are the leaders of#698 or 
even which are menlb~:rs of the group. Particularly since Nipmuck leaders have elsewhere 
described their gatherings as open to the public and intertribal in nature (see Interview with 
Lucyann Swenson), it could not be determined whether this was a tribal activity. Since the 
separation between petitioner #69A and #69B had taken place in May of 1996, it did not appear 
that a #69A homecbmi.ng held on the Hassanamisco Reservation provided evidence pertinent to 
the issue ofwheth.cl' #69B meets criterion 83.7(b). 

I 

The interviews with seven #69B leaders yielded some indications concerning community for the 
1990's. The first statt:ment was extracted from the interview with Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr. on July 
28, 1998. Mr. Mors~: reported that 3,000 people attended the Nipmuck gathering during which 
Ricky Swenson got married. Mr. Morse did not indicate how many of these participants were 
from the 212 members of#69B, nor did the petitioner submit any information or documentation 
to support the total [lumber of attendees. Accordingly, the statement does not demonstrate that 
the wedding was a shared sacred or secular ritual activity encompassing most of the group, or 
that it shows signiHcant rates of infonnal social interaction among group members. 

In the interview with Mr. Glen Wayland Heath and Mr. Bert EdwinlEdson Heath, one of the 
Heath brothers statt:d that approximately 100 people come to the Nikkomo ceremony, which is 
one of the larger gathe:rings hosted by #69B. When asked whether the attendees are "coming 
from all tribes," MI. Heath said, "There's alI·tribes. It's an intertribal thing ... We've had 
people from all the way from Arizona [and] Idaho." He said that they have had as many as 200 
people at some ev€mts. It is possible, though unlikely, that Nikkomo ceremonies constitute 
shared sacred or s(:I;ular ritual activity. If so, the petitioner should submit additional material to 
clearly demonstrate: this and to show that such ceremonies encompass most of the group. Mr. 
Heath's statement that Nikkomo ceremonies are intertribal raises questions about the extent to 
which these ceremoniles connect individual members with one another as opposed to simply 
connecting some group members with outsiders. During the response period, the petitioner may 
wish specifically to address these questions. 

Two other stateme:nts made by one or both of the Heath brothers could also provide a 
springboard for thle petitioner to conduct additional research that might help show that it meets 
83.7(b) for the 1 99IYs .. First, one of the Heath brothers briefly discussed "naming ceremonies" 
that, he said, currently take place during some of the large gatherings that are hosted by #698. 
He said, "Some of the people - the natives - that have been named there are not Nipmuck, but 
they requested that thl~y be named, their native name." It is possible, though unlikely, that these 
naming ceremoni(:l; are shared sacred or secular ritual activities. If so, they do not appear to 
encompass most of the group, and they may even be activities that are oriented toward outsiders. 
The petitioner is strongly encouraged to submit additional infonnation and documentation about 
these ceremonies :if the petitioner believes that they might help show that it meets 83.7(b) for the 
1990's. 
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The final statement made by a Heath brother also involves activities alleged to occur during 
#69B ceremonies. :Y1r. Heath said that, during some of the gatherings hosted by #69B, the 
"young people" ar~~ instructed about, for example, how to tend the fire and what that means. He 
explained: 

It's a cultural thing ... But again, it's intertribal because it's more than just 
Nipmuck. There are certain people that are friends of Wise Owl and Loving One. 
They're fri~~nds of the band. They're there and they'll always be welcome there. 
Federal reccgnition or whatever is not going to change their ability to come and 
set with us. That'll be there ... We just don't work that way [excluding people]. 

This brief description of#69B gatherings suggests that there may have existed social 
relationships connecting individual members and informal social interaction between members 
during the late 1990's. Again, though, Mr. Heath's statement that these gatherings were 
"intertribal" raises ~erious questions about the extent to which the activity described connected 
members of the grcrllp with one another as opposed to simply connecting some members of the 
group with non-me:mhers. 

A statement made by Ms. Lucyann Swenson in her interview yielded similar infonnation. When 
Ms. Swenson was ashd about "the powwow that you have in September" and asked how she 
would "characterize- it," she replied, "It's an intertribal thing, and there are Indians from all over 
invited." She then addled, "But it's also like a family gathering 'cause that's how we used to 
have it." When asked, Ms. Swenson said that 2,000 people attend these gatherings, fifty of 
whom are Nipmuclk (Interview with Lucyann Swenson, 7/22/98). This brief description of a 
#69B gathering sug,g,ests that there may have existed social relationships connecting individual 
members and infornal social interaction between members during the late 1990's. Ms. 
Swenson',s statement that these gatherings were "intertribal," however, raises serious questions, 
questions that are mentioned above, about the extent to which these gatherings served to connect 
members of the group with one another rather than simply connecting some members of the 
group with outsider:;. . 

The last statement that was extracted from the field interview audiotapes that pertains to an 
evaluation of the p~etitioner under 83.7(b) for the 1990's is a statement by Mr. Kenneth Leroy 
White. Mr. White claimed that fifty to seventy-five people on average come to "the 
ceremonies." When asked, he claimed that attendees at these gatherings are "mostly Nipmuck." 
"There are some n011-·Indians that come just to see what it's about," he continued. "[But it's] 
Mostly Nipmuck." Unlike at least two other #69B leaders who were interviewed, Mr. White 
suggested that outsiders were not the majority of attendees at large #69B gatherings and were not 
a focus of these events. If the petitioner were to submit evidence to resolve the conflicting 
evidence, evidence of members of the group who attend these gatherings (e.g. attendance lists), 
it might be able to show that these gatherings encompass most of the group, involve significant 
social relationships connecting individual members, and involve infonnal social interaction 
which exists broad:ly among members of the group. 
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The indications in the interviews were not sufficient evidence to show that petitioner #698 meets 
criterion 83.7b) for th~;: 1990's. Therefore, the petitioner in its response to the proposed finding 
may wish to submil: additional material and documentation to clarify, support, and/or answer 
some important questions about statements made in these interviews. The petitioner is invited to 
submit such infOITnation. 

Residential PattenL; of Petitioner #698 members. The petitioner did not submit an analysis of 
their residential pa.tterns for purposes of describing their community. By May of1999, such an 
analysis was complet~:d based on the membership list submitted in February 1997. A summary 
of the data follows: 

RESIDENTIAL PATTERNS OF PETITIONER 69B MEMBERS 
(as reported in the February 1997 membership list) 

698 Members 698 Members 
Adults and Children Adults only 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

MASSACH us Ii:rrs 127 57% 81 S!W. 

DUdley· 2 1% I <1% 

Webster" 9 4% 6 4% 

Oxford" 19 9% 14 loo;" 

Charlton" 7 3% 4 3% 

Southbridge" 9 4% S 4% 

Auburn 10 S% S 4% 

Fiskdale II 5% 9 7% -
Medway 3 1% 2 1% -
Millbury 4 2% 3 2% -

Northboro S 2% 2 1% -
Northbridge 3 1% 2 1% -

Sutton S 2% 4 3% -
Uxbridge 2 1% 0 0"10 -

Warren 6 3% 3 2% -
'est Brookfield 4 2% 3 2% -

Worcester 27 12% 17 12% -
East Sandwich 1 1% 1 <1% -
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-
69B Members 698 Memben 

Adults and Children Adults only 

CONNECT) ( :UT 48 22% 28 20-;. -
Thompson· 5 2% 3 2% -

Nort h Grosvenordale· 9 4% 7 5% 

Putnam 25 11% 13 9% -
Brooklyn Z [% I <1% 

-
Danielson 2 1% 0 0% -

Moosup 1 <1% 0 0% 
-

New London 3 1% 3 2% -
East Haven 1 <1% 1 <1% -

OTHERSTA T ES 46 21% 29 21% -
TOTALS 212 100% 138 1000.4 -. 

TOTALSFOF 51 23% 40 29".4 
DUDLEYIWI ElSTER AND 
FIVENEARB 'TOWNS· -

-The five towns near Dudh!y-Webster are: Charlton, Oxford, Southbridge, Thompson, and N. Grosvenordale. 

There is a possibili~y' that, in some instances, some of the individuals listed as living at the same 
residence may simply have been using a common mailing address instead ofliving together. If 
true, this would me:ml that some of the people listed as sharing a residence in Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, or Thompson, Connecticut, may actually be living elsewhere, but using the 
mailing address of a. Irelative for purposes of the petition. 

On the February 1997 membership list, there were 212 members total (men, women, and 
children). Ofthos(: m(!mbers, 127 (57%) were in state of Massachusetts, most of them living in 
townships of southern Worcester County, where the towns of Dudley and .Webster are located. 
There were also 48 members (22%) in Connecticut, most of them in northern Windham County, 
and 46 members (2.1. %) in states other than Massachusetts or Connecticut. An analysis was 
made of the residential. patterns of adult members only (N=138). The residential distribution of 
the members was V(!ry similar to that of the membership as a whole. 

There are any number of ways to discuss the degree to which the members in this petitioning 
group live in proximity to each other .. The following conclusions have been drawn. It is obvious 
that, at the present time, there is no separate Indian village, settlement, enclave, or neighborhood 
in which 50 percent or more of the members of this petitioner reside in relative isolation. Only 
11 members (5%) :live in the towns of Dudley and Webster combined. When considering the 
members who live in Dudley-Webster or in one of the five contiguous townships where the 
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petitioner's members reside (Charlton, Oxford, Southbridge; Thompson, Connecticut, and 
Grosvenordale', Conne:cticut). the data demonstrate that 51 members (23%) lived in these towns. 

When looking at the fI~sidential patterns for the broader area, the following observation can be 
made. Considering the townships that fall completely or partially within a ten-mile radius of 
Dudley-Webster (in Massachusetts: Dudley, Webster Charlton, Oxford, Auburn, Millbury, 
Sutton, Southbridge; in Connecticut: Thompson, North Grosvenordale, and Putnam) there were 
104 members (47%). Given the larger context of southern Worcester County and northern 
Windham County, ;Jarticularly the large number of non-Indian residents living within the same 
area, the petitioner's members do not constitute a separate community on the basis of 
geographical distribution as such. It is conceivable that the petitioner might submit additional 
evidence that demonstrates the actual maintenance of social ties among the group's members 
who live in this region and that such ties have been maintained consistently over time. There is 
no evidence in the re:cord that this is the case. . 

Evidence Regarditg Kinship and Community. The following table summarizes the data on the 
ancestors of #69B members and the number of descendants for each. All of the #69B members 
with known ChaublJnagungamaug Nipmuck ancestry trace their ancestry to Lydia Ann Sprague 
Nichols-Shelley-H<:nries (H.3.4, Nipmuc GTKY File, BAR). This means that 88 per cent of the 
members descend from a single Chaubunagunamaug Band ancestress. 

Ancestor GTK' ( 

30.2.3.6 

H.3.4. 2.2.10.1 

H.3.4.9.10.1 

H.3.4.12,4 

#69A 
(undocumented) 

-

ANCESTORS OF PETITIONER 69B MEMBERS 
(based on February 1997 membership list) 

Ancestor's Name 

Martha Dorus Hewitt (White and Hinckley descendants) 
b. 1856; d. 1908 

Eva Viola Brown Heath 
b. 1923; d. 1993 

William Edward Henries 
b.1951 

Elizabeth R. Henries Morse 
b. 1902; d. 1991 

Sue Kessler 

TOTAL MEMBERS 

Number (%) of 
Descendants in 69B 

21 (10%) 

74 (34%) 

5 (2%) 

lIS (52%) 

5 (2%) 

212 (100010) 

There is at least one problem for this petitioner in terms of demonstrating social continuity with 
(as distinguished iiom genealogical descent from) the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band. 
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Lydia Ann Sprag\ll~ lived from 1830 to 1880. She had three partners, one of whom, Lemuel 
Henries, was describe:d as a Narragansett Indian. The evidence indicates that during her lifetime 
she lived in tribal rela.tions. However, most of the known descendants of Lydia Sprague are on 
the membership list of the other Nipmuc group, Petitioner #69A. This is true for the majority of 
known modem descendants of other historical Chaubunagungamaug Indians, as well: they are 
members of petitioner #69A. Thus, there are many other Sprague family descendants, as well as 
descendants of other Chaubunagungamaug Indians, who are not part of Petitioner #69B. The 
members of Petiti,oner #69B not only represent a small fraction of Chaubunagungamaug Band 
descendants, but also they are a very select portion of the descendants of Lydia Sprague, the 
group's main ance~;tn::ss. 

t 

The membership list of Petitioner #69B is primarily comprised of descendants of Elizabeth R. 
Henries Morse (1902··1990). That is a result of the history of this group, which started out in the 
late 1970's as a separate extended family group, led by Mr. Edwin Morse. Evidence suggests 
that neither Mr. MOl'sl;: nor anyone else in his extended family had associated with the 
descendants of other historical Dudley/Webster families in any regular or patterned way up to 
the formation of th:: Chaubunagungamaug Band. Eventually, Mr. Morse and his some of his 
immediate family members linked up with other Nipmuc descendants who were organizing 
around Zara Cisco Brough at the Hassanamisco Reservation in Grafton, even while maintaining 
that his own extende:d family was separate from the other Nipmuc families associated with the 
Hassanamisco grOl:p and under his personal authority. Over the years, Mr. Morse became 
increasingly disillusioned with the Hassanamisco group and, in May 1996, decided to petition 
for acknowledgmt:nt on behalf of his own extended family, apart from petitioner #69A. 

Subsequent to separating from Petitioner #69A, Mr. Morse decided to add Indians from other 
"families." Mr. Morsle's daughter, Lucyann Swenson, stated that the group's consultant at the 
time, anthropologist Dr. Jack Campisi, recommended that petitioner #69B petition for 
acknowledgment 011 their own (Petitioner #69B meeting minutes, February 27, 1997). Mr. 
Morse repeated thi!; bc~liefin 1998 (BlA anthropologist's data 1998). Most of the Dudley Indian 
descendants that Mr .. Morse allowed to join his extended family'S group in the petition effort are 
descendants of Ev,a Vilola Brown Heath. They are also descendants of Lydia Sprague, as is Mr. 
Morse. The evidence indicates that Mr. Morse did not know the Heath family descendants, or 
any of the other pf:opl'e outside his own extended family whom he added to his membership list, 
until the late 1970's or early 1980's. 

Most of group (86%) descends from either Elizabeth Henries Morse, d. 1991 (52%) or from Eva 
Viola Brown, d. 199.3 (34%). The kinship ties for the portions of the group within each of those 
two family lines an: pJimary kinship ties. On the basis of precedent, it is assumed that people 
related by primary kinship ties are maintaining social relations with each other. However, there 
is no evidence that these families have associated with each other across family lines, in any 
way, until very recently. In fact, there is evidence that they did not know each other at all until 
the late 1970's at the earliest. 
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Summation. The rt:~e()rd does not contain evidence that the ancestors of the current membership 
of petitioner #69B ,:,:onstituted a distinct community from historic times through the present. The 
Chaubunagungamaug, or Dudley/Webster, Nipmucks, the historical tribe antecedent to the 
current petitioner, a!; a whole met criterion 83.7(b), on the basis of precedent, from first contact 
through 1870, largd y because of the residence of a significant portion of the membership on a 
state-supervised reservation. For the period from 1870 through 1890, the evidence for 
community among the Dudley/Webster descendants as a whole is weak but sufficient. The 
evidence from 1890 through the mid-1970's does not demonstrate community between the 
extended Morse family and other Nipmucks of DudleyiWebster descent. For most of the period, 
there is not even evidence of community between the extended Morse family and other 
descendants of the Sprague/Henries family line from which it stems. From 1978 through the 
mid-1990's, the Chaubunagungamaug Band appears to have consisted, essentially, only of the 
extended Morse family. There is no evidence of significant social interaction between the 
extended Morse family and the other family lines now included in the membership of#698 for 
the 1980's. There is some evidence that the petitioner may meet criterion 83.7(b) from 1990 to 
1998, but it is not sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner meets the criterion for this time 
period. 

Therefore, the petitioner does not meet criterion 83.7(b). 

83.7(c) The petitioner has maintained political influence 
or authority over its members as an autonomous 
entity from historical times until the present. 

Historical Political Authority and Influence: Methodology. The historical Chaubunagungamaug 
Band or Dudley/Webster Band of the Nipmuc tribe, the predecessor group from which petitioner 
#69B evolved, has bee:n in sustained contact with non-Indian settlers since the 1640's - a period 
of350 years. The historic Nipmuc tribe was located in central Worcester County, Massachu
setts, in the geographical region of New England. This is a location in which, since colonial 
times, a substantial number of written records, whether colonial or local, state or Federal, civil or 
ecclesiastical, havl: been both generated and preserved. The materials submitted in evidence in 
regard to criterion 83.7(c) are extensive, but cannot be said to be comprehensive for all time 
periods. The preambl1e to the 25 CFR Part 83 regulations noted that in acknowledgment cases: 

... the primary question is usually whether the level of evidence is high enough, 
even in the absence of negative evidence, to demonstrate meeting a criterion, for 
example, showing that political authority has been exercised. In many cases, 
evidence is too fragmentary to reach a conclusion or is absent entirely ... 
languge has be~en added to § 83.6 codifying current practices by stating that facts 
are consid{:re~d established if the available evidence demonstrates a reasonable 
likelihood cftheir validity. The section further indicates that a criterion is not 
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met if the ava:ilable evidence is too limited to establish it, even ifthere is no 
evidence contradicting the facts asserted by the petitioner ... It has been the 
Department's experience that claimed "gaps" in the historical record often 
represent ddkiencies in the petitioner's research even in easily accessible records 
(59 FR 382/25/1994,9280-9281). 

The regulations provide that political process "is to be understood in the context of the history, 
culture, and sociail'organization of the group" (25 CFR 83.1,59 FR 9293). The precedents in 
prior Federal acknowledgment decisions indicated that for the time span from the colonial period 
to the 19th centurj, f:valuation of political influence or authority had not been tied to the specific 
forms ofevidende listed in 83.7(c), but rather was evaluated much more briefly, and generally, 
under the provisions of the definition of political influence or authority in 83.1. The relevant 
language in follows:: 

Evaluation of petitions shall take into account historical situations and time 
periods for which evidence is demonstrably limited or not available. The 
limitations, inherent in demonstrating the historical existence of community and 
political inl1U(:nce or authority shall also be taken into account. Existence of 
communi~v and political influence or authority shall be demonstrated on a 
substantially continuous basis, but this demonstration does not require meeting 
these critena at every point in time. " (83.6(e)). 

In many instances, for the pre-20th century portion of the historical development of the Nipmuc 
tribe, the individual documents can be interpreted only in the broader and more general context 
of its relationship to the colony and State of Massachusetts. From 1685 through 1869/1870, the 
colony and State, in SID me fonn, supervised a reservation for the group, through that reservation 
was not on a continuous land base. For that period of its history, the context for administration 
of the Dudley/Webste:r reservation was set by the legislation passed by Massachusetts and the 
administrative systems established by that legislation. The documents generated, by their very 
nature and purpose, showed less about the internal structure of the tribe's politics and/or 
leadership than th,::y showed about the tribe's external relationships with the non-Indian 
administrative autt.orities. For the earlier period, the documentation has been evaluated by 
broad developmental stages. The isolated political documents must also be interpreted in light of 
the general continuity of the reservation population as shown by a wide variety of other 
documents (for ffiiDrle detail, see the draft technical report for petition #69B). 

For the period frollll first contact through the final DudleylWebster fund distribution in 1891, the 
broader evidence pertaining to the Chaubunagungamaug, or DudleylWebster, Nipmuc Indians 
has been summarized above, in the "Historical Orientation." This approach was chosen because, 
although the primarily applicable evidence for 83.7(c) through 1891 is evaluated here, the 
essential requiremmt of the Federal acknowledgment regulations under 83.7 is that of tribal 
continuity. For earlier historical periods, where the nature of the record limits the 
documentation, the continuity can be seen more clearly by looking at combined evidence than by 
attempting to rl;iscem whether an individual item provides the level of information to show that 
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the petitioner meets the criterion at a certain date. For some periods, one kind of evidence is 
available; for other pe:riods, other types of evidence. This summary discussion of the major 
evidence for political authority or influence between first sustained contact and 1891 draws on 
the historical overview, presenting selected "high points" in more or less chronological order to 
show how the evid:!lI1C:e is being evaluated. It is to be read together with the overview, which 
describes the overalll evidence of tribal existence. It is also to be read together with the summary 
discussion of criterion 83.7(b), which describes some of the evidence for community, because 
much of the speciltJc documentation cited provides evidence for both community and political 
influence. 

The directive, Changc;:s in the Internal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment Petitions, stated 
that: "The BIA's review of a petition shall be limited to evaluating the arguments presented by 
the petitioner and third parties and to detennining whether the evidence submitted by the 
petitioner, or by third parties, demonstrates that the petitioner meets each of the criteria" (65 
Federal Register 7052,2/1112000). Petitioner #69B has not presented any specific arguments 
pertaining to how it meets criterion 83.7(c). The following analysis, therefore, reviews the 
pertinent evidence in Ithe record created by petitions #69, #69A, and #69B as it pertains to the 
historical ~ipmuc tribe in the early contact period, the historical Chaubunagungamaug or 
DudleylWebster Band!, for the period from 1682 through 1891, and the petitioner's immediate 
antecedents from 1891 to the present, for the purpose of determining whether petitioner #69B 
meets criterion 83.'7(c). 

Evaluation of the Historical Political Influence or Authority of the Chaubunagunagmaug, or 
Dudley/Webster, Indians. 

From First Sustair~~i Contact to 1675. Scholars' comments concerning the Nipmuc Indians at 
the time of first sustained contact tend to be general, as in Salwen's statement: "The native 
groups that lived west of the fringes of European settlement ... are the least known of any of the 
s.outhem New England Indian societies ... the so-called Nipmuck people of Massachusetts and 
northern Connecticut and Rhode Island appear to have spoken a southern New England language 
that the French called Loup ... " (Salwen 1978, 173-174). The authorities indicate that these 
groups were politically decentralized: "There were other units ... that seem to have normally 
functioned as almost c:ompletely independent local communities, without lasting political ties to 
any of their neighbors. Names like Nipmuck ... sometimes appear in the literature as 
designations for large 'tribes' or 'confederacies' (Speck 1928a:pl. 20; Swanton 1952), but this 
usage does not seem to fit the seventeenth-century situation" (Salwen 1978, 173; citing Day 
1962, Day 1969; see also Leach 1958, 73). Another modern scholar has stated that, ft ••• the 
Nipmucks ... added up to not much more than the changing sum of whichever interior villages 
chose to work togc:dler at a given time" (Bourne 1990, 126). The Federal acknowledgment 
regulations do not re:quire that a histor.ical tribe at the time of first contact have had a formal 
centralized governmental structure above the band or village level (Miami PF 1990, 7), 

Historians and anthropologists have also published a number of general statements indicating 
that the 17th-centU1), Nipmuc were not wholly independent, such as Johnson's comment that, 
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"Apparently, the Nipmucks had lost some of their tribal autonomy when certain of their villages 
began paying tribute: to the Pequot, Narragansett, Massachusett and Pennacook" (Johnson 1995, 
28). Lamed indicated that in the 17th century, the Wabbaquassets in what is now Woodstock, 
Windham County, Connecticut, owed a varying allegiance to the Pequots, to Uncas of the 
Mohegans, or to the Narragansetts, depending on who was in power (Lamed 1874, 1:4), while 
Bragdon stated "th,~ Pequots did have influence among ... the Nipmuck as far as Quinabaag 
(near Dudley, Massachusetts)" (Bragdon 1996,25). Within the boundaries of modem 
Massachusetts: "Apparently, even a few Nipmuck sagamores paid allegiance to the Wampanoag 
sachem" (Johnson 1995, 9). From another perspective, Russell commented that, "the power of 
the Mohawks bytlO means ended at the Connecticut River. Their emissaries collected tribute 
among the scattered Nipmuck villages of central Massachusetts, ... (Russell 1980, 187). The 
issue for this finding is whether the subjugation ofNipmuc bands in the 17th century to various 
other New England Algonquian tribes has significant impact for Federal acknowledgment. The 
question of; "autonomy" from other tribes in the colonial period was addressed by the AS-IA in 
the Mohegan final determination and concluded that temporary, fluctuating subjection to other 
tribes did not nega.te the existence of tribal autonomy. The precedents clearly indicate that the 
acknowledgment p::ocess allows for the historical combination and division of tribal subgroups 
and bands, and tha.t temporary subjection to another Indian tribe does not result in a permanent 
cessation oftribal a.utonomy (Mohegan PF 1989, 26-27; Narragansett FD, 48 Federal Register 29 
2/10/1983, 6177; Nanagansett PF 1982, 2). The events of this period do not indicate that the 
petitioner fails to meet the "autonomous entity" requirement under 83. 7( c). 

Historical records 2.nd narratives indicating that the Nipmuc leaders, including the sagamore of 
Chaubunagungama ug, executed a formal act of submission to the English in May 1668 (Mass. 
Archives 30:146; Place of Small Stones n.d., 5-6), and that after King Philip's War, the 
DudleylWebster reservation was under the direct administration of Massachusetts, first as a 
British colony and then, after the American Revolution, until the 1869 Act of Enfranchisement, 
as a state. The discussions of the establishment of the "praying towns" by missionary John Eliot 
also fall generally und.er this topic of autonomy (see discussion in the "Historical Overview" 
section, above). In thl! Mohegan case, the Attorney General of the State of Connecticut argued 
that supervision by th(~ colonial and state authorities indicated the petitioner did not meet the 
requirement that: "The petitioner has maintained political influence or authority over its 
members as an autonomous entity from historical times until the present" (83.7(c», saying that " . 
. . the Mohegan had their affairs governed by a group of overseers appointed by the State of 
Connecticut, ... [and therefore] the MT did not meet the 'autonomous entity' requirement of 
Criterion c" (Mohc!g:an PF 1989,26). The AS-IA concluded: "[T]he autonomy requirement is 
solely concerned with autonomy from other Indian tribes, not non-Indian systems of government 
that were imposed OIl the Mohegan by the state of Connecticut ... " (Mohegan PF 1989,26-27; 
for related precedents, see Narragansett PF 1982, 11; Narragansett PF 1982,2; Gay Head PF, 4). 
As long as the state was dealing with a group as a group which had named leaders or the 
evidence shows that the group was acting in concert, thus exercising political influence 
internally, the petitioners meet the "autonomy" requirement of 83.7(c). 
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Precedent does not require detailed infonnation concerning the internal political processes of the 
historic tribes which were predecessors of petitioners in the early contact periods. The 
documentation in the: record meets criterion 83. 7( c) for the undifferentiated Nipmuc historic tribe 
as a whole, predece:ssor group to the later Chaubunagungamaug or DudleyfWebster Band, for the 
period prior to 1675. 

1675-1785. In regard to King Philip's War, during the summer of 1675, several Nipmuc 
sachems provided written assurances to the General Court at Boston not to assist Philip (Mass. 
Archives 30: 169), During the course of the war, some maintained this agreement, while others 
violated it. Am~ng the signers, and violators, was Black James, the constable of the 
Chaubunagungatn:wg praying town (Humes 1952, 14; Place of Small Stones n.d., 9; Mass. 
Archives 30). During King Philip's War, several actions by Black James indicated that he was 
capable of acting indl;:pendently of the status he had as Eliot's appointee, and that the members 
of his band followed his initiatives. From 1681 through 1684, he was identified by 
Massachusetts authorities as leader of a "company" which held title to the southern portion of 
what is now Wow;:stler County, Massachusetts, and which engaged in a series of deed 
transactions through which the title to most was transferred to the colony, certain lands were 
reserved for the band, and certain portions of those reserved lands were deeded to individual 
purchasers (Mass. Col. Rec. 5:315; Mande111996, 44; Mass. Col. Rec. 5:328-329; Daniels 1880, 
36; Freeland 1894, 124, 128; Shurtleff 1854,5:365-368; Place of Small Stones n.d., 23-23). 
These materials regularly named the leaders with whom the colonial authorities were dealing, 
although providin~: only minimal infonnation about internal political processes. The documents 
show the existence of a group, with an acknowledged leader, in a position to negotiate with 
appointed representatives of the colonial authorities of Massachusetts, with the authority to cede 
and hold land. A(;cording to precedent: "Economic organization is strong evidence of 
significant political influence and leadership because it affects a major part of the lives of group 
members in ways which are intrinsically important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). The Mohegan, 
Narragansett, and Gay Head tribes also retained certain portions of aboriginal territory. 

Black James and Company apparently retained the second half of the reservation made in the 
1682 deed, approximately 8000 acres, until 1707, when "the remaining full moiety of the five 
miles square cons;i~itintg of 8000 acres" was sold by Black James et al., reserving to themselves, 
their heirs and desc:e:ndants forever, the right to fish, hunt, and "on great ponds or rivers 
necessary for their support" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,50; Dresser 1900, 117; see also 
Mandell 1996, 39 citing "In the Matter of the Dudley Indians, Brief, Before the House Judiciary 
Committee of Mas:mchusetts," eire. 1890, photocopy, Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project, 
Worcester, Mande~1l199p, 212n58). This deed indicated that the petitioner's antecedent group 
was still maintaining some level of political organization. It is not clear from the documents 
whether the 1707 "Black James" was the same individual who had provided leadership for this 
settlement prior to 1686, or whether by 1707 the phrase was regarded as a title. Collectively, 
however, the group was the same, had identified leadership, and was making collective 
decisions, which provides sufficient documentation of criterion 83.7(c) for the colonial period 
(see Narragansett .lPF ]l982, 11; Gay Head PF 1987, 10; Miami PF 1990, 7). 
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The record containe:d no documentation that provided direct evidence concerning political 
leadership within the petitioner's antecedent group between 1707 and 1724. The 1724 document 
pertained to action by a non-Indian rather than action by the petitioner's antecedent group. 
According to the petitioner, on April 9, 1724, William Dudley conveyed by deed to the Nipmuc 
Indians title [sic] to a tract ofland approximately one mile square (640 acres) which was part of 
their former reservation, "to plant and improve," henceforth to be reckoned as the only reserve 
and exception in tht: dl=ed of 1707" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 50-51; see also Eddy 1912a in 
Leavens Papers n.d.). The petitioner did not submit a copy of this deed. A newspaper article at 
the time of the sale of the Dudley reservation lands stated: "William Dudley allowed the Indians 
to improve land south of Powder Horn Brook, 'so much west of the road from Woodstock to 
Oxford as said Indilans may have occasion for subsisting cattle, not exceeding 15 acres, for a 
period of 20 years, and for such further time as may be agreed upon'" (Sale oflndian Land at 
Webster 1887). The BIA does not have information at present whether this conveyed to the 
Chaubunagungarnmlg Band of the Nipmuc Indians as an entity, or to specific individuals. A 
subsequent, 1763, deed by Joseph Dudley's heirs to Edward Davis indicated that the 1724 
transaction was a lc!ase to the Indians (Daniels 1892, 774-775; citing Worcester Records XLIX, 
314; see also Dress~:r 1900, 1 18) rather than a title deed as asserted by the petitioner (Nipmuc 
#69 Pet. Narr. 1984" 50-51). As the document itself is not in the record, the BlA has been unable 
to determine whether it contained information concerning internal political authority or influence 
within the petitiom:r's antecedent group in the mid-1720's. 

The next document was more informative. The Town of Dudley, at a town meeting held January 
30, 1733/1734, expressed a desire to build a meeting house on the Indian Joshua Pegan's old 
field (Dresser 1900, :[ 17; Conant 1893, 99). The deed for land on top of present Dudley Hill, 
Dudley, Massachusetts, was dated March 20, 1733/1734 and recorded August 15, 1738 
(Worcester County Registry of Deeds 1738, 10:230). It was then known as "Pegin Hill." A 
partial copy of the deed shows the signers, largely with the surnames Pegan and Quitticus 
(Worcester, ss; A true photostatic copy of record, of Worcester District Registry of Deeds, Book 
10, page 236. Survt:y made 19 June 1738; Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 3/28/97). At present, the title 
relationship between the 1734 deed for the four acres in Dudley to the reservation land 
mentioned in the 1724 William Dudley deed has not been clarified. While the deed shows a 
group of Indians acting in concert, it is possible that the land included in the 1734 deed may have 
been the private property of the Pegan family. Several of the signers were living in Thompson 
Parish in the Town of Killingly, now within the borders of Windham County, Connecticut, and 
the records of the setth:ment of the estate of Samuel Pegan in the years following 1735 indicate 
that the Pegan family members were private landholders in fee simple (see discussion in the 
"Historical Overvi(:w" section, above), while the records show that other Indian families, not 
mentioned in the ahovt~ deed, resided in the immediate Dudley area in the 1730's (Leavens 
Papers n.d.). 

The various guardians of the Indians living at Dudley mentioned in the records prior to the Act 
of 1746 were presur:1ably appointed by the governor of the colony under the Act of 1693. 
However, no records were located pertaining to the selection and appointment of guardians for 
the Chaubunagunga::naug Band, or for a group of "Dudley Indians." During the 1730's, all of the 
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Dudley Indians appearing in the Massachusetts records held land at Natick. From a legal 
standpoint, they may have appeared in the records under guardianship because of the Natick 
connection. The records on individual families provide no data concerning internal political 
authority or influlence at Chaubunagungamaug. 

In 1746, an act of the Massachusetts Bay legislature called "Better Regulating the Indians" 
provided for the appointment of three people for each plantation to act as guardian. "The 
guardian had the power of a justice of the peace and could lease out land on the plantation not in 
use by Native Ped;Jle" (Reese cl980, [36]). Under the 1746 bill, Grafton (Hassanamisco) and 
Dudley (Chaubupagumamaug) were paired. In subsequent years, however, the two groups came 
to have different guardians, although there is no record of a formal separation by legislative act. 
Further measures concerning the sale of Indian lands were passed in the spring of 1748. The 
1746 measure was daborated on June 12 and 13, 1758, by a bill providing that there be three 
guardians near ev~:ry Indian plantation to allot lands to the Indians and guard against trespass; 
also, to regulate incomes and expenditures in behalf of the tribes; and that no sale or lease of 
Indian property was 10 be made except by consent of the guardians (Mass. Archives 33:64-66). 

While providing some background information concerning tribal continuity, these acts in 
themselves provide no information concerning the nature of internal political authority or 
influence at Dudley or among the Chaubunagungamaug Band Indians, nor do the records of the 
Massachusetts legislature's appointment of guardians of the Dudley Indians between 1746 and 
the Revolution in 1.hemselves provide any information concerning the leadership, or internal 
political influence or authority, of the Chaubunagungamaug Band, or Dudley Indians, for which 
they were assigned as guardians (for precedent: "The appointment of overseers for the Eastern 
Pequot reservation by the colony of Connecticut in itself provides data about the continuous 
existence of the tribal entity, but no 'specific information about internal political leadership or 
influence;" Eastern Pequot PF 2000, 104). The direct evidence in the record thus provides no 
data which shows that the petitioner's antecedent group met criterion 83.7(c) between 1734 and 
1758. 

On June 12 and 14, 1758, on petition of Nanny Pagan and other Dudley Indians complaining of 
the unjust actions of their guardians and requesting the discharge of the said guardians and 
appointment ofn~!w men, the Massachusetts General Court passed an order for the investigation. 
Signers of the complaint were members of the Pegan and Quittocus families (Mass. Archives 
33 :61; see also ACls and Resolves 221): The specific complaints were that their guardians had 
deprived them of Ioany rights and overcharged them in a list of debts. A committee that heard 
the complaint advised an investigation and the Court appointed a committee to go to Dudley and 
investigate (Mass. Archives 33 :61-63), but no record of report of the investigation at Dudley has 
been located. The 1758 signers denied that they signed a 1757 petition and mentioned the 
guardian'S "taking away grass & fruit of Jonathan Pagan's plantation anno 1756 at that time 
Joseph Pagan had Jonathan's power of attorney during his absence in his Majestie's service" 
(Mass. Archives 3 L :61). This power of attorney from one relative to another, like the 1757 will 
of Abigail Quittocus, implies that the Dudley Indians had been accustomed to handling their 
legal affairs and H:al estate without guardianship. Such occasional petitions concerning issues of 
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importance to the group have been accepted in prior positive acknowledgment decisions as 
providing adequate documentation concerning politicalleadership/influence and internal 
political processes fi)r the later 17th and 18th centuries Gay Head PF 1987, 10; Eastern Pequot PF 
2000, 104). 

On January 31, 1763, the heirs of Joseph Dudley sold to Edward Davis of Oxford, 
Massachusetts, one square mile, "adjoining the Meeting-house in the town of Dudley," being that 
which William Dudley leased [sic] to the Indian natives April 9, 1724, excepting for said Indians 
200 acres on the east side thereof ... so long as they shall continue to improve the same, 
agreeable to a resolve of the General Court, Jan., 1763., etc." (Daniels 1892, 774-775; citing 
Worcester Records XI..JX, 314). The 1763 deed was apparently a transaction between the 
private landowners, tbe guardians, and the purchaser (no copy of the deed was submitted for the 
record). The summaries of its provisions contained no data concerning political authority or 
influence within thl! group, nor any expression of the group's opinion concerning the transaction. 
This was also the case with the guardians' reports for the second halfofthe 18th century (Mass. 
Archives 33,463; 33, 518-520; 33, 551-552; Journals of the House of Representatives of 
Massachusetts 1771,·1772 1979, 147; Journals of the House of Representatives of Massachusetts 
1773-1774-1981,179,193), which merely reported on disbursements of Dudley funds and 
indicated the nam(~s of the beneficiaries. These documents provided some background data on 
tribal continuity, but no information on internal political influence or authority within the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Dudley Indians. 

The only documentation in the record for this period from 1775 to 1785 is the military records of 
individual Indian men from the Dudley settlement. Petitions #69, #69A. and #698 have not 
presented documents to reflect the existence of internal political authority or influence within the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band. or the Dudley Indians, from 1758 through 1785. None were located 
on a survey of published records, and have not ascertained whether there was no such 
documentation for dlis period, or whether the petitioners have not submitted such documentation 
as may exist. 

On the basis of the: existence of identified leaders and process for If ••• making decisions for the 
group which substantially affect its members, and/or representing the group in dealing with 
outsiders in matters of consequence" (25 CFR Part 83.1), the evidence in the record, although 
scanty, is on the ba:sis of precedent adequate to meet criterion 83.7(c) for a tribe during the 
colonial period from 1675 through 1758. On the basis of precedent, it is not sufficient to 
demonstrate that the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(c) from 1759 through 1785 (UA petitioner 
may also be denied if there is insufficient evidence that it meets one or more of the criteria" (25 
CFR Part 83.6(d». Pe:titions #69, #69A, and #69B have not presented documents to reflect the 
existence of internal political authority or i'nfluence within the Chaubunagungamaug Band, or 
the Dudley Indians, for this period. BlA researchers located none on a survey of published 
records, and have not ascertained whether there was no such documentation for this period, or 
whether the petitiom:rs have not submitted such documentation as may exist. However, on the 
basis of carryover provisions from criterion 83.7(b)(2), the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, 
meets criterion 83.7(c) from 1759 through 1785. 
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1785-1891. On June 7 (Brief c.1890, 3, says June 17), 1797, the Dudley/Webster guardians 
conveyed all of the 200 acres of land which remained after the sale of 440 acres to Edward Davis 
in 1763 to Levi D2.vis, of Charlton, Massachusetts, to satisfy debts of $300 owed by the Indians. 
On his part, Levi Davis deeded to the Commonwealth a different tract of land in Dudley 
Township of26 acn:s, 58 rods and agreed to pay, or secure the payment of, $667.00 (Brief 
c.1890, 3, says $1,667) plus interest into the state treasury for the benefit of the Indians (Nipmuc 
Pet. NaIT. 1984,5::,78). By this 1797 transaction, the physical locale of the Dudley Indians' 
land base, which s:nce at least 1724 had been in the immediate neighborhood of the church in the 
Town of Dudley, Massachusetts, was transferred to a site near Lake Chaubunagungamaug which 
would, with the e;;ta.blishment of Webster in 1832, fall into a different town (Webster was 
constituted from;\vhat had been the eastern portion of Dudley and a small part ofOxford).- There 
is no copy of the actual deed in the record. The documents as summarized in the petition and 
other secondary sources reflect only the actions of the guardians and the purchaser, and provide 
no information about the opinion of the Indians, nor do they provide information concerning 
political authority or influence within the Chaubunagungamaug Band or Dudley Indians. 

From the date of the: 1.797 sale, the Dudley guardians' accounts were examined by the selectmen 
of the town of Dudlc!), until the establishment of Webster in 1832. The accounts henceforth were 
reviewed by the Selc!c:tmen of Webster. Dudley Guardians' Accounts (Nipmuc Pet. #69A 
Suppl.). The state-appointed guardians continued to file reports (Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, Probate Records; Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984,53, 78; Acts and Resolves Passed 
by the General Court oJMassachusetts 148,135; Resolves oJthe General Court 1838, 674; 
Briggs Report 1849,44; Acts and Resolves 1849, Chap. 21). While providing some background 
data on tribal continuity, they do not name leaders or provide any direct information concerning 
political authority or influence within the Chaubunagungamaug Band or the DudleyfWebster 
Indians during the .first half of the 19th century. 

One piece of hearsay ,evidence names two leaders on the DudleyfW ebster reservation in the first 
half of the 19th century" (Bergner c.1990; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 3/3111997, 1890 fold~r). 
Both of the individuals named in this account could be verified from other records (see Nipmuc 
GTKY file, BAR; NARS M-704, Roll 201, 1840 U.S. Census, Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, Town of Webster, Frame 0069). Although these retrospective memoirs named 
the two men, they provided no information concerning their activities, or how political authority 
or influence was e.xerdsed within the petitioner's antecedent group in the 1840's. The 1849 
Briggs Report did not mention a leader for the group or provide any infonnation concerning its 
internal structure, political authority, or political influence (Briggs Report 1849,43; Nipmuc #69 
Pet. Suppl. 1987, 1). Similarly, the 1857 Massachusetts resolution concerning Indians in the 
Commonwealth provided no data concerning political authority or influence within the 
Dudley/Webster Group (Resolves oj 1857, Ch. 80; Earle Report 1861, 103). The official 
documents contain no data concerning the opinion of the Indians in regard to this move. 

The 1861 Earle RqJort began with a definition: "The Dudley Indians, so called, are a remnant of 
that portion of the Nipmugs, called the Pegan tribe, which fonnerly inhabited the track [sic] of 
land in Worcester County, now known as Charlton, Dudley, Sturbridge, Oxford, Southbridge, 
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and Webster, with portions of some of the adjoining towns" (Earle Repon 1861, 101). The 
report did not name: leaders and provided no information concerning political influence or 
authority. Earle W'IOte:: 

As will be irlferred from what has already been stated, this tribe has no municipal, 
religious, or educational organization. The better portion of them, scattered in 
various towns, belong to ... municipal organizations, and have the benefits of 
religious and educational institutions, such as are common to those in their 
condition of life. Those who reside on the reservation, though subject to the legal 
disabilities ofIndians, enjoy the benefits of the public schools of the town, and 
have the usual opportunities for religious worship and instruction, so far as they 
choose to avail themselves thereof' (Earle Report 1861, 105). 

For the post-Civil W'ar era, the guardian's reports continued to be filed regularly throughout the 
Civil War years, supplemented by a record book maintained by the Town of Webster for the 
"Remnant of the Indians of Webster" (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Supp!. 4/21197, Public Document No. 
31 1867; Public Document No. 31 1868; Public Document No. 31 1869; Nipmuc Pet. #69B 
suppl. 3/28/97, Public Document No. 36 1861, Public Document No. 36 1862; Public document 
No. 35 1863; Public Document No. 32 1864); Remnant of the Indians of Webster, Nipmuc Pet. 
#69A Suppl. 4/21/1997, original at the American Antiquarian Society, Worcester, 
Massachusetts), provided some background data concerning tribal continuity, but did not name 
leaders or address the issues of political influence or authority. 

On June 23, 1869, as a delayed follow-up to the recommendations of the 1861 Earle Repon, 
Indians were granted state citizenship in Massachusetts (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 95; for 
more extensive infcnmation, see Plane and Button 1993; for description see the "Historical 
Overview" section above). This act provided no data concerning political influence or authority 
within the affected tribes. 

Petitions #69, #69A. and #69B have not presented documents reflecting the existence ofinternal 
political authority or influence within the group antecedent to the current petitioner from the 
beginning of the 19tiJ century through the 1869 Act of Enfranchisement. BlA researchers located 
none in a survey of published documents and under the provisions of the directive do not have 
authorization to asct:rtain whether there was, in fact, no documentation for this period, or 
whether the petitioners simply have not submitted such documentation as may exist. During the 
period from 1785 through 1870, however, a majority of the members of the historical 
Chaugunagungamaug Band continued to reside on the reservation, and the group therefore meets 
criterion 83.7(c) through carryover provisions from criterion 83.7(b)(2). 

There is no documentation in the record for the period from 1870 through 1886 which is relevant 
to criterion 83.7(c), The largest body of documentation concerning the Dudley Indians between 
the Civil War and ~:he 20th century was generated by the various court suits aimed at obtaining a 
per capita disburs,eme:nt of any remaining property or trust funds held on their behalf by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984,96,98-99; Sale ofIndian Land 
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at Webster 1887; Brief c.1890). If the documentation submitted in regard to this lawsuit had 
contained data ind.icating the procedures by which the Pegan Indians who were beneficiaries of 
the suit had organized to engage a lawyer and pursue the issue, it would provide valuable data 
concerning the group's political authority and influence for the late 1880's and early 1890's. 
Even in the absenc~: of that, it provides some supporting evidence that there was political 
authority and influenc1e, or at least some measure of organization, among some of the 
descendants of the Plegan Indians, specifically the Sprague family, in the late 1880's. As the 
record stands, the evidence is not sufficient to show that the Chaugunagungamaug, or 
Dudley/Webster, ~ndians meet criterion 83.7(c) for the period from 1870-1891. 

! 

1891-1970. There is no written documentation in the record concerning formal or informal 
political authority or influence '59 within the petitioner's antecedent group, whether defined as all 
descendants of the Dudley/Webster Indians or as the single line of the Sprague/Henries family 
or the smaller line of direct descendants of Elizabeth (Henries) Morse as a subdivision of that 
group, for the period firom 1891 through 1970 (see below, under the 1970's, for a retrospective 
interview statement by Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., in regard to the time period from the 1940's 
through the late 1970's). The 1984 petition stated: 

During the early years of this century, Nipmuc tribal activity, as tribal, rather than 
individual, was probably at its lowest in recent history. At the same time, only a 
few years earii,er, in 1890, the Dudley-Webster band had just won the most 
significant legal fight in their history. In a very real sense, this is indicative of the 
dominant tn:nds in Nipmuc history, trends that seem to have been present from 
the first day:) of European contact, namely, that political activity was rarely 
obvious and political institutions were usually reactive. Most often, they 
responded to a particular need, dealt with a specific issue, and then returned to the 
more subtl~: fabric of tribal life (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984, 191). [emphasis in 
original] 

On the basis of the requirements of the regulations,'6o the evidence in the record does not 
demonstrate that the p(etitioner meets criterion 83.7(c) from 1891 through 1978. 

Political Influence and Authority under 83.7(c) since 1970: Methodology. For a general 
discussion of procedure under the February 7, 2000, directive, the petitioner's argumentation 

159" ... representing the group in dealing with outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). "There are 
internal conflicts which show controversy over valued group goals, properties, policies, processes andlor decisions" 
(83.7(c)(I)(v». 

160"There are no c1earcut, significant examples of the exercise ofpoliticaJ influence or authority among the 
Indiana Miami between th~: early 1940's and the late 1970's an exercise of such influence or authority was not 
demonstrated by alternat(: means" (Miami FD 1992,4); " ... there is no evidence of any effort to maintain a 
functioning tribal governing body and little evidence of individual political leadership between the early 1940's and 
1967" (Mohegan PF 19 ~9, 6). 
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(which did not distinguish sharply between social interaction and political influence or 
authority), and a surv€:y of the available source material, see above under criterion 83. 7(b). 

BIA Definition ofrrucial Questions. The primary problem as regards an evaluation of whether 
the petitioner meel:!; 83.7(c) during the period since 1970 is that the petitioner appears to be a 
group that has been fonned in recent times. The evidence currently in the record shows that: 
1) the petitioning g~()UP was created in the late 1970's or early 1980's as a subgroup of a larger 
group (#69) and was created from members who, for the most part, had not been a part of any 
organized Nipmuc group until at least the 1970's; 2) the subgroup was founded by Mr. Edwin 
Morse, Sr. who subsequently declared himself "chief for life;" and 3) the subgroup became an 
independent petitiol1er (#69B) in 1996. As was pointed out in the evaluation of the petitioner 
under criterion 83 .. i'(b), if evidence exists to refute the conclusion that #698 and its antecedent 
organization were created as late as 1978-1980, with no community or political continuity with 
the DudleylWebst~!r n:servation, but only genealogical descent from the DudleylWebster 
reservation, the peUioner is urged to submit it during the response period. The issue is 
significant becaus€: 83.2( c) states, "Associations, organizations, corporations or groups of any 
character that havt: bel!n fonned in recent times may not be acknowledged under these 
regulations. " 

Notwithstanding th! existence of the possibility that #69B is a recently founded organization and 
thus may not be eI.igible for acknowledgment under 25 CFR Part 83, the following discussion 
evaluates whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for each of the three decades of the period since 
1970, beginning with the 1970's. The discussion draws upon many of the materials that were 
used in the discussion of whether the petitioner meets 83.7(b) for the period since 1970, 
necessitating some: repetition of information and analysis from the discussion of the petitioner 
under 83.7(b). 

Evaluation of the P~litioner Under Criterion 83.7(c)for the Period Since 1970. 

1970's. One letter, undated but from internal evidence apparently from July 1982, asserted that 
as of that date, membe:rs of the Morse family (Henries descendants from Dudley/Webster) had 
been working with .lara CiscoeBrough for about five years (Swenson to Reno, c. July 1982; 
Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. June 1997). The 1984 petition stated that the Chaubunagungamaug 
band fonned its own band council in 1978 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 192), though elsewhere 
it indicated that "th/! political governing. structure had been in place for nearly two years" prior to 
incorporation (Nipmu(; #69 Pet. NaIT. 1984, 194). However, no documentation was submitted to 
confinn the existew;/! of such a council prior to 1981 - that is, there is no documentation that 
shows its existence! until after Zara CiscoeBrough had formally petitioned for Federal 
acknowledgment on behalf of the Hassanamisco Reservation at Grafton. 161 

161The Nipmtu: letter of intent to petition for federal acknowledgment is dated April 16, 1980, and was 
submitted on behalf of the Hassanamisco reservation at Grafton, otherwise the Nipmuc Tribal Council. As was 
discussed elsewhere in this proposed finding, the leader of the group that became #69B, Mr. Edwin Morse, is first 
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One of the documents that petitioner #69 submitted to BIA was a table that it had created, a table 
of documented eVI~nts and gatherings at the Hassanamiset Reservation (see description under 
criterion 83.7(b». Only four of the gatherings on the list may have been more than recreational. 
These events took place in 1979 - 1982 and are labeled, "Tribal Meeting - closed to the public," 
"constitution and by-laws signed by council chiefs," "Annual Meeting," and "meeting/election." 
The petitioner did not provide any other information about these meetings. The table provides 
some evidence that thl~ petitioner may meet 83.7(c) for 1979 to 1982 if the petitioner were to 
supplement the entries in this table with additional information and documentation showing, for 
example, that the group was able to mobilize significant numbers of members for group purposes 
(e.g. for electing omclers), that there existed widespread involvement in group political processes 
(e.g. through high \'otj~r turnout), andlor that most of the membership considered issues acted 
upon by group leaders to be of importance (e.g. through high levels of attendance at such 
meetings). 

In an interview, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr. was asked him about the thirty year period from the 
1940's to the early 1.970's. More specifically, he was asked about what, if any, interaction he had 
had with other Niprnuck during that period. The answer that Mr. Morse gave to this question is 
quoted belew, and is addressed here, under the general heading of the 1970's, because the period 
he references covers some of the 1970's. About this period, Mr. Morse said that it was difficult 
to remember the Nipmuck with whom he might have interacted at gatherings and parties for the 
following reason: 

... because: back then, I wasn't interested in that [Nipmuck stuff1, so I never paid 
much attention [to who was or was not a Nipmuck]. Ifl did back then, I coulda 
gave you a book and you woulda been able to read it and have anything you want. 
But I wasn't interested in that. Just like Mr. Henries - Crow Henries - when I 
first met Walter ... He wasn't doing nothin' as far as Native American people are 
concerned. I don't know what he told you, but he did a lot of reading ... just like 
I did. I did a lot of reading because I had to. So that's why I know what's going 
on. If it wasn't for books, [ unintelligible] be no place. 

In this statement and others that he made in the interview, Mr. Morse strongly suggested that, 
during the period fi'c>1n the 1940's to the early 1970's, he and other future members of#69B with 
whom he was acquainted during these decades did not identify as Nipmuck (though many were 
aware that they were dlescended from Nipmuck), and, more important for an evaluation under 

known to have participate:d in any action sponsored by Ms. CiscoeBrough's group less than three years before the 
letter of intent to petitioll was submitted. The letter of intent provides some evidence that a Nipmuc organization 
existed in 1980. It does not:; however, provid~ evidence that the #69B petitioner, or the Chaubtinagungamaug Band 
antecedent to it, existed in 1980. In fact, no document confirms the existence of the political organization of the 
Chaubunagungamaug B and prior to 1981. Moreover, though the letter or intent provides some evidence that there 
existed a Nipmuc organization in 1980, it does not provide evidence that the antecedents of either current petitioner 
(#69A or #69B) maintai:lc~d political influence or authority over their members as an autonomous entity in 1980. 
Such evidence is crucia.l if a petitioning group is to show that it meets 83.7(c) for any period. 
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83.7(c), he implied tha.t these Nipmuck did not constitute a group. If, as Mr. Morse suggests, 
there was no #69B group during this period, the petitioner could not have maintained political 
influence or authority over its members as an autonomous entity for at least the period from the 
1940's to the early 1970's. The statement by Mr. Morse, then, provides some negative evidence 
for the period from the: 1940's to the early 1970's. 

In another place on tht! audiotape of his interview, Mr. Morse further discussed events that 
occurred during the decade of the 1970's, the decade during which Mr. Morse joined a Nipmuck 
group for what he strongly suggested was the first time in his life. In so doing, Mr. Morse 
provided additional e:vidence that the petitioning group - the group of which he is a leader - does 
not meet 83.7(c) for at least the period before 1977. In describing the event of his joining the 
group that later became #69, an event which Mr. Morse said occurred in 1977 when he was 49 
years old, Mr. Morse strongly suggested that, during the half-century from the early 1930's to 
1977, there was no N'ipmuc organization, association, or community' of which he and most future 
members of#69B l,\,ere a part, and there were no Nipmuc activities or expressions ofa collective 
Nipmuc identity of\.vhich he and most future members of#69B were a part. After briefly 
describing a childhood in which he implied that, to the best of his knowledge, did not involve 
Nipmuc beyond the: rm:mbers of his extended family, Mr. Morse explained, 

Back then [h the 1920's and 1930's when he was a child], we knew we was 
Chaubunagungamaug. We knew we came from South Woodstock, CT. We knew 
that was in Dudley. So, uh, but we had nobody to do anything. And then when 
we got older wle found out everything we had to know. About 21 years ago. 
That's when wle stared to push forward as Chaubunagungamaug. But we didn't 
know uh. And then, as far as joining anything we - Zara's sister - she was giving 
out, I think it was $175 for clothing, $125 for food to all Nipmucks. You go 
down there, and you sign your name on the dotted line, and you were 
automatically on the tribal roll. [emphasis added] 

At that point, Mr. Morse asked, "So she [Ms. CiscoeBrough] was just signing up anybody who 
came by?" Mr. Morse replied, "Anybody that came by. Said they was a Nipmuck." 

Other evidence supports the suggestion that Mr. Morse and members of his extended family 
were not part of an organized Nipmuc group until 1977. Petitioner #69 submitted the minutes of 
a meeting entitled, "Joint Meeting: Legal Heirs of Hassanamisco, and the Nipmucs," dated May 
14, 1977. The meeting was organized by Zara CiscoeBrough. Neither Mr. Morse nor any 
member of his extended family appears on the attendance list of this meeting. It is likely that, by 
the spring of 1977, Iv.[r. Morse had not yet joined the Nipmuc group that later became #69. 

Less than four months later in September of 1977, a petition describing the signers as Nipmuc 
''who are vitally intnested in Nipmuc New Town Creation" (which was a failed effort by 
Nipmuc to obtain land from the state) was presented by Zara CiscoeBrough to an administrator 
in the Massachusetts State Government. A copy of the petition, which was submitted by 
petitioner #69, contain,ed the names of thirty-seven individuals. One of these individuals was 
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Mr. Morse. This raises the strong possibility that Mr. Morse "signed on the dotted line," as he 
put it, on what he described as the Nipmuc "tribal roll" during the four month period between the 
Joint Meeting in mid··May, 1977, on the one hand, and the time the petition was presented in 
September of 1977, Gn the other. 

This document pwvides the earliest evidence of the political participation of Mr. Morse, who 
later became "chief for life" of#69B, in Nipmuc matters. More specifically, it suggests that Mr. 
Morse considered at least one issue acted upon by a group leader during this period to he of 
importance. Thou.sh this document demonstrates that Mr. Morse participated politically in a 
Nipmuck group in th(! late 1970's, it does not demonstrate that such political participation existed 
broadly among members of #69B. In addition, though the document shows that Nipmucs took 
an interest in Nipmuc affairs, the group referenced in the document was not the petitioning 
group. 

The petitioner could! nonetheless use this document as evidence that it meets 83.7(c) for 1977 if 
it were to do the tolliowing: 1) submit evidence of the political participation of other future #69B 
members in Nipmuc matters during this period, and 2) provide an argument, accompanied by 
appropriate eviden';:te, that the group referenced in the document was the petitioning group. With 
such information, argumentation and documentation, the petitioner might be able to demonstrate 
that, in 1977, part:icipation in group political processes was widespread and encompassed most 
of the group and/or that most of the membership considered issues acted upon by group leaders 
to be of importanc:e. 

The record also contains a document of a meeting of the Hassanamisco Council (Nipmuc Tribal 
Council, Hassanamisc:o Band, Minutes 6/8/1978) that took place on June 8, 1978. Though this 
document contains no indication of the nature of this meeting, the roster contains the names of 
forty-nine people. Included is Zara CiscoeBrough, as well as members of the Morse extended 
family (Edwin Morse Sr.; Edwin Morse Jr., Dolly Swenson, Ruth Bessette, Shirley Lomba, 
Joseph Lomba, Diane, Tina, and Rickey Rigney; Ralph and Ryan Walley; Elizabeth Morse, 
Kimberly Santana, Ruth Morse, Edith HalfMoon Hopewell, Lucille "Billie" Walley, Dorothy 
Prince, Ralph Walley III, Dawn Walley; Joni, Nicole, Elizabeth, Jose, and Ralph Santana). In 
1979, Dolly Swenson was listed as a "regular member absent" (Nipmuc Tribal Council, 
Hassanamisco Band" Minutes 5/24/1979). 

At a minimum, this document suggests that Edwin Morse Jr., Edwin Morse Sr., and other 
descendants of Elizabteth (Henries) Morse were beginning to participate politically, as well as 
possibly socially, with members of a Nipmuc group. This document does not demonstrate, 
however, that the l\i[of'ses' participation in this meeting shows that the petitioner meets 83.7(c) 
for this period. M<Dst :important, the document does not show that this participation encompassed 
most of the petitioning group or that the attendees from the current #69B who attended were 
representing any organization antecedent to the current petitioner. 
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According to the 1984 petition, there had been since 1978, "a dramatic increase of tribal activity 
generally, and most notably at Dudley-Webster, among the Chaubunagungamaug clan" (Nipmuc 
#69 Pet. 1984, 192). The 1984 petition also asserted: 

Since 1918, the members of the Chaubunagungamaug clan have show [sic] 
increased political acti vity. Consciousness of tribal identity, an interest in the 
affairs of thc~ tribe, and a concern to preserve cultural institutions have 
characteriz,ed the group throughout the present century. But within the past five 
years, this ))and has been particularly at pains to stress its unique clan identity 
within the il.m:~;:r identity of the Nipmuc Tribe (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 192). 
[emphasis in original] 

In the audiotaped irterview on July 22, 1998, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., claimed that, when the 
council meetings of the subgroup which later became #69B first "started," as he put it, in 1979, 
they were attended by 50 to 60 members. At some point during the two year period after Mr. 
Morse is first record(~dl as participating in the activities of the future #69 petitioner, it seems as 
though he served on its governing body. Although the evidence is far from complete, it also 
appears as though he a.lso began forming a subgroup, the Chaubunagungamaug Clan, about 
1979. If the numher of members attending Chaubunagungamaug meetings in 1979 was as large 
as 50 or 60, it would suggest that many potential members of #69B considered issues acted upon 
or actions taken by group leaders and the new Chaubunagungamaug Clan governing body to be 
of importance, and that there may have been widespread knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by many of the group's members. However, the limited 
documentation from the period does not provide any sign-in sheets or other evidence to support 
Mr. Morse's recollection of the numbers. The numbers attending a few years later (see below 
under 1980's) were: not this large. 

It should be noted that, in the same interview, Mr. Morse stated that "very few [members] come" 
to meetings today 1[1998]. In a separate interview, #69B council member, Kenny White, said the 
same thing about the attendance of members at current [1998] meetings (Interview by BIA 
researcher with Mr. J(lenneth Leroy White, 7/25/98). In sum, the above statement by Mr. Morse 
about attendance at rm:etings during the late 1970's provides some indication that, if it could be 
verified, and the actual political purposes of the meetings could be verified, there would be 
relevant evidence for whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for the late 1970's. If the petitioner 
were to provide lists of members who attended these meetings in the 1970's, it would strengthen 
its case that it mee1W 83.7(c) for the late 1970's. Essentially, what the petitioner needs to show is 
that the political p,u1icipation of members was broad, encompassing most of the group. 

There were other pieces of evidence in the record which indicated that petitioner #698 does not 
meet 83.7(c) for the 1970's. One is a statement by Mr. Glen Heath, who, by 1991, was serving 
on the council of the subgroup that separated from #69 and became #698 (see description under 
criterion 83.7(b». By Mr. Heath's own account, he and members of his extended family did not 
even meet Mr. Morse until 1979 at the earliest. As such, it is likely that they had little to no 
significant political rellationships with other future #69B group members until 1979 at the 
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earliest. As the Heath family is one of only three extended families that comprise the #69B 
group and is thus a significant part of the petitioner, this statement of Mr. Heath's strongly 
suggests that the petitioner may not meet 83.7(c) for the period before the late 1970's. Similarly, 
in another BIA int~:rvJiew, Mr. Kenneth Leroy White, who has also served on the #69B governing 
body and, more im portant for our purposes, is a member of one of the other two extended 
families that comprise! #69B other than the family of Mr. Morse, stated that he did not meet Mr. 
Morse until the 1980's, which was when Mr. White was in his late 30's and early 40's. It is, of 
course, possible that Mr. White and Mr. Heath knew one another - and NOT Mr. Morse - before 
the 1970's, and that the extended families of Mr. White and Mr. Heath were part of a Nipmuc 
group that could be considered, instead of the Chaubunagungamaug Clan, the predecessor of 
#698. In the submittt::d material, during the field visit, and during phone conversations, 
however, at no point was there any indication that this might be the case (see next paragraph). If 
this is the case, th(: petitioner is strongly encouraged to submit evidence to demonstrate it. 

The last piece of evidence indicating that the petitioner does not meet 83.7(c) for the decade of 
the 1970's are sevt:nlll statements made by Mr. Morse in the interview of July 22, 1998. In the 
interview, Mr. Mors,e stated that it was not until 1979 that his group, the Chaubunagungamaug 
band, formed a council of their own. He also said that it was not until 1979 that he was elected 
"chief." Mr. Mors(! said that he was elected "chief' by the newly-formed fifteen-member 
council. When asked, he was able to recall nine of the original fifteen members. He said that 
they were: "Me; my daughter, Lucyann; my daughter, Ruth; my son, Ed; my brother, Charles; 
my sister, Shirley; my sister Dorothy; Joe Lomba [his nephew or, possibly, if Joseph Lomba Sr., 
his brother-in-law]; and Spotted Eagle [Kenneth Brown, of Providence, Rhode Island], who has 
since passed away." 

Mr. Morse's descriptions of events that occurred in 1979 suggest that #69B is a group that was 
formed in recent times. In addition, Mr. Morse's testimony about the "newly-formed-fifteen
member council" suggests that, at least in the late 1970's, the #69B leadership was made up 
almost entirely of mc~mbers of a single family, which was Mr. Morse's extended family. Other 
evidence suggests that it was not simply the leadership but the group as a whole that was made 
up almost exclusivdy of this one family. As such, particularly for the period from the late 
1970's through at least the 1980's, #69B was only a "narrow social group," or, more specifically, 
a "kin group." 

In sum, there is veQ' little evidence in the record for the decade of the 1970's. The evidence that 
does exist indicates that the petitioner does not meet 83.7(c) for the period from 1970 to the late 
1970's. There is im:ufficient information to show that the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for the late 
1970's, during the years when the Chaubunagungamaug Band antecedent to petitioner #69B was 
emerging as a fornul organization. The limited evidence in the record for the period 1977-1979 
does not show that [he organization was exercising political influence or authority over its 
members. It does show that the organization itself consisted almost in its entirety of one 
extended family. 
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1980's. The earliest documentation that the petitioner had developed a fonnal organization was a 
July 23, 1981, newspaper article in which the Chaubunagungamaug Band Indians said they had 
met as a council with the following council members: Loving One, Harvest Moon, Morning 
Star, Great Owl, Littl~: Star, Silver Fox and Wise Owl, and that they had elected Wise Owl 
"chief." The article also referred to an Indian burial ground behind the Gauthier Tire Co. on 
Thompson Road (Webster Times, undated; Nipmuc #69 Pet. Suppl. 1994, Ex.). Very shortly 
after this date, Edit~ Hopewell reported on the initiatives, both to Zara CiscoeBrough and to the 
BIA (see discussioll under criterion 83.7(b». 

The "Nipmuck Indian Council By-Laws, Dudley, Massachusetts," were dated August 1, 1981 
(Nipmuc Pet. Suppl. 1994, Ex.). The BIA received no infonnation concerning the procedure by 
which they were/ draft1ed or adopted. They are discussed in more detail below under criterion 
83.7(d). Two days after the by-laws were signed, on August 3, 1981, the South County 
Advertiser, under "W~:bster News," noted that "Nipmuc Indians in this area have received state 
approval to establish their own council." They said that they had met recently with Sam Sapiel, 
"commissioner of Indians on the Boston Indian Council." Loving One told the Times, "Sam said 
we have a perfect legal right to establish our own council, elect our own chief and hold our own 
elections.'~ The arti d~: stated that all the persons involved in the initiative were descendants ,of 
Lemuel Henries, that they had decided on the name of Nipmuck Indian Council, and wanted to 
contact all of the Indians in the Webster, Dudley and Oxford area (Martin 1981b; Nipmuc #69 
Pet. Suppl. 1994, ElC.). The BIA received no documentation from the State of Massachusetts 
concerning these dis,ctlssions. At almost the same time, the petitioner received a donation of two 
and one-half acres of land, which the group still, as of 1998, refers to as its "reservation" 
(Webster Man Donates Land 1981). 

The purposes ofth~; organization of the Nipmuck Indian Council, as stated in the Articles of 
Organization, wem c:ultural, and made no reference to the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band 
or to the Dudley/Webster reservation: 

A) T<D promote social and economic growth for all Indians, with the 
attention focused on the Nipmuc Indians of the Worcester County area. 

B) ~~o promote the preservation of all Indian land (e.g., historical 
cemeteries) in the Worcester County area. 

C) To recommend and support legislation beneficial to Indian people of 
the Algonquian nation. 

D) To foster and promote the arts, crafts, culture, and language of the 
Nipmuc Indian (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, Ex. 20 [1]). 

However, during subs~;:quent years, the letterhead of the organization used the name "Nipmuck 
Indian Council of Chaubunagungamaug." 

On August 19, 1981, att the Commission ofIndian Affairs in Boston, Massachusetts, there was a 
meeting of: Shelkigh Wilcox as recording secretary: John Peters, Dolly [Swenson], Zara 
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[CiscoeBrough), AlUla [Mays], Eddie [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.], Shirley, Gkisedtanamougk, "to 
resolve the problem out at Dudley-Webster." The minutes kept by Hassanamisco stated that: 

Shirley was thf: one who told t & g about Hassanamisit not treating their family 
fairly. Dolly wants to elect Eddie as chief out at Dudley-Webster. She may do 
that and stUI have no problems with the recognition. Solution: Eddie must' 
address the Council and see what is said (Nipmuc Tribal Council, Hassanamisco 
Band, Minu:e:s 8/19/1981). 

Also in 1981, the Niprnuck Indian Council, Chaubunagungamaug Band, held its own pow-wow 
for the first time (Niprnuc Pet. Suppl. 1987, [5]) and several Dudley-Webster descendants were 
associated with the~ founding of the Algonquin Indian School in Providence, Rhode Island 
(founded by Little Crow, Spotted Eagle, Little Star, and Loving One) (Cerow 1989,22). 

On January 18, 1982, the Chaubunagungamaug Band formally incorporated as the Nipmuck 
Indian Council ofWdlster, Massachusetts, under the laws of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts (set:: more detailed discussion below in the section on governing documents). 
Edwin Morse Sr. hdd the office of "Chief fbr life" under the articles of incorporation. A 
newspaper article (unidentified, hand-dated March 28, 1982), "Nipmucks Give Thanks for 
Charter," by David P. Kowal, was by-lined from Thompson, Connecticut. It stated that about 25 
Nipmuc and other ar,ea Indians gave thanks at a ceremony celebrating the granting of a charter 
by the state to a 10Gall Nipmuck clan; just over the Webster land off School street; had cleared the 
land which had bee::J. donated to them; charter approved by Secretary of State Michael Connolly 
makes the local Nipmucks, or the Charbunagungamaug [sic] clan, eligible for aid programs, and 
it allows the local Indians to represent their clan at powwows held by other Indians. The article 
included a picture of Wise Owl and a quote from Loving One (Kowal 1982; Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Suppl. 1994, Ex.). [n 1983, the Chaubunagungamaug council consisted entirely of the 
descendants ofElizab(~th Rogers (Henries) Morse: they were all immediate relatives (siblings, 
children, nephews) of Edwin W. Morse Sr. (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, 195). In 1984, a vote of the 
council appointed a non-Indian associate of the group, George Munyan (Little Turtle), to the 
council (Nipmuck Indian Council minutes, June 16, 1986). In newspaper coverage of the period, 
Munyan was described as the band's "medicine man." 

The Hassanamisco '~ouncil meeting on January 27, 1982, moved to discuss the matters at 
Dudley-Webster" O~ipmuc Tribal Council, Hassanamisco Band, Minutes 1127/1982). In "an 
effort to broaden and strengthen the actions of the Nipmuc Council and Board of Directors," the 
same meeting voted to establish Walter A. Vickers as "chief' (Nipmuc Tribal Council, 
Hassanamisco Band, Minutes 1127/1982). A further discussion of the relationship with the 
"Webster Council" took place on March 27 (Nipmuc Tribal Council, Hassanamisco Band, 
Minutes 3/27/1982}. In the late spring of 1982, the Chaubunagungamaug Band took offense at 
an article in the Worc(~ster press announcing Walter A. Vickers as "chief and spokesman" for the 
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tribal council of the Nipmuc. 162 This brought the issue of the relation of the two bands brought 
to the fore. 163 In 1982, the ending of the controversy between the Chaubunagungamaug Band 
and the Hassanami:;c;o Band was considered important because of its impact on the preparation 
of the Nipmuc petition for Federal acknowledgment. The Chaubunagungamaug Band had never 
submitted a letter of intent to petition and was involved in the process only through its 
cooperation with the Grafton group (for further details, see the draft technical report prepared for 
petition #69B). By the summer of 1983, members of both bands were working actively on the 

/ 
162 Another '~t:er written by Swenson during the same period was addressed to "Mr. Lenny" and apparently 

directed to the editor of one of the newspapers that had published Vickers' assertion that he was spokesman for all 
Nipmuc. It concerned "c:Iarification of the statement made by Walter Vickers via Lois Wilcox" and continued: 

Walter Vicker;; is spokesman for the Hassanamesit Band only! We have worked very, very hard 
to have prop(:r representation for each individual band. The Hassanamesit (Zara Ciscoe, Walter 
Vickers, Lois and the family) have fought us tooth and nail. Finally through the Indian councils 
and commiss ioners we have come to an agreement that the bands would be represented and that 
we (when writing, talking, etc.) would specify what band we are representing. '. Unfortunately 
when a big ego (Vickers) wants to I2J.gy spokesmen, (and I have to doubt it, because he won't give 
an interview '.vil:hout Anna and Lois there to tell him what to say.) we can be hindered from 
reaching our 1~IJmmon goals." "As I explained to you on the phone, this is a vital time for the 
Nipmuc peopl'~, and to print this would only start an inter-tribal feud, and it would do absolutely 
no good to an)'c<nl~. I only as that you consider a small retraction stating that Walter Vickers is 
spokesman for I-bssanamesit only and Chief Wise Own [sic] is spokesman for 
Chaubunagungalmaug. Neither are no more or no less, they are both Sachems of their bands. 
They are both tenitorialleaders (Loving One (Womonausu) [Dolly Swenson] to "Mr. Lenny" 
7/18/1982). [c:mphasis in original] 

163Petitioner #69B submitted a letter, undated by by internal evidence to be ascribed to July 1982; and 
unsigned, with the return address "Chief Wise Owl, Nipmuck Indian Council Webster-Dudley Area, Office: 19 
Park Street" to Dr. Rello. It was typed all in capitals, apparently on same typewriter used by Loving One 
[LucyannJDolly Swen!;on] for other correspondence (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. June 1997). The fmt two pages 
contained an· extensive disc:ussion of leadership issues and Federal acknowledgment Concerning Zara 
CiscoeBrough, it stated. 

She called another meeting at Hassanamesit with Walter & Joe Vickers, Lois Wilcox, Mr. Wilson, 
and Mr. Ham:ilton (more appointed rather than elected chiefs). I showed up at the meeting with 
my dad, sister, Spotted Eagle, my uncle, and Little Crow. All Nipmucks!!!! At fmt she wanted 
to refuse to let the others in, until I reminded her that since it was a Nipmuck meeting, how could 
she rightfully refuse entrance to the Nipmucks I had brought along? She agreed (reluctantly) but 
she told me xilflce [sic] I brought them there, I would have to sit on the floor. I did. 

At the mc:eting we were asked by Walter Vickers, "Is there anyone here that objects to 
my being chid?" ... I clearly specified that he was chief of the Hassanamesit Not 
spokesperson for all Nipmuck people, as they put in the paper recently." , .. "It is not our 
intention to diYide the Nipmuck people, only to have proper, affective [siclleadership for each 
band. We want to at least assumilate a nation, have meetings, council of chiefs (which you know 
as well as I do should be representatives for each band, as well as territorial leaderS, not a handful 
of people ofInj;ian descent, that can be manipulated without question and appointed by one 
person) hold legitimate elections (documented) meeting minute (recorded) ... 1 will see Jane on 
Friday, July 23 ... ([Swenson] to Reno [July 1982],2). 
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completion of the p'etition, which was submitted in the summer of 1984 (see detailed discussion 
above in the section on the administrative history of the petition). From researcher Stephen 
Reno's letters of the period, it is clear that he was aware of the controversy and its possible 
impact on the preparation and success of the petition: 

I think Zam will realize, in time, that attempts on the part of the Dudley-Webster 
Band to organize and to assume a more visible and active role in Nipmuc tribal 
affairs will only enhance the effectiveness of the federal recognition petition. 
Evidence of tribal political activity is very important, and recent events can only 
serve to ernphasize that point. At the same time, however, it is vitally important 
that the bands cooperate closely, otherwise it would be difficult to show tribal 
unity. It/is a tricky problem, I'll admit, but all the signs would seem to indicate a 
favorable resolution (Reno to Swenson, 7/14/1982; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 
June 1997) [emphasis in original] 

Between July and August of 1982, the controversy was temporarily resolved. On August 15, . 
Walter A. Vickers was fonnally installed as Hassanamisco Band "chief' at the tribal powwow; 
"Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.] was at the same time formally inducted into the "clan 
of chiefs of the Nipmuc nation" at the powwow held at Grafton. The 1984 petition stated that 
the ceremony "publicly healed the three month old rift between the two and chiefs" (Nipmuc #69 
Pet. Narr. 1984, 194, 197; 2 Sachems Fix Rift at Festival, Worcester Telegram, August 15, 1982; 
Chaubunagungamwggs, Hassanamesits Bury Hatchet, Worcester Telegram, August 16, 1982; 
Local Chief Inducted into Clan, South County Advertiser, August 23, 1982). The 1984 petition 
stated that it was d.~cided that the position of sachem would coordinate the two (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
1984, 196), arguing that: 

with the responsibilities of the respective bands placed in the hands of the two 
chiefs ... The administrative model put the seal to what appears to have been the 
political organization of the Nipmuc from earliest times, viz., band autonomy 
with tribal c()operation. In the judgment of the principals, it is an arrangement 
which a11o\,ls the particular needs of the separate bands to be met within the 
framework of tribal unity represented by the sachem (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 
197). 

Since the death of Zara CiscoeBrough in January 1988, the evidence in the record indicates that 
no one has held the position of sachem. 

In May of 1984, indicative that the two bands were cooperating at that date, Governor Michael 
Dukakis appointed Lucyann Swenson to the Massachusetts Commission on Indian Affairs, term 
to expire October 30,1986 (Dukakis to Swenson 5/9/1984; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. June 
1997). Prior to thils time, the Nipmuc representative on the Commission had consistently been 
from the Hassanamisc:o group, in accordance with the 1976 proclamation discussed above (see 
draft letter on this topic, Nipmuc Tribal Council, Hassanamisco Band, Minutes 10/16/1982). 
However, the fomlal end of the dispute did not, in fact~ end the controversies that existed 
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between the two groups. These continued in the following years, as exemplified by a 1985 letter 
from the Hassanamisc;o Nipmuc Indian Council to Lucyann Swenson, cancelling the joint 
meeting between the two councils. "In addition, we have no intention of changing our charter or 
the name of the Coundl." Signed Lois Ann Wilcox, Secretary (Wilcox to Swenson, 4/30/1985; 
Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. June 1987). 

Aside from work on the petition for Federal acknowledgment, evidence indicates that the 
activities undertaken by the Chaubunagungamaug Band during the first half of the 1980's 
centered on the holding of powwows, conducting educational presentations (Nipmuc Notes 
1982a, Nipmuc Notl~s 1982b), 164 charitable work (Princess Halfmoon 1982; 24 Families Benefit 
1983), and participating in commemorative events such as the 250th anniversary of the Dudley 
church (Dudley Parishioners ~982) and the town of Dudley (Nipmuck Chief Marshal 1982; 
Patenaude 1982). D'uring the early 1980's, the single event that generated most newspaper 
coverage was the rdHirial by the Chaubunagungamaug Band, in 1983, of some ancient skeletal 
remains unearthed in Connecticut on the property that had been donated to it (for detailed listing 
see the draft technical report for petition #698). 

The BIA's OD lett'~Jr issued in response to the submission of the documented petition in 1984 
had indicated that there were several areas which needed to be strengthened. The joint petitioner 
began preparation of a response in 1985. Actual work began in 1986, in spite of some 
differences of opinion on the joint council (for listing of individual correspondence in the record, 
see the draft technical report for petition #698), The Response to the 00 letter was received by 
the BIA on June 16, 1987; a second OD letter evaluating the Response, dated February 5, 1988, 
was sent jointly to Walter A. Vickers and Edwin W. Morse Sr. (see detailed discussion in the 
section above conceming the administrative history of the petition). 

In 1986, the Niprnud: Indian Council of Chaubunagungamaug included several persons who 
were not immediate rdatives of Edwin Morse, Sr.165 Later the same year, Little Turtle, 
Secretary, Nipmm:k Indian Council of Chaubunagungamaug, wrote the BIA to clarify the 
position of Mr. Echvin Morse, Sr., within the Nipmuck organization--"duly elected chief of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Clan (Band)," says "an official installation recognizing Chief Wise Owl's 

I64The petitioner submitted numerous newspaper articles concerning appearances at schools, scout troops, 
etc. Most of these appeared to have been copied from a scrapbook, were undated, and did not identify the source. 
They have not been li.stc:d separately here. 

165Present: "Chid Wise Owl" [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.], "Chief Silver Fox" [Charles L. Morse, Sr.], "Chief 
Great Owl" [Edwin W. Morse, Jr.], Harvest Moon [Shyrlee V. (Morse) Lomba], Dark Eyes [Shirley Ann Boyinton], 
Helping Beaver [DOl1ald Hinckley], EarthWoman [name not on Indian Names list), Little Turtle [George Munyan] 
and Gentle Moose [Paul Chester White, Jr.]. Not present were Spotted Eagle [Kenneth Brown] and Red Sunset 
[Carole Jean PalavraJ. It was established that Little Turtle was appointed as a member of the executive council by 
vote of the council in 1984. In regard to the petition response: "The members serving on the federal recognition 
committee are neithel: a;ppointed by, nor subject to, the clan councils. The committee is a joint effort in behalf of all 
N ipmuck people and ilas been active since before the Chaubunagungamaug council was fonnally chartered" 
(Minutes, Nipmuck Indian Council ofChaubunagungamaug 6/16/1986). 
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office was held joinllly with the Chaubunagungamaug and Hassanamisco Clans on the 
Hassanamisco Re:s;:rvation in Grafton, MA six years ago" (Little Turtle [Munyan] to BIA 
8/14/1986). The BIA replied that petitioning groups must work out their own governing 
procedures and leaders (Johnson to Little Turtle [Munyan] 9/411986). 

In 1989, after the BIA had issued a second OD letter in 1987, the petitioner incorporated the 
Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project (NTAP), with James Louis as director, for purposes of 
preparing a revisec ]petition (Doughton, Notes on the Pegan Indians, Preface; see detailed 
discussion above ;in the section on administrative history of the petition; see also the draft 
technical report for p<:tition #69B). Between 1989 and 1992, the NTAP received ANA funding 
to draft a constitution, certify a voter's list, and conduct a "census" (NTAP By-Laws 1989,2). 
The project indicated that, "our new group, called the Nipmuc Federal Recognition Committee 
Inc., will continue: to pursue our federal recognition status, with the support of Chief Wise Owl" 
(Cossingham to BIA :5/8/1989; see detailed discussion above in the section on administrative 
history of the petition). On July 22, 1989, both of the designated leaders, Vickers and Morse, 
signed a document giving the NT AP authority to proceed with the petition. See the decade of 
the 1990's, below, for further evaluation ofNTAP activities. 

In addition to the Cxmal minutes and correspondence, the petitioner presented very little 
. evidence that is pt!:1inent to the issue of political authority during the 1980's. The evidence it 
submitted includes a letter, a number of newspaper clippings, and two videotapes. Almost no 
explanation or analys lS accompanied these submissions. 

One of the few do(:uments that was submitted by the petitioner and that is relevant to an 
evaluation of the petitloner under 83.7(c) for the period since 1970 was a letter to Zara 
CiscoeBrough fron Edith Hopewell. It was not dated, but from its contents it seems to have 
been written in 1981. About Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr. and at least some members of his extended 
family, in the lett€:r Ms. Hopewell writes: 

Enclosed find papers I tried to call you about. They are very defamitory [sic] to 
you and all our kind. They are holding a meeting 7/23/81 at their father's house 
in Dudley to form their own committees and chief, etc. which I know they haven't 
the power to do, and she should be told by you or someone in authority she is not 
a "Princess," her father or anyone close to was never a chief as in my case ... All 
these people who are fonning their own clan as they say needn't ever come to me 
again for help. I've helped them every year for 6 years now ... They have only 
admitted to being Indian after they got $250.00 from the Indian fund. 

Through its sugge:~.tion that leaders of the future #69B group planned to fonn committees and 
select a "chief," thls document suggests that, in 1981, at least some members considered issues 
acted upon by group lleaders, albeit subgroup leaders, to be of importance. With the words, "at 
their father's house," however, this document also suggests that these members may have been 
comprised principally, ifnot exclusively, of Mr. Morse's extended family. Ifso, the #69B group. 
is only a single ext~nded family, not a tribe. Finally, as the sender of the letter informs the 
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receiver of the letter of the event of the creation of the #69B group or at least of the development 
of a fonnal #69B governing body, the document provides some evidence, albeit weak evidence, 
that #69B was formed in recent times. 

The above letter provides both negative and positive evidence with respect to 83.7(c). With its 
suggestion that memb(~rs considered issues acted upon by group leaders to be of im'portance, the 
letter provides some :x)sitive evidence that the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for 1981. With its 
suggestion that the group may have been comprised ofa single extended family in 1981 and that 
the group was formed in recent times, the document provides some negative evidence. Indeed, 
the letter can be considered documentation of the event of the creation of the petitioning group in 
the early 1980's, documentation that accompanies other evidence of this event, including 
evidence from intenr: e:ws conducted with #69B group members. If the petitioner wishes to 
buttress a position that it meets 83. 7( c) for the early 1980's, it should provide additional 
documentation and info[111ation about the above-referenced event and this period of#69B 
history, such as lists of people who attended meetings. 

Shortly thereafter, thl~ Government received correspondence from Mrs. Edith Hopewell l66 

opposing the activitl(:S: of Edwin Morse167 and Lucyann Swensonl68 in connection with the 
Nipmuck Indian Council of Chaubunagungamaug and their association with Zara CiscoeBrough 
during the prior three y(:ars (Hopewell to Federal Communications Commission, 8/9/1981; 
referred to BIA for n:ply)and indicating that her mother, named as "Elizabeth R. Henries," 
should be involved in the Federal acknowledgment process for the Nipmuc Indians (Hopewell to 
Dear Friend, 811111981;; Hopewell to Tribal Government Services, 10/9/1981). The BIA, replied 
that Ms. Henries her~:elf should contact the BIA directly if she wished to participate in the 
process (Hayes to Hopewell, 101711981; Hayes to Hopewell, 11116/1981). 

BIA received a number of newspaper articles that pertain to the question of whether the 
petitioner maintained political influence or authority over its members during the 1980's. The 
articles document activities and events organized by #69B or in which members of#69B , 
participated, includir,g powwows, food distributions, a film showing, and a parade. Though 
these newspaper articles do not demonstrate that the recorded activities encompassed most of the 
group, they do show that, during the 1980's, there existed activities that encompassed at least a 
portion of the group. As such, to varying degrees, the articles provide some evidence that a 
Nipmuck group (and in some cases, the Chaubunagungamaug Clan antecedent to #69B in 
particular) was able to mobilize at least some members for group pwposes, that at least some of 

------------
I66Sister of Edl'l'illl W. Morse, Sr. Mrs. Hopewell also used the names "Princess HalfMoon" and 

"Yawampannamitt. " 

167Edwin W. MOfs1e, Sr., also known as "Chief Wise Owl." He was a son of the Elizabeth R. Henries 
referred to in the HopewellfHayes correspondence: her married name was Elizabeth Rogers (Henries) Morse. 

1680aughter of Edwin W. Morse, Sr. She is also named in various public documents of the petitioner as 
Dolly Swenson, and as "Loving One." 
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the members consicle:n~d issues acted upon or actions taken by group leaders to be of importance. 
and that there was at i(!ast some knowledge and communication between leaders, on the one 
hand, and members, all the other, during the 1980's. As such, these articles provide some 
evidence that the p~:tit:ioner meets 83.7(c) for the 1980's. 

For the 1980's, other evidence that the petitioner submitted that was relevant to an evaluation of 
whether it meets 83.7(c) for the 1980's were two videotapes. 169 The first of the two videotaped 
submissions that pertain to the 1980's was entitled "Nipmuck Indians" and was dated 1984 (see 
description under Fiterion 83.7(b). The tape provides some evidence of individual political 
leadership and on. fiJIlctioning Chaubunagungamaug Band governing body. The tape does not 
show that there is' a political connection between the membership and leaders. The tape could be 
used by the petitioner as evidence that it meets 83.7(c) for the mid-1980's if the petitioner 
addresses several problems. First, not all persons who appear on the tape are identified, and thus 
cannot be confirmed as members of the Chaubunagungamaug Band antecedent to the current 
petitioning group. Sec:ond, the tape does not demonstrate that the political influence or authority 
that it claims that Chaubunagungamaug Band leaders exercised over members of the group 
encompassed most of the group. If, during the mid-1980's, the petitioner maintained political 
influence or authority over most of its members, it should submit material and evidence to 
clearly demonstrate this. For the 1980's, the petitioner might begin this work by creating a 
written narrative to a.ccompany the tape. 

The other videotape was simply labeled, "Wedding Chief Red Fox: Sept 19, 1988." This tape 
provides footage ofa "Nipmuck" gathering in 198,8 that included a powwow and that culminated 
in the wedding of JEd win Morse, Jr., a #69B council member, to an unidentified woman. From 
the tape, it is impossible to identify which individuals were the leaders of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band, with the exception of Edwin Morse, Jr., or even which were. 
members of the group. Particularly since Nipmuck leaders have described their gatherings as 
open to the public 2.nd intertribal in nature (See Interview with Lucyann Swenson, 7/22198), no 
conclusions can be drawn from the tape about whether the petitioner exercises political influence 
or authority over its members, whether it may be by mobilizing significant nurnbersof members 
and significant resources from members for these gatherings; or by demonstrating that, through 
these gatherings, then:: exists widespread knowledge, communication and involvement in 
political processes by most of the membership. If the petitioner wishes to use this tape as 
evidence that it meets 83.7(c), it needs to provide a written narrative and analysis ofthe 
gathering that, at a minimum, identifies the individuals who appear on the tape. 

Also relevant to an evaluation of the petitioner under 83.7(c) for the 1980's were minutes 
submitted by the petitioner of meetings of the Chaubunagungamaug Band governing body for 
the mid-1980·s. Thesc~ minutes, among other things, chronicle the bureaucratization of the 
group's leadership and the efforts of group leaders to organize social (and possibly also political) 

169 A third vid'!otape was dated 1997 and thus will be addressed in the following section, which evaluates 
whether the petitioner me(!ts 83.7 (c) for the 1990's. 
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activities for the group as a whole. The minutes describe, for example, the successful efforts of 
the tribal council to organize a "Winterfest" gathering in 1986. These minutes indicate that, 
unlike many of the Jther gatherings that the council organized, this gathering was intended to be 
closed to the publil:. The minutes reflect the fact that, during one council meeting 
(Chaubunagungamaug Minutes 1I13/86), it was announced that "flyers" for this Winterfest 
gathering had been ma.iled to over twenty addresses. 

The minutes provide evidence that group leaders considered issues that they acted upon and 
actions that they took to be of importance; however, to show that most of the membership 
considered these issues and actions important, the petitioner should submit additional material. 
Similarly, the minw:es demonstrate that group leaders undertook efforts to mobilize members 
and resources from members; to demonstrate that such efforts did indeed mobilize members and 
resources from memb(!rs, the petitioner should submit additional material, such as lists of 
members who attended gatherings. Finally, the minutes reveal a group in the process of creating 
itself as a group (e .. g. by deciding how "Nip muck" is to be spelled, etc.). In so doing, the 
minutes strongly SUggf!st that #69B is the current embodiment of a group that was fonned in 
recent times. As such, it is a group that may not be acknowledged under the regulations. 

Other data was cullf~d from the minutes as relevant to an evaluation of the petitioner under 
83.7(c) for the 1980's. First, the minutes that are dated October 12, 1984, document a series of 
events in which group leaders disciplined a member of the group. The events involved a single 
group member and :5(~emed to have occurred at roughly the same time, suggesting that the series 
of events is perhaps be:st treated as a single event. According to the minutes of this meeting, a 
Chaubunagungamaug member, Rusty Lekas, was proclaiming himself "Chief of the Nipmucks," 
soliciting donations, opening Mr. Morse's mail, had posted a notice on his mailbox that indicated 
that he was to receive all mail directed to the "Nipmuc Indian Council," and was found drinking 
and under the influc:nce of drugs while on the reservation. 170 When Wise Owl and Great Owl 
found Mr. Lekas drinking and under the influence of drugs while on the reservation, they "threw 
him off." At the same time, Loving One removed the notice that Mr. Lekas had posted on his 
mailbox and inforrned the postmaster of the problem. She and Wise Owl then went to the 
courthouse and "swon! out" a complaint against Mr. Lekas. It was further reponed in the 
minutes that Mr. Lekas apologized and wrote out a "promissory note" stating that he would not 
"do such a thing anymore." 

The significance of this portion of the minutes of October 12, 1984, is that it reveals an event in 
which group leaders disciplined a single group member. As such, the minutes provide some 
evidence of individual political leadership and a functioning Chaubunagungamaug Band 
governing body. To strengthen its case that it maintained political influence or authority over its 
members during this period, the petitioner might submit additional material showing that these 
incidences of disciplining members are part of a larger pattern, a pattern in which group leaders 
exert influence on the behavior of group members. The petitioner might identify and describe, 

l7~e Thompson, Connecticut, property donated to the Chaubunagungamaug Band in 1982. 
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for example, nOnTIS that group leaders might uphold, events in which group leaders have 
imposed sanctions upon members of their group, andlor events in which they settled disputes 
between members. Concomitantly, the petitioner could describe internal conflicts, conflicts 
which show controversy over, for example, the ways by which leaders discipline members. 

The minutes of other meetings also contain information that the petitioner might be able to use to 
show that it meets g3.7(c) for the 1980's. The minutes that are dated November 11, 1985, 
indicate that at leas': three members of the council give presentations and make appearances to 
increase public a\\;,areness of the Nipmucks and the #69B group. For example, it was mentioned 
that, during Than~sgiving there were twenty programs in which "Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. 
Morse Sr.], Littl~i Star [Ruth (Morse) Bessette], and Tall Oak [unidentified] participated. The 
minutes cited abbve do not only mention these events; they also record the results of a vote of 
the council that wa~; made at the November 11 meeting. This vote was a vote to make Tall Oak 
the Program Coordinator for all such events. This portion of the minutes of November 11, 1985, 
suggest that at least three group leaders took actions with respect to their Nipmuck identity that 
go beyond simply attending council meetings. As such, the minutes provide some evidence of 
individual political leadership and perhaps even of a functioning Chaubunagungamaug Clan 
governing body for the early 1980's. If the petitioner were to demonstrate that the presentations 
and appearances ·of thl~se leaders were expressions of the will of the Chaubunagungamaug group 
and not simply the actions of three Nipmuck individuals who also happened to be leaders of the 
Nipmuck Indian Council of Chaubuna-gungamaug organization, the petitioner might be able to 
show that, during thl~se events, leaders articulate issues and take actions that most of the 
membership consicle:rs to be of importance. 

The minutes dated. January 13, 1986 state that Little Star [Ruth (Morse) Bessette] reported that 
forty-two families n:ceived holiday meals from the council. This council member also reported 
that toys were givl;:n to all the children under sixteen in these families.' In so doing, this portion 
of the minutes from this meeting provides some evidence of individual political leadership and 
probably even a functioning Chaubunagungamaug Band governing body for the mid· 1980's. If 
the families receiving meals and toys from the council are even part of the petitioning group, 
which is far from ckar, and/or if the resources for these distributions were raised or otherwise 
provided for by group members, the petitioner might be able to show that one of the functions of 
group leaders is to rl;:distribute group resources, if only during the month of December. If the 
resources for such a distribution do indeed come from the membership, the petitioner should 
document the spec;:ific: ways by which leaders solicit and obtain these resources from members. 
Regarding this PO['1tiOIl of the minutes of the January 13, 1986, meeting, the petitioner should 
also show that the le:f£orts to provide toys and Christmas dinners were not simply the acts of a 
few individuals as individuals but rather were acts of political leadership. Involvement of the 
membership in thl~SI~ ,acts, such as through the verbal andlor material support of most members, 
is critical to demonstrating that most ofthe membership considered these events to be of 
importance andlor that these events involved the mobilization of most of the membership. 

Other evidence that was considered in the evaluation of whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for 
the 1980's were statements from BIA interviews with seven current or former #69B group 
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leaders. Interviews with three of these leaders, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr. and 
Mr. Kenneth Leroy White, provided some evidence that the petitioner may meet 83.7(c) for the 
1980's if it were to submit supporting material and documentation about the events described in 
these statements. Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr. mentioned one such event that the petitioner could use 
to help show that it rm~ets 83.7(c) for the 1980's and possibly even for part of the decade prior to 
the 1980's. When G.sk,ed about "the most important issues that the council has dealt with," Mr. 
Morse, Jr. added to his father's statement. Mr. Morse, Sr. had said that "the biggest and most 
important thing wa:; g,etting Federal recognition." Mr. Morse, Jr. then added that other important 
issues included: 

... discussing how many kids needed toys for Christmas or how many families 
needed Chr:.strnas dinners. That's what we've been doing for 20 years [which 
would hav~! been from about 1978 (but see below) to 1998]. Before we did it, my 
aunt [Editb E. Hopewell] did it.· .. for about 10 years [which would have been 
from about 1968 to 1978]." 

At that point in th(: interview, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr. clarified that it was in 1980, not 1978, that 
he started making food and toy distributions at Christmas time. Notwithstanding the assertion in 
the above quote that Ms. Hopewell made such distributions from 1968 to 1978 (or possibly from 
1970 to 1980 if Mr. Morse Sr. did indeed start in 1980 and Ms. Hopewell did indeed make the 
distributions for 10 years), the above statement suggests that, from 1980 to the late 1990's, there 
existed "issues" with which the Chaubunagungamaug Band governing body has dealt (e.g. a 
dearth oflarge meals and toys at Christmas). If appropriate, during the response period, the 
petitioner might ch::>ose to submit documentation about these "issues" and activities, beyond the 
few newspaper clippings that exist about these activities, to help show that it meets 83.7(c) for 
all or part of the pl~riod since 1968, which is when, it is alleged, these activities were begun. In 
preparing this additional documentation, the petitioner should take great care to show that the 
federal acknowledgrni!nt effort and/or the efforts to provide Christmas dinners were not simply 
acts ofa few individuals but rather were considered by most of the membership to be of 
importance andlor:nvolved the mobiliza!ion of most of the membership. The petitioner should 
also take great care to show that the efforts to provide Christmas dinners were done in the 
context of being Nipmuck. For the period prior to the 1980's, there is almost no evidence that 
these distributions .... 'ere even done in this context. 

A BIA interview with Mr. Kenneth Leroy White also yielded some information that pertains to 
the 1980's. Mr. Wl1ite was asked what issues have come up for the council. Mr. White 
mentioned the issues of "Deer Island," "the Harbor Islands," and the restructuring ofthe 
Massachusetts Commission on Indian Affairs. When asked to name and discuss "issues internal 
to the group," Mr. White did not identify any. Mr. White's identification of 
Chaubunagungamaug "issues" would Qe useful in evaluating whether the petitioner meets 
83.7(c) if these issues were coupled with evidence that most of the membership considers these 
issues to be of importance. This said, the point should be made that the suggestion by Mr. White 
that there may not bl~ any issues "internal to the group" raises the possibility that there may not 
be any internal con~licts. Criterion 83.7(c)(v) defines " ... internal conflicts which show 
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controversy over va.,ued group goals, properties, policies, processes and/or decisions" as 
important evidence ::hat the petitioner maintains political influence or authority over its members 
as an autonomous entity. If the petitioner was to provide additional information and 
documentation showing that most members consider the issues identified by Mr. White to be of 
importance, the petitioner might be able to provide positive evidence that it meets 83.7(c) for the 
period from the 1980's to the late 1990's. . 

Like the above statlement by Mr. White, a statement made by Mr. Morse, Sr. in a BlA interview 
might provide a springboard for the petitioner to conduct additional research toward the end of 
showing that it met~ts 83.7(c) for the 1980's. The subject of the statement is the participation of 
Mr. Morse in parad(:s. On the basis of precedent, this type of participation does not, in itself, 
provide evidence that the petitioner meets 83.7(c), since it is possible that the participation 
results from the efforts of individual volunteers. In the cases under consideration, the parades 
were events that wer(~ organized by non-Nipmucks, and generally were hosted by towns in the 
Dudley-Webster area. Nipmucks were invited to participate. When asked whether any 
Nipmucks other than himself participated in these events, Mr. Morse, Sr. replied: 

Oh, there was our council. He (?) had a girlfriend at the time - Wayno (?). She 
had about 8 :;isters there with her, and then we had Spotted Eagle, Wildcat, Three 
Bears ... Tber(! were some girls. There was Eagle Hawk from Rhode Island. He 
marched with his daughter. A guy named Tall Oak, his wife and kids used to be 
with us. Th(:re much have been at least 40 different people. When we walked 
there was this guy - sagamore from Sioux - Fire Hawk. He used to walk with us 
all the time. Some of 'em were Nipmuck. The biggest part of 'em were . 
Nipmuck. 

Though in this state:Tlent Mr. Morse acknowledges that not all of those who "walked" with him 
in parades were mernblers of#69B or even were Nipmucks, his statement provides some 
evidence that he, as a group leader, was able to raise interest among individuals and perhaps 
even among Chaubunagungamaug Band members to represent Indians (or perhaps even 
Nipmucks) at public: events. Lists of members who participated with Mr. Morse in these events, 
together with other j nfc)rmation about their preparation for participation in these events beyond 
the few newspaper ,lrticles that note Mr. Morse's participation, would strengthen the petitioner's 
case if the evidence showed more than symbolic activity. 

In a BlA interview Oil July 25, 1998, Mr. Kenneth Leroy White was asked how he was selected 
to be on the counciL More specifically, he asked whether there had been an election or whether 
his family had simply appointed him. Mr. White said that his family had appointed him. As 
background infonm.tion, here it should be pointed out that, elsewhere in the interview, Mr. 
White reported that he has twice served on the council: he served "for a short time in the late 
1980's" and then "came back about three years ago," which was in the mid-1990's. The 
significance of Mr. White 's statement about how he was selected to be on the council is that it 
suggests that #698 group leaders are appointed by their extended families to represent their 
family on the group's governing body. In so doing, this statement about how the group selects 
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its leaders exposes group political processes and asserts a political connection between the 
membership and kaders, particularly in light of the fact that several sources corroborated this 
statement by Mr. Wbite. 

The directive, Chang';:s in the Internal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment Petitions, stated 
that: "The BIA's :review of a petition shall be limited to evaluating the arguments presented by 
the petitioner and third parties and to determining whether the evidence submitted by the 
petitioner, or by third parties, demonstrates that the petitioner meets each of the criteria" (AS-IA 
2/1112000; 65 Fed,~ral Register 7052). As discussed above, the petitioner submitted very little 
argumentation about the period since 1970. An evaluation of most of these arguments appears in 
the summary evaltation of the petitioner under 83.7(b) for.the 1980's, as well as in the 83.7(b) 
and 83. 7( c) charts for the period since 1970. Because the following argument is applicable only 
to 83.7(c) for the 1980's, it is evaluated here. 

This argumentation involves the petition researcher's descriptions of the formal leadership of the 
Chabunagungamaug Band. In the submission that was made in 1987 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Response 1987), tt,e: petition researcher argued, first, that the "chief' is an inherited position. By 
way of explanation ()I' illustration, he added that Mr. Morse traces his genealogy back to Black 
James. Second, he argued that the band council is elected by the band membership. The terms 
are two years. The pc:!tition researcher then briefly discussed the larger umbrella organization for 
the "band chief' and "band council" of the group that later became #69B. The larger ''Nipmuc 
Tribal Council," he;: argued, has been composed of the two "band chiefs;" the "sachem," who 
presides over all; and two additional representatives from each of the two "band councils." 

The petition researdher's statements in the last two sentences of the above paragraph were 
confirmed through interviews. Though the governing body mentioned in the Nipmuck #69 Pet. 
Response 1987 is that of#69, the statements are relevant to 83.7(c) because they do indicate 
efforts on the part of the Chaubunagungamaug Band (which was then part of #69) to establish a 
functioning goveming body. The two claims described in sentences three through six of the 
above paragraph are more problematic. Though the DudleylWebster Indians did represent a 
continuation of th(~ settlement established at Chaubunagungamaug by Black James after King 
Philip's War, then~ is no actual evidence that Mr. Morse descends from Black James. The 
position of Chiwbunagungamaug "band chief' cannot properly be said to be hereditary. Mr. 
Morse has been the only one who has held that position since the 191h century, when the last 
identified leader was from the Jaha family line. The evidence in the record does not indicate that 
any descendant of the SpraguelHenries family held such a position during the 181h or 191h 

centuries. Mr. Morse did not assume the title until the late 1970's or possibly even the early 
1980's, at which tin1li;~ he was more than 50 years old. 

In sum, there is very little evidence for the 1980's. Without additional material and 
documentation, thl~ evidence is not sufficient to conclude that the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for the 
1980's. 
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1990's. Petitioner #69 submitted its petition and its petition supplement in the 1980's, and chose 
not to amend or add to the narratives during the eight year period from 1987 to 1995 when its 
petition was detennined to be ready for active consideration. This remained the case after 
petitioner #69B split from Petitioner #69 in May 1996 and thus substantially changed its nature. 
The following bri(:f discussion therefore evaluates whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for the 
1990's using primarily field interview data. Before this data is presented, the other documents in 
the record, including a videotape that was submitted by the petitioner, will be addressed. 

As noted above, tb!: "(;hiefs" of the Chaubunagungamaug and Hassanamisco Bands, Edwin 
Morse, Sr., and Walter Vickers, transferred authority for pursuing Federal acknowledgment to 
NT AP in 1989. Most NT AP documentation in the record does not indicate whether or not an 
individual was ther_ classified as a member of the Chaubunagungamaug Band, although some 
documentation indicates that the classification did not include all descendants of identified 
DudJey/Webster fa::nily lines.l7I Neither do the NTAP documents contain significant 
information concerning Chaubunagungamaug Band activities aside from NTAP. Newspaper 
coverage and corrc~5p()ndence (Armstrong School to Chief Wise Owl 51111991) indicated that 
throughout this periodl, the petitioner continued to conduct various educational activities and to 
hold an annual pO''\'wow (Smock 9/11/1991; Chaugunagungamaug Council Strawberry Moon 
Festival & Potluck, Chaubunagungamaug Res. 7/1/1995, Listing in 1995 Calendar of Indian 
social events).172 In a 1992 newspaper article, a member of the petitioner's council, " ... said the 

t7tUndated k:tc~r, Thomas Humphrey Garr to "Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.]. Garr indicated 
that his family were Dud!!!y descendants who had lived in the Brookfields, "I still have people there, but they have 
chosen either not to g'et :involved or just don't know the status of the tribe," ... ""When we were children, we were 
told that we were "qua bogs", and to be perfectly honest and at the risk of sounding ignorant, it wasn't until I was 
discharged from the servic:e after Vietnam, that I found out that Quabogs were Nipmucs ... Let me get to my point. 
The literature I'm sending you LD.'s us, for whatever we may think we are, as Nipmucs. Even though in our hearts 
we will always be what our parents told us we were. We also realize that we cannot be Chaubunagungamaugs, we 
found that out recently when we tried to have my grandson named at your Nikomis, but that really didnCt matter, we 
had our own and named him ... My family met 3 times a year in Spencer, East Brookfield, and sometimes 
Sturbridge ... Anyway at this point I would like you to know that none ofus is ailliated [sic] with any group, as 
there is or has been so much squabbling and to do so we feel that this would only hurt our family group if we were 
to get involved. So any involvement that we have had in the past, my brother ... and myself have decided to sever. 
Even though, we reali2.e that we will need representation in certain matters, and we can think of no one that we 
respect more than you. S() I am sending the documents that you may need .. , We would like to be represented by 
your council as Quabo g:;. If this is not possible or you would rather not represent us we will understand, believe me 
we can take it. We're used to it. Finishing up, it is important to us that all of us is listed on all tribal rolls especially 
state and fed. Can you help me on that? Even if you decide not to represent us?" (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl., 1990's 
folder). 

!72However, ~;orne of the documentation submitted by the petitioner for this time period pertained to 
activities sponsored by other organization, for example a flyer for a Native American Indian Pow-wow, a tribute to 
Gentle Moose, Paul Whitl:. Sponsored by New England Native American Institute 216/1993. Others indicated that 
non-members functioned as powwow organizers (Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indian Council invite to 14th 
annual pow-wow, Grl~'~nbriar Recreational, North Oxford, 9/10-1111994. Local area affiliates: Cheryl Nawoj, Paul 
Santucci, Patricia Bumham, Sheldon Burnham; Harvestfest Chaubunagungamaug 94; report signed by Loving One: 
Silva Clan, naming c(!remony [this is the Rosita Andrews family--see discussion under membership]; "Chief Wise 
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tribe was advised that officials in Washington would prefer to deal with one government, not 
two, although the two dans have operated semiseparately since the 1700s" (Dempsey, Indians' 
"love" of the land still flourishes, Worcester Telegram and Gazette 4/27/1992). The petitioner 
did not receive this advice from the BIA. The source of this advice is not named in the evidence 
in the record. 

What is clear is that at least some members of the current #69B participated in NT AP events, 
which included memb(!rship drives in several cities and towns in Massachusetts and Rhode 
Island ostensibly (or the purpose of assembling a membership list for the Nipmuck Federal 
recognition effort! In addition, it is quite possible that part of the petitioning group, and perhaps 
even a significant portion of the petitioning group, was recruited during these drives and ended 
up in #69B. The petitioner (#69) provided documentation of the membership drives in the fonn 
of copies of flyers that advertized several meetings to recruit and bring together Nipmuck 
descendants. If it was demonstrated that NT AP events should be considered events of the #69B 
petitioning group, these flyers would be treated as indirect evidence that the petitioner does not 
meet 83.7(c) for at least part of the period since 1970. Indeed, lists of individuals located 
through the search for Nipmuck descendants, if the petitioner were to provide them, may 
corroborate other evidence which suggests that the petitioning group was fonned only recently. 
A group that has bl~'m formed in recent times may not be acknowledged under these regulations. 

The petitioner provided a list of Nipmuck adults attending "the annual business meeting" on 
November 24, 1991. The meeting, which is almost certainly the meeting that is referenced 
above, occurred befof(! #69B split off from #69 and fonned their own group and, as mentioned 
above, may even be a meeting of a different but related group. This meeting is therefore far 
from an ideal event with which to evaluate whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c). Nonetheless, 
the document does ::;uggest that there was at least some interest among Nipmucks in issues raised 
by Nipmuck leaders. The document does not provide evidence that there is a political 
connection between the membership and leaders, nor does it show that political process is going 
on. If the petitioner were to submit additional material, such as a description of the meeting and 
how, specifically, Ithose who attended the meeting participated, the petitioner might be able to 
use this document as part of the evidence that it meets 83.7(c) for the early 1990's. Among other 
things, the nature ofthe group hosting the meeting needs to be clarified and explained, and a 
political connection bc!tween the membership and leaders that was articulated, expressed, and 
even produced through group political processes needs to be shown. 

If the petitioner wi~,hes to claim that this "annual business meeting" was a #69B meeting, it 
should specifically address the question of the extent to which it was a meeting of the petitioning 
group and not a meeting of NT AP or #69 as a whole. If it can be determined that the meeting 
was a Chaubunagungamaug Band meeting, which appears unlikely on the basis of the evidence 
in the record, addiLonal information and documentation about the meeting could help show that 

Owl" present; alsl? Sue Kf:ssler; Nipmuc Pet. #698 Submission 2124/1997). 
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there is a political connection between the membership and leaders and thus that members of the 
group maintain a bilateral political relationship with the group. 

In the record was a copy of a newsletter for Nipmucks, a newsletter by the name of 
Nipmucspohke. The editor is identified as Cheryl Magos, and the city from which the newsletter 
is sent out is identifi(:d as Branchburg, New Jersey. The editor notes that the newsletter is not 
affiliated with #69B (or #69A, or, for that matter, #69). The petitioner provided almost no 
infonnation about the newsletter, making it impossible to evaluate whether this document 
provides evidencl~ that the petitioner meets 83.7(c). Other evidence (see Ron Little Crow 
Henries submissicn of June, 1995), indicates that: 1) The newsletter was started no earlier than 
1991 and possibly as late as 1994 and thus cannot provide evidence of whether the petitioner 
meets 83.7(c) for a v,ery long period of time during the period since 1970, ifit can even do so at 
all; 2) if the mailing list even includes members of the petitioning group, the mailing list extends 
far beyond the boundaries of the petitioning group and thus the newsletter is of dubious value for 
evaluating the petitJioner; and 3) the newsletter is not an instrument of the petitioning group or 
even of a petitioni1g group member. This raises serious questions and doubts as to whether the 
newsletter can be of any use to the petitioner in helping show that #69B meets 83.7(c). 
However, ~f, upon fU11her examination, the petitioner wishes to argue that the newsletter helps 
show that it meets 83.7(c), it might try to demonstrate, if appropriate, that the newsletter shows, 
for example, that the petitioner is able to mobilize members and significant resources from 
members. Toward Ithis end, the petitioner could document how many members are mobilized to 
help distribute the publication, to help fund the enterprise, and/or to help provide the content of 
issues. Alternatively" if appropriate, the petitioner could argue that the newsletter shows that 
members are involved in political processes. Toward this end, the petitioner could identify, for 
example, debates over group issues that might appear in successive issues of the paper. 

In late 1993, the board of the Chaubunagungamaug Council was "re-established.,,·73 Unlike the 
1986 board, with thc~ ,exception of George Munyan [Little Turtle] it consisted only of members 
of the immediatef::llnily of Edwin W. Morse, Sr. (Chaubunagungamaug Council Minutes [no 
day or month], prior to 1111511993).174 The record does not contain a clear explanation of the 
internal controversil!s within petitioner #69 at the time, specifically no clear explanation of the 

I73Edwin Morse authorized all Chaubunagungamaug records to be made available to Donald B. Murdock 
and/or his attorneys or representatives 8/21/1993. Murdock was connected with Casino Magic "with whom we 
have an exclusive agreement currently in effect." FAXED to BIA by Joe Membrino of Hall, Estill etc. FAX to 
Holly Reckord 9/3/1993. 

'7"undated minutes, "Meeting of the Chaubunagunamaug [sic]. Attended: "Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. 
Morse Sr.], Loving One, Great Owl, Big Tree, Sly Fox, Young Buck, Flarnming [sic] Star, Little Star, Precious 
One. First order of bw;iness elect a Board. E\.ection was held to re-establish the council. Board re-established 
consisting of "Chief Wise Owl," Loving One, Great Owl, Big Tree, Sly Fox, Red Tree [Lucille E. Walley], Young 
Buck, Flarnming [sic]5tar" Little Star. Little Turtle corresponding secretary. Treasurer, Loving One and Big Tree; 
Secretary, Sly Fox, assistant secretary, Little Star. Agenda: By Laws, charter. Loving One is working on the 
charter. $5.00 per month dues. Board will get in touch with as many Nipmuc Indians as they can to attend meeting 
in Dudley, MA, Nov. 21, 1993. Next meeting, Nov. 15, 1993. 
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relationship betwe~:n the Chaubunagungamaug Band and the NT AP (Nipmuc Tribal Council 
Minutes 12114/1993; Nipmuc Tribe Resolution, Joint Resolution #1 12/15/1993). In November 
1993, some board members of the NTAP under the guidance of Ron Henries or Little Crow held 
nominations for the Nipmuc Tribal Council (Swenson, Magos, and Black Eagle Sun to Record 
[sic] 3/10/1994). On November 22,1993, Edwin Morse wrote to BAR that: "we have been 
informed of unauthorized groups andlor individuals implying by correspondence to represent the 
Nipmuck (Nipmuc) Nation including both the Chaubunagungamaug and Hassanamisco Bands." . 
.. "In conclusion \'i!le hereby request that all activities cease at once regarding the Nipmuc(k) 
recognition proje~t until we are satisfied that no unauthorized parties are purporting to represent 
the interests of 01)1' people" (Morse to BAR 11122/1993). This was followed by a December 15, 
1993, meeting in' Washington, DC, between representatives of both original groups within 
petitioner #69 arid AS-IA Ada E. Deer (Wise Owl, Red,Fox, and Little Fox to BAR 12/22/1993; 
Jennifer.Greaney, N:ipmucs push for national recognition, Worcester Telegram & Gazette 
12/28/1993; Wise Owl to Reckord 1/6/1994). . 

Documentation concerning the ensuing controversy between Edwin W. Morse, Sr. and NT AP 
concerning a propos,~cl contract with Casino Magic contained no data in regard to political 
processes within the Chaubunagungamaug Band itself (Nipmuc Nation Board Meeting Minutes 
1118/1994; James Le:wis Resolution 1118/1994; Morse to BAR 213/1994; Vickers statementre: 
NT AP and Nipmu: Nation 2/911994; Vickers, Lewis, and Henries Resolution re: NT AP 
2/16/1994; BAR meeting with Ronald G. Henries, James Lewis, Walter Vickers, Al Catalano 
and Sue Ghosch of Murphy and Associates 2/1611994; Morse to BAR 21??/1994; Nipmuc Nation 
Board Meeting Minutc!s 2/22/1994). In March of 1994, the BlA received an extensive letter 
concerning these internal disputes from three members (Swenson, Magos, and Black Eagle Sun 
to Record [sic] 311(/1994). One of the signers, Morse's daughter and a member of the 
Chaubunagungamallg Band council, joined in questioning the validity of the election of Edwin 
Morse or "Chief Wise Owl," but also maintained that Walter Vickers and Hassanamisco Band 
did not have a state.recognized council; while NTAP was not functioning in accordance with its 
own bylaws (see al~i() Dolly Loving One Swenson to "My Nipmuck Brothers and Sisters". 
3/1111994; registered mail to Attorney Virginia Bay10n, Bruce Curless-Commissioner, Lucille 
Dawson-ANA, Charles Little Fox Hamilton, Ron Little Crow Henries, Edwin Red Fox Morse 
Jr., Edwin Wise Owl Morse Sr., Mr. Nelson and Mr. Conrad (Casino) Ms. Holly Record-Indian 
Affairs, BIA (Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] to Kay Davis, BlA 12/10/1994). During this 
period, however, Morse and his family continued as members of the Nipmuc Nation council. 175 

17SListing of\ipmuc Council, names, addresses~ phone numbers; submitted by Cossingham: James 
Cossingham, Ray Cote, Bill Gould, Don Gould, Conrad Luster, Ruth Bessette, Ron Henries, Edwin Morse ("Chief 
Wise Owl'1, Edwin Mc,r:se, Jr. ("Chief Red Fox"), Lucyann Swenson )("DolIy") (Loving One), Pam Ellis, Charles 
Hamilton ("Chief Little Fox"), Mary Ann Hendricks, Pam Vickers, Walter A. Vickers ("ChiefNatachaman'l; Law 
Offices of Alan, Scott, ::ferman 3/--/1995. 
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In March of 1994,. the BIA received an extensive letter concerning these internal disputes from 
three members (Swe!nson, Magos,'76 and Black Eagle Sun to Record [sic] 3/10/1994). In this 
letter, Ms. SwensoJ.1 and Ms. Magos claimed that Mr. Morse's group (now #69B), Mr. Vickers's 
group (now #69A), and NTAP were "factions" of a larger Nipmuc group. One of the signers, 
Edwin W. Morse Sr,'s daughter Lucyann Swenson, a member of the Chaubunagungamaug Band 
council, joined in cuestioning the validity of the election of Edwin Morse or "Chief Wise Owl," 
but also maintaine:d that Walter Vickers and Hassanamisco Band did not have a state-recognized 
council, while NT AP was not functioning in accordance with its own bylaws. 117 During this 
period, however, Morse and his family continued as members of the Nipmuc Nation counci1. 178 

This letter needs to be: addressed separately, though briefly, here. In the letter, the authors claim 
that Mr. Morse's group (Chaubunagungamaug Band), Mr. Vicker's group (Hassanamisco Band), 
and NT AP were" filctions" of a larger Nipmuc group. Because bitter, faction-like conflicts can 
provide evidence that political processes extend beyond the organizations to the membership in 
general, and becaw;e: internal conflicts which show controversy over valued group goals, 
properties, polices, processes andlor decisions can reveal that a group maintains political 
influence or authority over its members, the petitioner might choose to submit additional 
material about thes,e groups and the relationship of NT AP and the group headed by Walter A. 
Vickers to #69B. This said, it should be pointed out that it is probable that the conflicts 
referenced above an:: not internal to the petitioning group and thus could not be used to show that 
the petitioner mee1:S 83.7(c). 

After the #69 petition was placed on active consideration in July 1995, internal dissension 
concerning the prop<!r approach to the petition for Federal acknowledgment intensified within 
the board of the Nipmuc Nation (Morse to Reckord 1/17/1996; Johnson to Reckord 112111996; 
Nipmuc Nation Tri":,al Council Minutes 2/2111996; Nipmuc Nation Minutes 3/2/1996; Johnson 
to Reckord 3/4/1996; :~ipmuc Nation Minutes 3/13/1996; Nipmuc Nation Minutes 3/16/1996; 
Minutes ofNipmuc Nation Council Meeting 3/27/1996; handwritten and typed notes ofNipmuc 
Nation Council M~~eting 3/27/1996; Vickers to Davis 3/31/1996; Nipmuc Nation Minutes 
4111/1996; Quigley to Reckord and Davis 4/15/1996; Doughton to Geneology [sic] Committee, 
Nipmuc Nation 4/2:)/1996; Nipmuc Nation Technical Assistance Consultation with ANA 4120-
2111996; Ellis to Reckard 4124/1996; Vickers to Davis 4/30/1996). 

176Cheryl Magos :is the editor of a newsletter for Nipmucs (Nipmucspohke) in which she has claimed that 
the newsletter is affili~ited with neither group (see above). 

177See also Dolly Loving One Swenson to "My Nipmuck Brothers and Sisters" 3/1111994; registered mail 
to Attorney Virginia Baylon, Bruce Curless-Commissioner, Lucille Dawson-ANA, Charles Little Fox Hamilton, 
Ron Little Crow Henries" Edwin Red Fox Morse Jr., Edwin Wise Owl Morse Sr., Mr. Nelson and Mr. Conrad 
(Casino) Ms. Holly Record.-Indian Affairs, BIA (Edwin W. Morse Sr. [Wise Owl] to Kay Davis, BIA 12/1011994). 

178Listing ofNipmuc Council, names, addresses, phone numbers; submitted by Cossingham: James 
Cossirigham, Ray Cotl:, Billl Gould, Don Gould, Conrad Luster, Ruth Bessette, Ron HenrieS, Edwin Morse ("Chief 
Wise Owl"), Edwin Mcrse, Jr. ("Chief Red Fox"), Lucyann Swenson )("Dolly") (Loving One), Pam Ellis, Charles 
Hamilton ("Chief Little Fox"), Mary Ann Hendricks, Pam Vickers, Walter A. Vickers ("ChiefNatachaman"); Law 
Offices of Alan, Scott, Herman 3/-·/1995. 
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Shortly after a technical assistance visit to the Nipmuc Nation by BIA staff members in the first 
week of May 1996, the Webster/Dudley Band ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuc Indians 
withdrew from the Nipmuc Nation. The formal split in petitioner #69 took place on May 8, 1996 
(Chief Wise Owl [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.] to Davis 5/3/1996; Morse to Dear Member 517/1996; 
Nipmuc Nation Minutes 5/8/1996; Chief Wise Owl [Edwin W. Morse, Sr.] to Reckard 
5/22/1996; Chief Wis'e Owl to Vickers 5/22/1996). From that date forward, the Nipmuc Nation 
is designated for administrative purposes as #69A, while the Chaubunagungamaug Band is 
designated for administrative purposes as #69B (for further details, see the introductory section 
on the administrativl~ history of the petition, above). In regard to the separation, Morse wrote: 

/ 
There haye been excessive irreconcilable differences between us and the 
Hassanirhisl;o Band and others, and it is our decision to separate. Along these 
differences have been improper and incomplete genealogies to the extent that 
many of the members of the Hassanimisco Band and others cannot be proven to 
be Nipmuck Indians and have subsequently delayed, denied or withheld 
infonnation regarding genealogies. There have been overt attempts to keep 
incrininating evidence from surfacing. This is not acceptable to me and my Band 
(Wise Owl to Reckord 5/22/1996). 

For the period since: May 1996, most of the documentation in the record pertains to either the 
Federal acknowledgment process for the current petitioner (Jandrow to Dear Sir 6/5/1996; 
Weber to Wise Owl 7/4/1996; Weber to Wise Owl 9/411996; Wise Owl to Weber 9/411996; 
Weber to Swenson 9/1711996; Wise Owl to Reckord 911911996; Wise Owl to Davis 10/0211996; 
Wise Owl to DiNapoli 1011411996; Miller to Wise Owl 2112/1997) or to continuing 
controversies with petitioner #69A (Bessett and Swenson to Reckord, n.d. [after 6/19/1996]; 
Wise Owl to Weld 8/20/1996; Weber to Swenson 8/2511996; Swenson to Harshbarger 
9/1111996; Wise Owl to Garr 10/19/1996).179 For a listing of further correspondence on these 
matters, see the draft tl!chnical report for petition #69B. The minutes also devoted a significant 
amount of discussion to various gaming proposals (Chaubunagungamaug Minutes 2/13/1997; 
Chaubunagungamaug Minutes 2/27/1997). At one meeting, the minutes stated: "Chief Wise 
Owl stated that ifW'Glshington asked ifthere was any talk of putting up a casino say no, we plan 
on building schools,. and housing, a medical center, and a community center" (Chaubunagung
amaug Minutes 3/2?/1997). 

When there is evidl~ncc~ of other activities, there is little data concerning how the decision to take 
the action was react.e:d (Notice of Resolution in Support of Deer Island by Nipmuck Indian 
Council ofChaubunagungamaug 6/20/1996). Since May 1996, the #69Bcouncil has again been 
formatted to include pe:rsons other than the direct descendants of Elizabeth (Henries) Morse, but 
without a clear explanation of the process by which the membership was changed or the 

179The BIA receitvl:d little infonnation from the petitioner explaining its relationship to either #69A or to 
NTAP for the period following the petitioner's decision to split from #69. 
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members chosen.1 8o In July 1996, the first issue of Chaubunagungamaug News stated: "The 
criteria for being a Chaubunagungamaug is direct blood lineage to a Chaubunagungamaug 
named on the 1861 Earl [sic] Report, or the 1891 Disbursement List." However, at least two 
members of the council who served between 1996 and the present did not meet this qualification. 
(Listing of Chaub~:lnagungamaug council members, with addresses 3/27/1997; Nipmuc Pet. #698 
Suppl. June 1997). 

It was impossible to evaluate whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c) for the late 1990's using the 
videotape submis~ion by the petitioner entitled, "Homecoming 9113 - 14/97. Nipmuc Nation
Grafton, MA" (see description under criterion 83.7(b). From the tape, it is impossible to 
identify which indi viduals are the leaders of #698 or even which are members of the group. 
Particularly sinoe Nipmuck leaders have described their gatherings as open to the public and 
intertribal in nature (see Interview with Lucyann Swenson, 7/22/98), no conclusions can be 
drawn about whether the petitioner meets 83.7(c) from this submission. 

The BIA received ~lnother third party submission, a series ofletters from Mrs. Janis Weber, that 
is also relevant to an e:valuation of the petitioner under 83. 7( c) for the 1990's. Together, the 
letters provide an a ;::,;::ount of how Mr. Weber came to be enrolled in #69B. This account is given 
by Mr. Weber's wife, who researched Mr. Weber's genealogy and contacted the BIA for 
information about #698. 181 In relating the story ofMr. Weber's enrollment, among other things 
Mrs. Weber reports that it was not until shortly before Mr. Weber was enrolled in the group that 
he became acquainte:d with the group's leader, Mr. Morse. Here it should be pointed out that, 
because Mr. Weber's brother and perhaps other of his primary kin came to be enrol1ed in #69B 
as a result of the al:tions of Mr. Weber, Mrs. Weber's account also implicates the relationship 
between the extended family of Mr. Weber and the petitioning group. One of the letters makes 
reference to the fact that, in September of 1996, Mr. Weber and his brother were serving on the 
#69B tribal council (Weber to Davis 9/16/96). The statement by Mrs. Weber that her husband 
did not know Mr. Morse until shortly before her husband was enrolled provides evidence that the 
petitioning group (bes not represent the incorporation of a long-standing entity, but rather was 
fonned only recently, particularly when viewed in the context of other evidence which suggests 
that this is the cast::. In its entirety, the evidence suggests that, with the exception of members of 
his own extended family, including some of his sisters and their children and grandchildren, Mr. 
Morse did not know many, ifnot most, of the members of#69B much before the late 1970's, 

180Present "Chic!fWise Owl," Moose, Loving One, Star, Ken White, Helping Beaver [Donald Hinckley], 
Big Bear [Glen Wayland Heath]. Moose: explanation of grounds for separation from Hassanameesit: excess 
spending of money, W,lshington came to visit and Hassanamessitt would not allow them into their files. Helping 
Beaver asked if Grand Casino is going to continue to fund us. "Chief Wise Owl" stated no. Self-election of council 
(Minutes of Chaubunag ungamaug Meeting 6120/1996). 

181During the !iUrnmer and early autumn of 1996, Janis Weber was working as an unpaid researcher for 
#69B. During the autumn of 1996, she changed her affiliation to #69A, which resulted in an exchange of numerous 
letters between LucyanJ1 Swenson and Weber (all cc:ed to the BIA) as well as letters directed to the BlA (Swenson 
to Steams n.d., receive:d by BIA 3/31/ 1997). 
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which was not long before the #69B group seems to have been created. The fact that Mr. Weber 
and his brother were able to secure seats on the group's governing body only a few short years 
after they met the j,eaders of #69B supports the thesis that the group was fonned only recently, 
while the short duration of his affiliation indicates that the group's membership is unstable. 
Lucyann Swenson ~;hortly thereafter stated to the BIA that, "[ w]e still haven't received our 
documents, genealogies, research papers, old photos, etc .. from the Sutton office as well as the 
stuff Janis Weber has. She is now affiliated with the Sutton office ... " (Swenson to Steams n.d., 
received by BIA 3/31/1997). Other individuals, in addition to the Weber brothers, were also able 
to secure such positions only a few years after joining the #69B organization, as will be seen 
below. 

The BIA interview~: with seven #69B leaders yielded some evidence that the petitioner may meet 
83.7(c) for the 1990's ifit chooses to submit additional material and documentation to clarify, 
support, and/or answer some important questions about statements made in these interviews. 
These interviews also yielded some negative evidence. Some of statements extracted from the 
interview audiotape:s are presented'below. 

The first set of statements were extracted from the interview with Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., woo 
reported that 3,000 people attended the Nipmuck gathering during which Ricky Swenson got 
married. Mr. Morsl~ did not indicate how many of these participants were members of #69B 
(which has only 2] 2 members in total), nor did the petitioner submit any infonnation or 
documentation to support the claim of large attendance. Accordingly, the statement of Mr. 
Morse does not demonstrate, for example, that most of the group considered issues raised by 
group leaders to be of importance. Likewise, without additional description and/or analysis of 
the event, the BIA cannot conclude that this event shows that there is political process going on 
or that members of #69B maintain a bilateral political relationship with the group. The 
petitioner is invited to submit such infonnation. 

Mr. Morse also stated in the interview that tribal council meetings are open to all members. 
Then, he described th.~! scope of member.participation: in these events: 

They [mernb,ers of#69B] can come if they want, but I live so far away from 
everything they don't come ... It's always in our newsletter after the meeting. 
Very few of them come. When I lived in Webster [which, he later said, was when 
the council meetings started in 1979], we used to have fifty or sixty people come 
to the council meeting. 

Despite giving notit:c~ I[)fthe meetings in a publication sent to the homes of members of#69B, by 
Mr. Morse's own admission, few Nipmucks attend council meetings. This suggests that most of 
the membership may not consider issues acted upon or actions taken by group leaders and the 
#698 governing body to be of importance. Of course, other factors may explain the low 
attendance at council meetings. If there is/are other explanation[s], the petitioner should provide 
it/them for consideration for the final determination. 
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During the intervit:w, Mr. Morse described the families that are represented in his group. This 
extraction from the interview audiotapes is provided for infonnational purposes only. In 
particular, it helps shed light on the composition of the #69B group as described by its leaders 
and Mr. Morse in particular. This is important because, as discussed above, for at least several 
years after #69B 'vas created, the group was comprised almost exclusively of Mr. Morse's 
extended family. . 

In the interview audiotapes with the seven #69B leaders, Mr. Morse and others several times 
stated that each #698 extended family selects a member to represent them on the council. This 
representation in/fi~n; that there are four families that comprise #69B: Mr. Morse's family and the 
three extended families that are represented by Mr. Heath, Mr. Hinkley, and Mr. White (see 
further discussion under criterion 83.7(e)). Mr. Morse did not explain why he listed two 
surnames with each individual. Mr. Morse explained the situation as follows: 

My family it's Henries and Sprague. Big Bear [His name is Glen Heath] - he's 
got Nichols and Brown. His brother, Bert [who is a fonner council member], 
same people. Don Hinkley. He is a Dorus? Actually Pegan and Dixon (Or 
Dorus and Dixon). [Doesn't remember which, he said.] Then there's Kenny 
White. He:'s White and Dorus. Then my daughter, Lucyann, and her daughter, 
Dianne Raymond. And [Wise Owl's] son. 

It appears from thi!; statement ofMr. Morse that, at the time of the interview in 1998, four 
extended families fhnctioned as political units of the #69B group. According to Mr. Morse, at 
the time ofthe intertiew these four families were represented on the council by 1) Mr. Morse, 
his son, his daughlter and possibly his granddaughter, 2) Mr. Heath, 3) Mr. Hinkley and 4) Mr. 
White. 

There were three p:e:ces of information in the interview with Ms. Lucyann Swenson that are 
relevant to an evaluation of the petitioner under 83.7(c) for the 1990's. First, Ms. Swenson stated 
that only about 50 people from the membership list of #69B attended the annual powwow at 
Thompson. There are 212 people on the membership list. If only 50 attend the powwow, less 
than 25% of the mt:mbership attend what the leadership of#69B considers to be the most 
important Nipmuck event of the year. This low attendance of Nip mucks at the group's most 
significant annual gathering is all the more striking given than 75% of the membership, or 159 
Nipmucks, live witnin a ten mile radius of the towns of Dudley and Webster, which are very 
close to the reservation where the gathering is held. If we consider only those Nipmucks who 
live nearby as able: to attend the gathering, we find that as many as 66% are not attending, even 
though they live as dose as a ten minute drive from the annual gathering and even though they 
receive notice of the date and time of the gathering well in advance through a newsletter that is 
sent to all members. This raises serious questions as to whether the petitioner maintains political 
influence or autho:r.ty over its members. As such, this statement provides some evidence that the 
petitioner does not meet 83.7 (c) for the 1990's, or at least the late 1990's. 
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Second, Ms. Swenson described a recent event in which her father's sister's child, Bradley 
(whom she also idt:ntified as the son of "Aunt Billie"), called some elders, as she put it, 
"honkies." Ms. S",,renson said that, at the time, Bradley was serving as an apprentice to a 
medicine man and had moved to the town of Oxford for that reason. Ms. Swenson said that she 
told Bradley that he was no longer needed in Oxford and that he was no longer welcome in "the 
circle of elders." Ms. Swenson claimed that, shortly thereafter, Bradley "quit" #69B, enrolled in 
#69A, and is now "'trying to unseat us." 

In this statement, Ms. Swenson provided an example of an event in which group leaders 
discipline a membf:1'. By so doing, group leaders seem to be maintaining norms and enforcing 
sanctions to direct or control behavior. The BIA interviews mentioned only this single example 
of group leaders disl;iiplining a member, and from data that the petitioner submitted but failed to 
analyze, the BIA identified only one other similar example. To show that the petitioner has 
maintained political in:tluence or authority over its members as an autonomous entity, the 
petitioner should submit descriptions, documentation, and analysis of other similar examples and 
show that this influenc,e is being exercised by leaders over most of the membership. If 
appropriate, the petitioner should also submit any material that may exist about dispute 
resolution by group lc!aders. 

Third, in her brief d,!scription ofthe powwow in September that is hosted by #69B, Ms. 
Swenson remarked lhat there is a "public announcement of the new Indian names of kids." 
When asked to desc~ibe and discuss the "naming ceremony," she said only that names are 
"approved by the cird~: of the elders. There are usually four elders." This body approves or 
disapproves the name:s" she explained, and the ceremony "congratulates on the new name." 

The petitioner provided almost no additional information about these events. If, as Ms. Swenson 
suggests, a body of ::our individuals exercises some authority by approving or disapproving 
names, the "naming c:eremony" events might provide some evidence that the petitioner meets 
83.7(c) for the late 1990's. To use these events to demonstrate this, the petitioner should provide 
descriptions of thes~: events, preferably in some detail. Given the suggestion that "native names" 
are conferred upon uont-Nipmucks during these events and that the naming ceremonies are public 
and intertribal (See ::ntc:rview by BAR researcher with Glen Wayland Heath and Bert 
EdwinlEdson Heath, 7/23/98), the petitioner should also address questions about the proportion 
of ceremony participan.ts who are group members and the extent to which these naming 
ceremonies are held for the general public as opposed to the #69B group. 

Several statements that were made in the interview with Mr. Glen Wayland Heath and Mr. Bert 
Heath are relevant 1to an evaluation of the petitioner under 83.7(c) for the 1990's. The fIrst such 
statement was madle by Mr. Bert Heath. Bert Heath secured a seat on the tribal council in the 
mid-1990's despite the fact that he had not even met Mr. Morse until the late 1970's at the 
earliest, which was when Bert was in his late 30's. Mr. Heath described how he became a 
council member: 
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Little over hvo years ago, I went on the council. They had some members on 
there that ChiiefWise Owl had appointed, and they just didn't prove out that they 
were native. Chief Wise Owl said, 'I'd rather have a native on there.' And that's 
what we did. I had a meeting with the chief. In fact, we had dinner ... And then 
he brought me [and?] he said, 'Guess what? Council member!' And then, 
[unintelligiHe] three or four months, and then when they made some changes on 
the council, then I was brought on." 

The first part of Mr. Heath's admission fits with other evidence submitted by the petitioner or 
revealed in interviiews, evidence which strongly suggests that, with the exception of members of 
his own extended familly, Mr. Morse did not know many, ifnot most, of the current members of 
#69B before the'latl~ 1970's, which was not long before #69B appears to have been created. The 
fact that Mr. Heath, like his brother and the Weber brothers, was able to secure a seat on the 
group's governing body not long after he met Mr. Morse supports the thesis that the group was 
fonned only recently. Groups that have been formed in recent times may not be acknowledged 
under the regulations. This said, it should be pointed out that other reasons could explain the 
selection of such individuals (e.g. wealth, influence) 

The second piece of information from the audiotaped interviews with the Heath brothers was 
provided by Mr. Glen Heath. First, Mr. Heath pointed out that he has three aunts, one of whom, 
he said, did not wish to join #69B because she did not wish to identify "that way," by which he 
meant as an Indian. Then, Mr. Heath said that, while his aunt Ethel lives in Connecticut, his 
aunt, Mary, lives in California. He said that, despite the fact that Mary lives in California, she is 
on the membership list and gets the newsletter. Moreover, he said that he telephones her at least 
once or twice and month to keep her informed of "what's going on," by which he meant current 
events and develop::nents with respect to #69B. According to Mr. Heath, he, who is a member of 
the council as was mentioned above, gives and receives information about #698 matters from 
members of his ext,::nded family, the family whom he represents on the council. This provides 
some evidence not Dnly that there exists political process in #69B but also that political 
processes, at least among Mr. Heath's family, "work" in the way that has been described by Mr. 
Morse, Ms. Swenson, and others who were interviewed by the BIA researcher. To establish that 
there is widespread knowledge, communication and involvement in political processes by most 
of the group's members and not simply by members of Mr. Heath's family, the petitioner should 
provide additional infc)rmation and documentation. 

Last, in the interview with the Heath brothers, one of the brothers mentioned certain activities 
that, he alleged, o<:eurred during what he described as Nipmuck ceremonies. More specifically, 
Mr. Heath said that, during some of the gatherings hosted by #69B, the "young people" are 
instructed about, tDr example, how to tend the fire and what that means. He explained: 

It's a cultur:l1 thing ... But again, it's intertribal because it's more than just 
Nipmuck. Th(~re are certain people that are friends of Wise Owl and Loving One. 
They're friends of the band. They're there and they'll always be welcome there; 
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Federal recognition or whatever is not going to change their ability to come and 
set with us. That'll be there ... We just don't work that way [excluding people]. 

This brief description of#69B gatherings by Mr. Heath suggests that group leaders may exert 
influence on the behavior of individual members. If this is the case, and there is no evidence that 
this is the case, the pe:titioner should provide detailed descriptions of how, specifically, #69B 
leaders exert this influe:nce by describing, for example, the ways leaders establish nonns, 
maintain nonns, or ~:nfiJrce sanctions to direct or control behavior. The petitioner should also 
address questions about the extent to which the actions described by Mr. Heath involve members 
of the group, questions that are raised by Mr. Heath's statement that these gatherings are 
"intertribal." It is possible that many, ifnot most, individuals being "influenced" by #69B 
leaders at these (and other) gatherings are non-members. 

Several statements by Mr. Kenneth Leroy White pertain to an evaluation of the petitioner under 
83.7(c) for the 1990's. When asked whether there were any meetings with the group as a whole, 
Mr. White replied Itat the council meetings are open to the membership, and when asked 
whether "a lot of people" or "mostly council members" who "usually come" to these meetings, 
Mr. White said, "mostly council members." Later, Mr. White claimed that fifty to seventy-five 
people on average come to "the ceremonies," and, when asked, Mr. White said that attendees are 
"mostly Nipmuck.'" "There are some non-Indians that come just to see what it's about," he 
continued. "(But it's] Mostly Nipmuck." 

In the first part of this portion of the interview with Mr. White, which involved statements about 
meetings with the group as a whole, Mr. White provided infonnation about attendance at council 
meetings during the late 1990's that is corroborated by statements made by Mr. Morse (see 
Interview with Mr. Edwin Morse 7/22/98). Mr. White's statement about the proportion of 
Nipmucks at "ceremonies," however, is not corroborated by the statements of other #698 leaders 
and may even contradict them. If the petitioner were to submit evidence, such as attendance 
lists, of members of th~;: group who attended these gatherings, the discrepancy between Mr. 
White's account and other accounts might be resolved, and, more important, the petitioner might 
be able to show that these gatherings encompassed most of the group and that they show that the 
petitioner meets 83. 7( c). 

Last, when asked in thle interview, Mr. White replied that a newsletter is published and 
distributed to the rru!mbership about once a month. He then added, "We try to get it out once a 
month." The petitioner provided almost no additional information about the newsletter, making 
it impossible to evaluate whether it provides evidence that the petitioner meets 83.7(c). It is 
unlikely that this m:wsletter could be of much use to the petitioner in helping show that it meets 
83.7(c). However, if; upon review, the petitioner wishes to argue that it meets 83.7(c) through 
evidence that includes the newsletter, if appropriate it could try to show, for example, that the 
group mobilizes members and significant resources from members through the newsletter. It 
could document how many members are mobilized to help distribute the publication, to help 
fund the enterprise, and/or to help provide the content of issues. It should be noted that this 
newsletter prob~bly is not the newletter edited by Ms. Magos but rather that of Ms. Swenson, a 
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council member, who published and distributed a newsletter on behalf of the council (see 
"Minutes of the 'Ni:Jmuck Indian Council' - Webster," Nipmuc #69 1987 Response, Attachment 
3). 

Summation. Although evidence is limited for the period from early contact to the establishment 
of the Chaubunagungamaug reservation in the 1680's, the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, 
as a portion of the historical Nipmuc tribe, meets criterion 83.7(c) during this time on the basis 
of precedent. From the late 17th century through 1870, direct evidence of political leadership 
provided by petiti/6ns and similar documents is sparse. However, in the context of the existence 
ofa reservation upon which the majority (over 50%) of the Chaubunagungamaug, or 
Dud1eyfWebsterj Indians resided, the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band meets 83.7(c) from 
the 1680's through l870 by carryover from criterion 83.7(b)(2). From 1870 through 1891, the 
only evidence is provided by the group's hiring of a lawyer and pursuit of a suit against the State 
of Massachusetts. This evidence is insufficient, but indicates that the historical tribe from which 
the petitioner desc1ends, the Dudley/Webster Indians, may have continued to meet 83.7(c) from 
1870 through 1891. 

From 189 r through 1976, the record contains no documentary evidence or oral history of 
continuing formal or informal political influence or organization within the petitioner's 
antecedent group, wh~!ther that group be defined as the DudleyIWebster descendants as a whole, 
or limited to the direct ancestors of the current members of petitioner #698. The petitioner does 
not meet 83.7(c) from 1891 through 1976. For 1977-1980, there is limited evidence that the 
leaders of the curr,ent group began to interact with the Nipmuc group focused on the 
Hassanamisco Reservation and headed by Zara CiscoeBrough, but there is no evidence that there 
was political influence or authority within any organization antecedent to petitioner #698 during 
those three years. From 1981 through 1986, there is evidence that an organization with officers 
existed, but insuffiei.ent evidence that this formal organization exercised political influence or 
authority over its lll<:mbers who were, additionally, at that period, only a portion of the current 
petitioner. Though some evidence does exist that the petitioner may meet criterion 83.7(c) for 
the 1990's, it is limited. Without additional material and documentation, this evidence is not 
sufficient to conclude that the petitioner meets 83.7(c) from 1976 to the present. 

Therefore, the petitioner does not meet criterion 83.7(c). 

83.7(d) A copy of the group's present governing 
document, including its membership criteria. In 
the absence of a written document, the petitioner 
must provide a statement describing in full its 
membership criteria and current governing 
procedures. 
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The petitioner has !iUbmitted a copy of its current governing document, which includes 
enrollment criteria. For further details on all of the following documents, consult the draft 
technical report for pe:tition #69B. 

Prior Governing Documents. The earliest document, dated August 1, 1981, entitled "Nipmuck 
Indian Council By- Laws," was submi tted in 1984 (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984). An undated revision 
was submitted in 1994 (Nipmuc #69 Response 1994, Ex. 6). A third revision of these by-laws 
was attached to the Chaubunagungamaug Band constitution signed August 9, 1996 (Nipmuc Pet. 
#69B Suppl. 1211 0/1996). 

The predecessor or.5anization of the current Chaubunagungamaug Band fonnally incorporated 
under name of the "Ni.pmuc Indian Council, Inc.," according to the laws of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts 011 January 18, 1982 (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, Ex. 20 [1 n. Under category 3 
concerning "class cfmembers," paragraph A) stated: "Membership in the Council is open to all 
Nipmuc Indians or descendants ofNipmuc Indians who are recorded as such on the Tribal Rolls 
with the approval by Majority vote of the Council. Documented proof of heritage must be 
submitted and acc9ted by the Council" (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, Ex. 20 [2]). This provision did not 
require that app licants be descendants of the Chaubunagungamaug Band, nor of fonner residents 
of the Dudley/Web:;te:r reservation. 

The petition materialls on occasion referenced the existence of a Chaubunagungamaug Band 
constitution dated January 1982 (get cites). No such document was submitted in any of the 
petition materials by #69, #69A, or #69B. It may have been a mistaken terminology for the 
Articles of Organiz.lltion discussed above, or it may have been the otherwise unknown document 
referenced in the .AJ1ic:les of Organization. 

On November 21, 1983, both Walter A. Vickers and Edwin Morse, Sr. signed a "Governing 
Document of the l'oEpmuc Tribe" (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, 220-220b). There is no indication that it 
was adopted by votl~ of the membership of either the Hassanamisco Band or the Nipmuck.Indian 
Council Inc. [Chaubunagungamaug Band], nor did the document contain any provision for 
ratification. Since the petitioner #69B has withdrawn from the joint group, this document has no 
validity for it. 

A "Constitution oftbe Nipmuc Nation" was drawn up and adopted under the auspices of the 
NTAP in 1993 (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Supp!. 112111997, Attachment C). In the #69A 
supplementary submission of January 21, 1997, the cover letter to Attachment A stated: "This 
Constitution was vc·t,ed on by members of the Nipmuc Nation, on February 21, 1993. Please 
note both ChiefW:is(;: Owl and Chief Walter Vickers approved this process and voting on this 
referenced date. S,ee back pages" (Nipmuc Pet. #69A Suppl. 112111997, Attachment A Cover 
Letter). The two back pages consisted of photocopies of ballots No. 25 and No. 146 (absentee), 
the first signed "Chief Wise Owl" and the second signed "Chief Matachaman Walter A 
Vickers." Since pe:litioner #69B has withdrawn from the Nipmuc Nation, this document has no 
validity for it. 
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According to the rr.inutes of a meeting held in late 1993, the board of the Chaubunagungamaug 
Band was "re-established" and officers were elected. Little Turtle was to serve as corresponding 
secretary. A meeting to revise the by laws and charter was scheduled to be held in Dudley on 
November 21, 1993 .. The new council was to be called the Chaubunagunamaug Council. No 
reyised governing documents stemming from this meeting were submitted. 

Current Governing Document. On July 31,1996, the BIA received a copy of the "Constitution 
of the Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian [sic]," accompanied by a cover letter 
(DiNapoli to Reckord 711811996). The cover letter was on letterhead of the Nipmuck Indian 
Council of Chaubunagungamaug; the document itself was undated and unsigned. The BIA 
received another copy of the same document, each page containing the embossed seal of the 
Nipmuc Indian Counc:il of Chaubunagungamaug, on December 10, 1996. This may be the 
constitution referred t'0 in handwritten notes, not fonnal minutes, taken of a #69B council 
meeting held July Ill, 1996, which mentioned that a by-laws and constitution were "being 
written up" (Nipmm: Pet. #69B Suppl. 6/19/1997). The five-page document consisted ofa 
preamble and four sections. A one-page by-laws, variant from the 1981 by-laws, with blank 
spaces for signatur,~s and notarization, was attached to the copy received in July. Section I 
pertained to membership; Section II to tribal government; Section III to tribal council duties; and 
Section IV to ordinances and resolutions. It contained no amendment procedures or provisions 
for adoption or ratificati'0n. 182 

A letter sent to the: BIA by petitioner #69A on December 15, 1996, referred to a provision 
concerning inactive members "incorporated into our new constitution adopted on August 8, 
1996" (Morse and Morse to BINBAR 12/1511996). The BIA located no such provision in the 
1996 constitution submitted by the petitioner. Although the constitution contained no provisions 
for amendments, on January 13, 1997, a letter from Edwin Morse Sr. and Edwin Morse Jr. sent 
an amendment to t1H~ Chaubunagungamaug constitution which re-defined the family lines to hold 
council seats (Mon;~: and Morse to Reckard 1113/1997). It did not indicate the procedure by 
which the amendment: was adopted, or the date, or have additional council signatures. 

It has been impossible to determine whether or not this constitution represents a legally validly 
adopted current gov'erning document for petitioner #69B. Before issuance of the final 
determination, the p1eti tioner should submit a copy of the complete current governing document 
so designated and fonnally certified by the full governing body. 

182The ChaullJJ1agungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian Council issued Volume 1, Issue 1, ofa newsletter 
entitled Chaubunagungc.rmaug News in July 1996. The second page included a "1996 Event Schedule." This 
newsletter made no reference to a preceding or proposed adoption of a new constitution by the organization 
(Chaubunagungamaug NE'WS July 1996). The remainder of the documents contained in the #69B mailing received 
by the BIA on Decem1:er to, 1996, were certified with the signatures of the #69B council members, dated 
November 29, 1996. There was no council certification of the constitution. 
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However, the August 8, 1996, constitution and the January 1, 1997, amendment, have been 
submitted by petitmne:r #69B as its current governing document. Therefore, the petitioner meets 
the requirements of criterion 83.7(d). 

83.7(e)(1) 

83.7(e)(2) 

The petitioner's membership consists of 
individuals who descend from a historical Indian 
tribe or from historical Indian tribes which 
combined and functioned as a single autonomous 
political entity. 
The petitioner must provide an official 
membership list, separately certified by the 
group's governing body, of all known current 
members of the group. This list must include 
each member's full name (including maiden 
name), date of birth, and current residential 
address. The petitioner must also provide a copy 
of each available former list of members based 
on the group's own defined criteria, as weD as a 
statement describing the circumstances 
surrounding the preparation of the current list 
and, insofar as possible, the circumstances 
surrounding the preparation of former lists. 

In this petition, th(: historic tribe from which descent is to be shown is the Dudley/W ebster, or 
Chaubunagungamaug" Band ofNipmuc Indians as established in south-central Worcester 
County, Massachmetts, from the late 17th through the late 19th centuries. Most (87%) of the 
members ofpetitioJlI!r #69B descend from persons identified as DudleylWebster Indians in the 
19th century official, records created and maintained by the State of Massachusetts which are 
defined as qualifying documents by the petitioner's constitution, namely the 1861 Earle Report 
and the 1891 distribution list. Such official records comprise evidence acceptable to the 
Secretary under the 25 CFR Part 83 regulations, 83.7(e)(l)(i-v) (see the listing of precedents on 
the accompanying dla.rts). 

Guardians' records" FI~deral census records, and similar documents created in the 19th century 
provide document~tion of tribal membership as of the date the document was created, but rarely 
provide any detaill~d genealogical data concerning the ancestry of the individuals named, or the 
tribal affiliation of more distant ancestors in the colonial period. The BlA's evaluation of the 
requirement of desGtmt from the historic tribe takes these limitations into consideration. The 
records used by the l3IA to examine the assertion of descent from the historic tribe have been the 
same types of records which have been used to verify descent from a historic tribe in prior 
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cases. 183 The Federal acknowledgment regulations do not impose a blood quantum requirement 
for tribal membership. The issue evaluated for Federal acknowledgment is descent. The 
evaluation therefore focuses on whether the petitioner's ancestors were members of the 
DudleylW ebster Indians in the 19lh century, and that therefore their descendants meet criterion 
83.7(e) for descent from the historical tribe. 

Eligibility Criteria. 184 The 1981 [Chaubunagungamaug] Nipmuck Indian Council By-Laws 
(Nipmuc Response 1994, Ex. 6) provided a set of enrollment criteria. 18S These by-laws did not 
define acceptable "documented proof." Neither the 1983 nor the 1993 joint constitutions 
contained distinct pmvisions for membership in the Chaubunagungarnaug Band. 186 

On August 9, 1996, thl! current governing document for #69B, "Constitution of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band ofNipmuc Indian," was signed by Edwin Morse, Sr., and Edwin 

1831n regard to the use of ethnic identifications in individual census enumerations and on individual vital 
records (births, marriages, and deaths), there was no consistency in the ethnic identifications throughout the entire 
period for which such ot:fic:ial records have been maintained. While some documents identified the persons carried 
on the records of the guardians of the DudleylWebster reservation as Nipmuc, or as Indian, others identified 
ethnicity as non-Indian. Under the regulations, descent from the historic tribe is not evaluated by means ofa 
scorecard (x identifications as Indian vs. x identifications as non-Indian). Rather, since the record contains 
extensive documentation concerning the ties of the families and individuals to the DudleylWebster reservation, the 
inconsistency in speciHc individual ethnic identifications has no significant impact on the evaluation of petition 
#698. 

184Por further details, see the draft technical report for petitioner #69B. 

18S1. Set up e!;tablished persons who are direct decendants [sic) of Nip muck Indians and recorded as such, 
only documented proof~ must be accepted by council. 

2. Members of the tribe must be ofIndian descent, but spouses can become associate members, they 
cannot be elected to oJJke or serve on council, they will be allowed to make motions and take part in discussions 
(Nipmuc Response 1994, Ex. 6). 

186The 1983 jCliJilt constitution provided that: "Membership in the Tribe (or Nation) shall be determined on 
the basis of documentt~d proof (birth or death certificate, etc.) of Indian ancestry. No specific blood quota need be 
met to be eligible for membership in the Nipmuc Tribe (or Nation)" (Nipmuc #69 Pet 1984,220). The 1983 
constitution did not specifY in Article II, Section I, that the Indian ancestry that qualified a person for membership 
be Nipmuc. However, wben read in context of Article I's statement that the organization consisted of "a number of 
bands or clans of Indian pf:ople who have produced evidence of genealogical relationship to a family or ancestor 
known to be Nipmuc Ifldi~ln" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984,220), this requirement was implied. The 1983 constitution 
nowhere defined any dQt:uments which were regarded as acceptable documentation of earlier Nipmuc ancestry other 
than "birth or death certificate, etc." 

Section I, Panlgr~lph A, of the 1993 joint constitution stated that the following persons were eligible for 
membership: "Blood dl~sct~ndants of a person or persons identified as Native American and Nipmuc as dermed 
through standards established through the Nipmuc Tribal Council" (Constitution of the Nipmuc Nation 1993, [1]). 
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Morse, Jr. (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 1211 011996).187 For circumstances surrounding its 
adoption and issues of validity, see the discussion above under criterion 83.7(d). Section I, 
Tribal Membership, prescribed: 

A. Eligibility 
Blood descf:ndants of a person or persons identified as Chaubunagungamaug 
Band of Nip muck Indian as defined through standards established through the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian as being a descendant of a 
Chaugunag'ungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian named on either the 1861 Earle 
Report of the 1890 Disbursement List (Nipmuc Pet. #698 Suppl. 12/10/1996).188 

B. Application for Membership 
Application fi)r membership shall be by completion of an official registration 
form. 189 

187'Ole by-laws attached to this constitution, signed by Edwin W. Morse Sr. and Edwin W. Morse Jr. on 
August 9, 1996, did not provide additional details. The first stated only that, ''The Chaubunagungamaug Band' of 
Nipmuck Indians will ill;c:ept as members persons who are direct descendants ofChaubunagungamaug Nipmuck 
Indians and recorded as su(:h. Only documented proof must be accepted by council as noted in our Constitution" 
(By Laws of the Chaubllnagungamaug Band 1996; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 12/10/1996). 

188The article contained the further implementing provisions: 

C. Status VE!J'i:Ii(:ation 
The method for dl!termining Nipmuck heritage established for the Chaubungagungamaug Band of 
Nipmuck Indiar! is hereby adopted as the uniform research procedure to be utilized in all cases to 
identify Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian and to detennine ifeacb applicant is of 
Chaubunagungmnaug Band of Nip muck Indian heritage. 

D. EnrollmEmt', 
A Tribal Roll .hall be maintained on wbich shall be recorded the name of every person living who 
has applied ~)r tribal membership and who has been certified to be ofChaubunagungamaug Band 
of Nip muck ][ndian DudleylWebster heritage. 

All applicants whose Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck Indian heritage is certified shall be 
entered on the Tribal Roll of the Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Indians. 

189 A letter fr,orrt petitioner #69B to the BIA dated December 15, 1996, enclosed a copy ofa two-page 
membership applicati,on iII use by the group. This letter stated: 

Our requireOl':Ilt!. for documentation into the Chaubunagungamaug Band include birth, marriage 
or death certiJicates along with any other supporting documentation (family diaries, family Bibles, 
ect..) For all ml~mbers tracing back to an identifiable Nipmuck on one of our base rolls, which is 
either the 1861 Earle Report or the 1890 disbursement list (Morse and Morse to BIAIBAR. 
12115/1996) [original written in all capital letters]. 

We request It,at these documents be submitted to our council along with the application for 
approvaV verification. The council along with our two researchers who are Sue Kessler and 
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E. Ineligibility 
No per-son ~hall. be certified a member of the Chaubunagungarnaug band of 
Nipmuck Indian while his or her name is on the roll of any other Band, whether 
Federally r{:cognized or not (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Supp!. 12110/1996). 

The provision entitl,ed "Ineligibility," apparently intended to prohibit dual enrollment, is drafted 
in such a way that any other group can make an applicant for membership in #69B ineligible for 
membership by simply refusing to remove his or her name from the membership list, even if 
they have been fonnally requested to do so in writing. The way this provision is drafted has the 
effect of making a substantial number of persons on the #69B membership list submitted for 
acknowledgment technically ineligible for acceptance by #69B, as they have also been retained 
on the membership list: of #69A (see analysis below). 

Membership Lists, /979-1997. 

Joint Lists. 190 The earliest membership list for the modem petitioner was submitted with the 
1984 petition for #69 as Attachment 6 (Nipmuc List 1977-1979). The great majority of the 
persons listed without prefixes, from 028 to the end were descendants ofNipmuc who had lived 
on the Dudley/Webs~er reservation, although some were descended from families that never 
resided on either n::;(:rvation during the time period for which guardians' and trustees' records 
exist. The member:;; were not identified by ancestral line, nor were their parents named. 

The official membership list submitted by petitioner #69 with the 1984 petition was headed: 
Federal Acknowledgment Project. Membership Roll of the Nipmuc Tribe: Hassanamisco & 
Chaubunagungamaugg [sic] Bands" (Nipmuc List 1981). This list was accompanied by ancestry 
charts for most of the members. However, these were frequently incomplete, tracking only to a 
parent or grandparent, with no indication of the person claimed as the qualifying Nipmuc 
ancestor. It distinguished those persons who were "legal heirs" to the Hassanamisco 
Reservation, but did not specify which members were of DudleylWebster descent. 

The petitioner did not submit an updated membership list with the 1987 Response. An updated 
list, dated April 9, 1995, and headed "Nipmuck Nation Tribal Roll" (Nipmuc List 1995) was a 

Moose [Edwin W. Morse, Jr.] will infonn the applicant in writing via certified mail ifmore 
infonnation i!: need. The applicant is also infonned on how to obtain this infonnation. Applicants 
are enourageci to make appointments or call with any questions or problems they may have 
(Morse and Jvlc)fse to BINBAR, 12/15/l996) [original written in all capital letters ]. 

190For a more detailed discussion of the joint lists, see the draft technical report for petitioner #69B. 
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supplementary submission to the 1994 Response. The "Application for Registration on 
Nipmuck Tribal Roll" 191 stated in the first paragraph: 

Individuals of Nip muck ancestry may be added to the tribal roll pending approval 
by the couneil. Acceptance will be based upon the evidence oflegal documents 
(certificates of birth or death) either stating "Indian" - "Nipmuck" - or "Native 
American" or a documentable blood relationship to a registered individual or 
family (Ap~lication for Registration 1994). 

I 

This paragraph arlom: would have implied that non-Nipmuc Indians were eligible for 
membership. H6wev{:r, the fourth paragraph contained the following additional requirement: 

Please note:; Only the blood decendants [sic] of identified Nipmuck ancestors will 
be considen:d for enrollment in theNipmuck Tribe (Application for Registration 
1994). 

Pages I-51, received! by the BIA on July 11, 1995, covered persons then considered members of 
the Chaubunagungamaug Band and was certified by representatives of both bands. 192 The BIA 
received page 58, headed headed "Chaubunagungamaug Tribal Roll Continues," on September 
5, 1995. The BIA concluded that after omitting duplicate entries and 11 deceased persons, the 
Chaubungungamaug Band was listing 706 members. 193 The allocation of membership on the 
1995 list is ofpartkuJar interest in that later, at the time of the 1996 split between the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band and the Nipmuc Nation, Chaubunagungamaug would insist on 
descent from the Dudley/Webster reservation as the basic eligibility criterion, excluding the 
Earle Report's "M lscdlaneous Indians" category. It clearly was not making this requirement in 
1994/1995, which .. "ould be the root of several later membership controversies (for more detail, 
see the draft technical report for petition #69B). 

1910n August 24, 1994, Edwin Morse Sr. furnished the BIA with "one copy each of our TRIBAL ROLL 
APPLICATION foml and a form for ASSOCIATE MEMBERSHIP." He stated, "Obviously, there is no 
connection, nor is any connection implied, between the very distinct categories of tribal roU (heritage) and associate 
membership (inter-eultunll organization)" (Morse to Reckord 8/24/1994) [emphasis in original]. Both membership 
forms were on the lettc!rh(!ad of the Nipmuck Indian Council ofChaubunagungamaug. 

1921t was signed by: "Chief Wise Owl" Edwin Morse, Lucyann Loving One Swenson, "Chief 
Matachaman" (Walter A. Vickers), Pam Vickers, Conrad 1. Luster, Pamela A. Ellis, James Eagle Hawk 
Cossingham, Wm. W. Gould Sr., Donald R. Gould, Ronald Little Crow Henries, Ruth Star Bessette. "Chief Red 
Fox" Edwin Morse JI'. (Nipmuc List 1995,51). 

193The "band" attributions on this list did not correlate to documented ancestry. The 1995 "Hassanamisco" 
included some persoll:; ofDudleylWebster ancestry. The 1995 "Chaubunagungamaug'" listing included not only 
descendants of Dudl!:y/Webster reservation Nipmuc, but also at least one family line that never appeared before or 
since on any of the p,etitioner's membership lists, and, for the first time on an official membership list submitted by 
the petitioner, numerous persons descended from persons on Earle's 1861 list of "Miscellaneous Indians." An 
undocumented Tingley ancestral line was included for the first time. 
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Petitioner #69B submitted a series of documents which indicate that #69, the joint petitioner, still 
did not have firmly t:stablished membership eligibility criteria several months after the 
submission of the 1995 membership list. An agenda for a council meeting of the Nipmuc Nation 
on March 2, 1996, inc:luded as one of the items to be considered, "Establishing a certified Base 
list" (Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 6/19/1997). The minutes of the same meeting, March 2, 1996, 
contained extensive discussion of the establishment of a base roll, completion of a membership 
roll, and Nipmuc ancestry. On April 30, 1996, William A. Stama, Research Associates, sent a 
memorandum to Pamela Ellis, Nipmuc Tribe. In this monthly report, he stated: "Despite 
apparent actions by the tribal council, the researchers have yet to receive copies of tribal 
resolutions that approv1e either the membership criteria, the selected base rolls, or the process 
under which individJals may apply and be approved for membership" (Nipmuc #69B Suppl. 
6/19/1997). This \vas the status of membership eligibility in the joint petitioner immediately 
preceding the split which occurred in May 1996. 

Prior #69B MembeI~1ip Lists since May 1996. Between May of 1996 and February of 1997, 
petitioner #69B submitted a series of membership lists which stood in an uncertain relationship 
to one another. Th~~ lists were as follow: 

On May 31, 1996, th(~ BIA received a membership list headed "Nipmuck Tribal Roll of 
Chaubunagungamaug" (Nipmuc #69B List 5/31/1996). It was uncertified and provided to the 
BIA by Robert DiNapoli, an investor who was working with the petitioner. The individual 
membership numbe:~s were newly assigned. It included some persons noted as deceased. It 
contained 70 names, but appeared to be missing every other page, as there was a consistent 
pattern to the omitted numbers. It contained members of some family lines, specifically Comee 
and Tingley, that would not appear on the subsequent #698 lists. 

Later certifications :5Ubmitted by petitioner #69B referred to a membership list adopted on 
August 8, 1996, and submitted on November 20, 1996 (Nipmuc #69B Certifications 
1211 0/1996).194 The BIA did not receive such a submission and believes that these certifications 
pertained to the next item. 

On October 16, 1996, "Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. Morse Sr.] faxed to the BIA a 41-page 
membership list wiith a cover page that read: "Full Tribal Roll Printed August 23, 1996. Inactive 
Members marked INACTIVE in upper right comer" (Nipmuc #69B List 8/23/1996). The list 
was uncertified. It had apparently been compiled by Robert DiNapoli, an investor working with 
the groUp.19S A second partial copy, marked up, was faxed to the BlA by Janis Weber, a 

1945igned by Edwin Morse Sr., Edwin Morse Jr., Lucyann Swenson, Richard Rigney, Glenn Heath, Susan 
Kessler, Donald Hinckley, Kenneth White, on November 29, 1996. 

195 On October 15,1996, Edwin W. Morse Sr. faxed a #69B "Mailing List" to Dr. Robert Steams, BAR, 
on 10/1511996 (Nipm1J'~ #69B Mailing List 1996). It had slightly variant individually assigned membership 
numbers from the official list. The BIA received another copy of this partial, uncertified mailing list from Morse on 
October 28, 1996. The mailing list included people who were not on the membership list, and was useful in that it 
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researcher, on October 29, 1996. On December 12, 1996, the BIA wrote the group with some 
questions pertaining t.o the list (Reckord to Morse 12/8/1996). On December 10, 1996, Edwin 
W. Morse, Sr., replied that the membership list adopted August 8, 1996 [sic], and submitted to 
BlA on November 2,0, 1996 [sic], was official. The dates for adoption of the membership list 
given in this letter did not match the ones on the list that Morse faxed to BAR. 

The list contained 374 names. Sixty-five persons were marked "INACTIVE." These were 
primarily descendants of a Natick/Ponkapoag family from Stoughton, Massachusetts (see 
discussion below, u:.1der "Membership Controversies," of the #69B membership questions raised 
by Rosita Andrews), but included also the three marked as deceased and a scattering of others. 
The petitioner responded to BIA questions about how the categories were to be handled 
(Maddox to Morse [2/8/1996) by saying that the inactive members should be omitted from 
consideration in ancllyzing the list, which provided a membership of 309. 

A large proportion of the persons on this list were Sprague/HenriesIMorse descendants; more 
were Sprague/Hen:r.e:s and SpraguelNichols descendants. There were also Dorus descendants 
and a nuclear family which claimed, but could not document, descent from the Hassanamisco 
Stebbins family.196 A #69B council member contacted the BIA with numerous membership 
questions, including those pertaining to adoption of Hassanamisco families into Chaubunagung
amaug, whether the Chaubimagungamaug Band and Hassanamisco Band could have the names 
of the same people: on both rolls, and whether the BIA would permit #69A and #69B become one 
again if the differences were worked out (Hinckley to Reckord, telephone inquiry, 10/2111996). 
The BlA replied in writing to the head of the group, with a cc: to the council member (Maddox 
to Morse I 1126/1 996), 

Current #69B Merrbership List (February 10, 1997, Membership List, #69B). The #69B 
supplementary submission received by the BIA on February 24, 1997,197 contained ~ #69B 
membership list datf!d. February 10, 1997, and certified on February 17, 1997, by "Chief Wise 
Owl" Edwin Mors,(; Sr. and "Chief Red Fox" Edwin Morse Jr. (Nipmuc #69B List 2/10/1997). 
Their signatures WI!re witnessed, but the list was not certified by the full #698 council. This list, 
analyzed by the BrA for purposes of the proposed finding, contained 212 individuals, of whom 
93 are also listed a:; members by #69A. 

Membership Controversies. The split iI,1 petitioner #69 that occurred in May 1996 has resulted in 
continuing controversies between the two current petitioners. On May 7, 1996, Edwin W. Morse 

indicated that signific:mt numbers of the members were grouped together for mailing purposes (20 at one address, 
31 at another address), The functioning address was frequently that of a grandmother or grandfather. 

1960n July 2~:, 1997, the BlA received a letter from the" WebsterlDudley Nipmuc Indians" (unsigned) 
indicating removal of the adult head of this family from membership on the #698 council because there was no 
documentation of Nipmul: descent (WebsterlDudley Nipmuc Indians to BlA, 7128/1997). 

197This s'ubrnission also contained some supplementary genealogical charts and other data. 
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Sr. sent a letter to pt:rsons eligible for membership in #69B by which they could affinn their 
membership in writ:.ng. :rhe petitioner submitted copies of these letters to the BIA.198 Many 
were not signed by the individual, but by the head of a family (a parent signing for adult 
children, etc.) There was no indication that the person signing on behalf of minor children was 
the custodial parent or legal guardian. 

Petitioner #69A, whch defines itself as including the entire Nipmuc Nation, including the 
descendants of the Dudley/Webster reservation, has continued to send correspondence to the 
persons who chose to affiliate with petitioner #69B. Edwin W. Morse Sr. has protested this 
practice,199 as have other members of the #69B council (Swenson to Reckord n.d., received by 
BIA 8/22/1996; Swenson to Henries 4/20/1997). On March 18, 1997, the #69B council members 
wrote to #69A objt!cting to the use of their members! names on the #69A roll (Morse to Nipmuc 
Nation Tribal OffiCI! 3/18/1997). The nature of the controversy between the two groups is 
indicated by the fact that the #69A council member who responded to this letter, Ronald G. 
Henries Sr., is a first cousin of Edwin W. Morse Sr. and descends through the same 
Sprague/Henries family line. On April 18, 1997, he replied with a discussion of enrollment 
procedure (Henries to Wise Owl [Morse] 4/18/1997). The #698 members have, in some cases, 
not followed appropriate procedures in reqiJesting the removal of their names from the #69A 
membership list.200 On June 3, 1998, the BIA received an extensive mailing from Lucyann 
Swenson, with a COYler letter dated May 4, 1998, in triplicate, in triplicate, concerning the 
continuing member:;hip controversies (Swenson to De Marce [sic] 5/4/1998; Nipmuc #698 
admin file). 

198The #69B ]packet (undated) containing copies of signed letters of individuals choosing to affiliate with 
#69B was received oy thle BfA on January 14, 1997. 

199Letter of Edwin Morse to Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office re: letter that they sent out to both #69A and 
#69B requesting that genealogical charts and accompanying documentation be sent to the Sutton office (Morse to 
Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office, 7/9/1996). 

Form letter from the Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office saying, "You may now officially consider yourself an 
official member of the Nipmuc Nation, ... Your name has been entered on to the tribal roll and forwarded to the 
United States Bureau ofIndian Affairs. Your membership in the tribe will help the Nipmuc Nation eam itsjust 
place as a Native American Tribe formally recognized by the Government of the United States" (Nipmuc Nation 
Tribal Office to Dear ]vlember, 7/30/1996). Edwin W. Morse Sr. faxed a copy of this letter addressed to one of his 
granddaughters to the EllA on August 30, 1996, with the handwritten notation ''This is a letter sent out by the Sutton 
office. Will you let me km)w if it holds any water. They are sending them to my family" (Morse to BlA 8/30/1996). 

"To NipmucNati!on Tribal Office from Nipmuck Council ofChaubunagungamaug, Chief Wise Owl" ... 
"It has come to my attl:::tticln that a recent letter has gone out from your office to members of both the 
Chaubunagungamaug Hand and the Hassanamisco Band requesting that genealogical charts and accompanying 
documentation be sent 1:01 the Sutton office. The problem with this letter is that it went under my name and with a 
signature that is allegedly mine." " . (Morse to Nipmuc Nation Tribal Office 9/9/1996). 

200The BIA n:!;t!ived a copy of a letter written by a sister of Edwin W. Morse to the Nipmuc Nation that 
stated, "I want you to I!:r!!!2~.!!!!< and my family from your tribal list immediately, I belong to Chief Wise Owls 
clan" (Mansker to Heruil:s 5/22/1997 [emphasis in original]). This request included the names of numerous persons 
over 18 who are legally responsible for their own enrollment, and was not clear that Ms. Mansker was the parent or 
legal guardian of those: persons under 18 whom she listed. 
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In another controversy related to the split between #69A and #698, but not part of the direct 
controversy between the two groups, a family of Natick/Ponkapoag descendants, headed by 
Jeannette Silva and Rosita Andrews, and calling itself the Silva Clan, have written repeatedly to 
the BIA because the family wants to be in #69B rather than #69A (Andrews to Stearn [sic] 
1112/1997; Andrews to Record [sic] 6/l3/1997; Andrews to Reckord 9/26/1997). Ms. Andrews 
included documentation that in 1994, "Chief Wise Owl" [Edwin W. Morse Sr.] had welcomed 
them. The BIA replied with copies of the current #69B constitution and membership eligibility 
standards (Reckord! to Andrews 7125/1997), which differ from those that were used by #69 in 
1994, and confinnir,g that the names of this family were currently on the membership list 
submitted by #69A but not on the membership list submitted by #69B. It remains, however, the 
case that the names of the Silva Clan were included on the #69B membership as late as August 
1996, even though marked INACTIVE (see discussion above). Control over membership is the 
prerogative of the pl!titioner. Although their names were carried on earlier lists, the members of 
this line do not me'~t the constitutionally prescribed requirements of the petitioner. . 

The 25 CFR Part 83 regulations address only issues of dual enrollment with federally 
acknowledged tribe!;, -- not issues of dual enrollment with other petitioners. However, during 
the comment period following publication of this proposed finding, the petitioner should clarify 
all of the dual enrollrnl!nt problems in relation to petitioner #69A. 

Ancestry. Of the persons listed as Dudley/Webster Indians on the 1861 Earle Report and the 
1891 disbursement list--the two basic qualifying documents accepted by the #69B constitution as 
providing eligibility for membership--the BIA has determined that the following family lines are 
known to have living descendants (for further details see the background genealogical report, 
Nipmuc GTKY Fil(:, BAR).201 Of them: 

Esther Jaha.'s liine has descendants only in #69A; 
Esther Humphrey's line currently has descendants only in #69A; a few were included on 

a prior #69B list; 
James Pegan [Wilson]'s line has descendants only in #69A; 
James E. Beld€!n's line has descendants only in #69A; 
Lydia Ann (Sprague) Nichols Shelley Henries' line has descendants in both #69A and 

#69B:; 
Betsey (Peg an) White's line has known descendants only through the Henries family, 

whic:h also descends through Lydia Ann Sprague, as noted above: it has 
deslcendants in both #69A and #69B. 

201 The individuals listed on the IS61 Earle Report and the 1891 disbursement list have been traced to 
ancestors named on early 19lh century guardians' reports for the DudleylWebster reservation. In several instances. 
these families could be traced well into the lS1h century (for more details, see the' background genealogical report. 
Nipmuc GTKY File, BAR, and the draft technical report for petition #69B). 
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A large numerical majority of the known Dudley-Webster descendants remained with #69A at 
the May 1996 split. More Dudley/Webster family lines are represented in #69A than in #69B. 
Current members of#69B now claim eligibility through Lydia Ann (Sprague) Nichols Shelley 
Henries (descendants of Lydia Ann Sprague's other children are in #69A or not enrolled): 

Through hel~ daughter Hannah (Nichols) Brown (descendants also in #69A) 
71 of 212 members (none dually enrolled with #69A) 

Through her son Walter S. Henries (descendants also in #69A) 
4 of 212 individuals (3 dually enrolled with #69A) 

Through her son Winfred Henries202 (descendants also in #69A), all through 
ode of his daughters, Elizabeth Rogers (Henries) Morse. 
11001'212 individuals (79 dually enrolled with#69A). 

Basically, therefon:, lthe petitioner's members who are eligible under its own constitution all 
descend through one: woman, Lydia A. Sprague, while more than half of them descend through 
one of her granddaughters, Elizabeth Rogers (Henries) Morse. 

Additionally, #69B has 25 members who claim eligibility through a Dorus line that appeared on 
no Dudley/Webste:r records. The name "Polly Darns" did appear on the 1890 distribution list, 
but it is not clear from the documentation that it pertained to the same woman named Polly 
Dorus who was tht:: ancestress of these members (the death record and the Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, probat~~ record associated with the 1886-1891 disbursement process are in 
conflict). Eleven of these 25 persons are dually enrolled with #69A. 

The final membership list for #69B also included one HazzardlRansom descendant and one 
Thomas descendant (neither dually enrolled with #69A). Neither is eligible for membership by 
#69B's standards. It also contained five persons whose claim to descend from the Hassanamisco 
Stebbins line is undocumented, and whose membership was suspended subsequent to the date of 
the final membership list. 

Summation. In this p€:tition, the historic tribe from which descent is to be shown is the 
DudleylWebster, or Chaubunagungamaug, Band ofNipmuc Indians as established in south
central Worcester County, Massachusetts, from the late 17th through the late 19ib centuries. Of 
the members of #6913" 185 of212 (87%) descend from the historical DudleylWebster Band of 
Nipmuc Indians, and meet the petitioner's own membership requirements. Another 25 of212 
(12%) descend from Indians traditionally resident in northeastern Connecticut and south-central 
Massachusetts, but have not been shown to be of Dudley/Webster Nipmuc descent, or of other 
Nipmuc descent. Ol1ly 1 % of the membership has not documented Indian·ancestry. Eighty-

202Betsey (Peg:an.) White has known descendants only through one great-granddaughter Angenette 
(Arkless) Henries, wi f.:! of Winfred Henries, above. Therefore, while she provides additional Nipmuc ancestry for 
the 110 Henries family members who descend from that couple, those descendants still come through the marriage 
of one couple. 
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seven per cent of members showing descent from the historical tribe is within precedents for 
meeting criterion 83 .. 7(e) (Jena Choctaw PF 1994, 12; Jamestown Clallam PF, 1980,4; Chinook 
PF 1997.39; Principal Creek PF 1984,4; Samish Amended FD 1995, 14). 

Therefore, the petit loner meets criterion 83.7(e). 

83.7(1) The membership of the petitioning grO'up is 
composed principally of persons who are not 
members of any acknowledged North American 
Indian tribe. However, under certain conditions 
a petitioning group may be acknowledged even if 
its membership is composed principally of 
persons whose names have appeared on rolls of, 
or who have been otherwise associated with, an 
acknowledged Indian tribe. The conditions are 
that the group must establish that it has 
functioned throughout history until the present 
as a separate and autonomous Indian tribal 
entity, that its members do not maintain a 
bilateral political relationship with the 
acknowledged tribe, and that its members have 
provided written confirmation of their 
membership in the petitioning group. 

No members of petitioner #69B are known to be dually enrolled with any federally 
acknowledged Amc:rican Indian tribe. Therefore the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(f). 

83.7(g) Neither the petitioner nor its members are the 
subject of congressional legislation that has 
expressly terminated or forbidden the Federal 
relationship. 

There has been no Federal termination legislation in regard to petitioner #69B. Legal 
detribalization by a. St:ate is not determinative for Federal acknowledgment (see Narragansett and 
Mohegan for precedents). Therefore the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(g). 
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CHAUBUNABUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTER/DUDLEY, PETITIONER #69B: PROPOSED 
FINDING - SUMMARY CHART 

CIUTEIUON A - The petitioner has been identified as an American Indian entity on a substantially continuous basis since 1900. -Summary of the Evidcncc: On June 5, 1890, the Massachusetts legislature resolved that the sum of money owed to the "regan Indians," otherwise known as the 
Dudley/Webster Indians or the Chaubunagungamaug Dand, should be paid to the commissioners for pcr capita distribution, and instructed the commissioners to compile 
a list of all bonafide descendants of the Pegan Indians alive in 1869 at the time of enfranchisement. The funds were distributed on January 13, 1891, which represented 
the termination of the last vestiges of state supervision over the group. Documentation levels dropped off sharply in succeeding years. 

The 1984 petition for Federal acknowledgment dealt with the lack of identification of an Indian entity at Dudley/Webster throughout much of the 20th century by 
presenting the argument that the petition was on behalf of all Nipmuc Indians, and that therefore, it was adequate to show documentation for Hassanamisco (Grafton) 
when there was none for Chaubunagungamaug (DudleylWebster) and vice versa. However since the current petition, #69B, pertains only to the Chaubunagungamaug 
Band, or specifically the descendants of the DudleylWebster Indians, this technique is not applicable. Petitioner #698 did not arrange its supplementary submissions by 
criterion, but rather chronologically, by decade, and did not present specific arguments concerning how it perceived the group to have met criterion 83.7(a) from 1900 to 
the present. Consequently, the BIA researcher surveyed the evidence submitted in petitions #69, #69A, and #698 to identify all those items which might be pertinent to 
criterion 83.7(a) for the current petitioner, and evaluated them.' 

• 

'Throughout the chart for criterion 83.7(a), the boldface listing, for example (8)(6). in the eolumn "form ~f evidence" does not indicate that the item of evidence under 
analysis met the criterion under that form of evidence. Rather, it indicates the BIA researcher's detennination of the category or type of evidence into which the document 
discussed could best be construed to fall. Technical problems associated with the table format of the charts do not pennit the repetition of this footnote on each chart page. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(a) 

Dale Form of E\'icJcllce 

1900- (n)(I) Fcdcral 
1909 CenslIs of 1900 

(NARA T-623, 
Roll 151, Roll 152, 
Roll 691, Roll 692, 
Roll 695). 

1900- (a){l) U.S. Senate 
1909 Hearing, 1900 

I I (Hearing 1900, 
I !la' J J. 

Descripliun 

Some DlIdlcylWebster descendants, 
including both direct and coll~tcral 
ancestors, of the present petitioner, were 
listed on the special Indian Population 
schedules in the Town of Webster, 
Worcester County, Massachusetts (NARA 
T-623, Roll 695, 65A, ED1698, Sheet 1 
#13114). Others were living in 
neighboring Dudley, and in proximity to 
one another (NARA T-623. Roll 691, 
ED1604, Sheet I lA, #106/200,107/201; 
Shect lIB, #110/212). Not all of the 
known dcsecnd::mt familics in Webster 
were on the special Indian Population 
schedulcs (NARA T-623, Roll 695, 62A, 
EDI6<JS, Sheet 15 fl22S(3(if). ,\nuther 
cluster of dcsccndant families W:IS living 
in nearby Woodstock, Connecticut 
(NARA T-623, Roll 152, 230B, ED533, 
Sheet 3B #65170; 231A, ED533. Sheet 
4A, #80/85; 247A, ED534, Sheet 7, 
#149/155 and #149/156) and Killingly, 
Connecticut, with ditTerent family lines 
sharing the same households (NARA T-
623, Roll 151, ED516, Sheet 16, #290/355 
overwritten #287/369). 

A U.S. Senate Hearing on "New York and 
Rhode Island Indians" included a "List of 

I tT1.assachusetts residents claiming to be 
I Narra~ansert heirs." dated AU-ust 5 1897 

Itule Il'reccdcnt 

Samish amended FD 1995,4, and 
DlIwamish PF 1996,3,4, noted that (a) 
requires the identification of an entity or 
group, nol just individuals. It docs not 
require identification of the [Indian) 
entity as being a tribe (Duwamish PF 
1996,4). Huron Potawatomi PF 1995,4, 
and MBPI PF 1997,3, noted that (a) was 
met when census enumerators stated that 
the enumerated individuals constituted 
an "Indian village" or "Indian colony." 
Before the 1994 regulations clarified that 
thc focus of (0) was on an "entity," 
previous findings cited ccnsus 
classi !icalions as evidence of an 
identification of individuals as In(li:lIls. 

Nanagansett PF 1982,8; San Juan 
Paiute PF 1987, v, and FD 1989,4; and 
MBPI PF 1997,4, provided examples 

I which wer" ar.c"nled as meetin~ (a) of .... - -r·-

identificat~on Qf 8 group nya rcuelCl: 
official. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

While this material is useful for showing 
continuing community under 83.7(b) and 
desccnt under criterion 83. 7( c), it docs 
not constitute an cxtcrnal identilication 
of an entity under 83.7(a). 

The list included two descendants of the 
DudleylWebster Indians claiming to be 
Narragansett - not Nipmuc - heirs. 
As the ciaim did not COIDe thiOunh the I 6 

I ~~iiiiilUC :;:de ~f th!!5~ f~!'1itip.s. and no 
Nipmuc entity was identified, the 
documentation does not pertain to 
criterion 83.7(a). 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (a). 

This material docs 
not constitutc an 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

Does not meet (a). 

This material does 
not con~tihJte an 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band o(the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(a) 

Date 

1900-
I (){)') 

1910-
1919 

IIOU\ 
I '''IV 

1919 

(a)(5) Hodge 
1907,2:74-75; 
Mooney 1<)28,4. 

(a)(I) 1910 Federal 
CensLis (NARA T-
624, Roll 144, Roll 
630). 

1."l/C\, 'tII~. 
I '-"-"1 -.... ~ .. 

Survivor of the 
Nipmucs, Boslon 
Sunday Herald, 
September 6, 1914. 

DescrilJtioll 

Scholarly n:fcrence works. 

Several Dudley/Webster Indian families 
were still in Webster itself (NARS T-624, 
Roll 630, ED 1834, Sheet 22A #289/259) 
and identified as "Indian," but not 
included 011 the: special Indian Population 
schedules that year. Other families were 
locatcd in Woodstock, Connecticut 
(NARi\ 1'-(,24. Roll 144,1:1)591\, Sheet 
2A 1/29/29,1129/30; Shec\ 2B, 1135/36). 

The family ancestral to the majority of the 
members of petitioner #69B was not 
located in 1910: evidence from birth 
records ofthe children indicated that they 
were probably living in Providence, 
Rhode Island. The petitions for #69, 
#69A. and #69B submitted only limited 
census material for this year; BIA 
researchers made only limited additional 
use because of the absence of Soundex 
indexes for Massachusetts and Rhode 
Island. 

I This '.'1!!~ !!.!! a!t!cle c~!!("~m!~g t'_"gp.1Sl 
(Sprague) Leach. Her immediate 
recollections were vague, because of the 
early deaths of her parents. She had been 
bound out, and then married a local white 
fanner. 

Rule I Precedent 

Narragansett PF 1982, 9; Death Valley 
PI' 1<)82, 4; Sail JlIiln Paillte I'F 1987, v, 
and other cases have provided cxamples 
which were accepted as meeting (a) of a 
group having been described in a 
published article by a scholar. 

Samish ame.nded FD 1995,4, and 
Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that (a) 
requires the identification of an entity or 
group, not just individuals. Huron 
I'olawatomi PF 1995, 4, and MI3PI PF 
1997,3, noted thaI (,1) was met when 
eCllsus ellumcrators stated that thc 
clllllller,lted individuals eOIl~titlltcd an 
"Indian village" or "Indian coluny." 
Before the 1994 regulations elari ficd that 
the focus of (a) was on an "entity," 
previous findings cited census 
classifications as evidence of an 
identification of individuals as Indians. 

I jena Choctaw PF i994. 2. and ChinOOK 
PF 1997, 7. provided examples which 
were accepted as meeting (a) oflocal 
newspaper identification of a local 
Indian group or its leaders. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

Hodge's /lalldbook of Alllcricall/lldiallS 
North of Mexico contained only a 
historical notice concerning the NiplllUC, 
with no reference to any cvcnts 
subsequent to King Philip's War in the 
late 17'h century. Mooney listed the 
Nipmuc as extinct by 1907. 

The data located did not include all the 
ancestral families of the petitioner. 
Identifications as "Indian" were of 
individual families, rather than of a 
group or entity. 

While census material is useful for 
showing continuing cOllllllunity IInder 
83.7(b) and l\c:sccnt ulHkr ~ritcrion 
83.7(e), it does not, unless it shows a 
residential tribal group, constitute an 
external identification of an entily under 
83.7(a). 

I Nothing ill the article indicated the .. 
I existence of a continuing Indian en:tity. 

Conclusiull 

Docs not meet (a). 

This material docs 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(3). 

Does not meet (a). 

This material docs 
nol constitute an 
extcrlwl 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

I Does not meet (a). 

This material does 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(a) 

Dlilc Form of Evidence 

1920- (n)(I) Fedcral 
I <J:!(J ecn~lIs of 1920 

(NARA 11-562. 
1920 Soundcx 
Index, 
Massaehusctts; 
NARA T-625, Roll 
198, Roll 745). 

1920- (a)(6) McMullen 
1929 1994; Braxton to 

Bicknell 
12130/1923; 
Nipmue #69 Pet. 
1984,135. 

I I 
I 

I I 

Dcscriplion 

More Dudley/Webster descelld:1Il1 
families were located in 1'J20 than in 1')10 
ill Massachusclls; SOI11C werc idcnt ir.ed as 
Indian by the enumcralor (NARS T-625. 
Roll 745, ED 32, Sheel 3D #35/59), bUI 
others were not (NARS T-625, Roll 745, 
ED 32, Sheet lOB #99/1 86). Some were 
still in Woodstock, Connccticut (NARA 
T-625, Roll 198, ED369, Sheet 9A 
# 199/206), whilc some children of the 
Henries family were located in Rhode 
Island (NARS T-625, ED310, Sheet 2, 
Line Sf>; ED 70, Sheet 77, Line 77). The 
direct ancestress of Ihe largest number of 
the petitioner's members W:1S notloc:ltcd 
011111.: 1920 census (the petitioner's 
rc.:ords indiCi.llcd that she hau ll1~nied in 
1918 al Wayland, Massachusctts). 

Thomas Bicknell's Algonquian Council of 
New England carried the name of John 
Braxton as a "Nipmuc tribal sachem," on 
December 30,1923, Braxton, describing 
himself as "Chief of Nipmuc," provided to 
Bickness "as complete a list, as possible, 
of names of the Nipmug [sic] tribe," 
which was in fact a list of37 members of 
the Belden family, whom he described as 
"lineal descendants of Black James." The 
1984 petition commented that, "his exact 

I cOflnectiun with the Dudley-Webster band 
I 1'! .. maHer oi some conjecture. He 

appears on none of the tribai iists of the 
time" (Nipmuc #69 Pet. 1984, 135). 

Rule I J"'ccedcnt 

Sam ish amended FD J 995,4, and 
Duw(\l11ish PF 19%,3, 4, not~d Iha( (a) 
rcquires the identification of an entity or 
group, not just individuals. Huron 
Potawalomi PF ) 995, 4, and MBPI PF 
1997,3, noted that (a) was met when 
census enumerators stated that the 
enumeratcd individuals constitutcd an 
"Indian village" or "Indian colony." 
Beforc the 1994 regulations claril'icd that 
the focus or (a) was on an "emity," 
previous findings citcd census 
classifie;]lions as cvidence of an 
identification of individuals a~ Indians. 

For examples of identifications by other 
Indian tribes and organizations which 
meets (a), see Grand Traverse Band PF 
1979,4; Death Valley Shoshone Pf 1982, 
8; Poarch Creek PF 1983,3; San Juan 
Paiute PF 1987, vi. 

Samish amended FD 1995,4, and 
Duwamish PF 1996,3,4, noted that (a) 
requires the identification of an entity or 
group, not just individuals. For 
identification of entities under 83.7(a)(6), 
cf. "The petitioner ... has been 

I identifi~d by and ~ccepted for 
membership in both regional and 
National American Indian organizations" 
(Snoqualmie PF 1993,6), and "the 
petitioner 'has been a member ofNCAI 
since 1978'" (Narragansett PF 1982,9). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis 

Thc data located did not include allthc 
:ll1ces(ral families of the petitioner. 
Jdcntil'iea(ions as "Indian" were of 
individual families, rather (han of a 
group or entity. 

While census material is useful for 
showing continuing community under 
83.7(b) and descent undcr criterion 
83.7(e), it docs not, unless it shows a 
residential tribal group, constitute an 
external idelltilicalion oran cntity under 
83.7(.1). 

Bicknell's undertaking was not an 
association of entities in the same sense 
as NCAI. His main involvement was 
with the Hassanamisco Nipmuc, but one 
photograph submitted indicated the 
participation of at least three 
DudleylWebster In<lian descendants 
from the Jaha family line in the Indian 
Council of New England (also called the 
Algonquin Council of New England) as 
it existed from 1923 to 1926 (Pet #. 69A 
Suppl.). In 1923, Braxton resided in 

I Allston, Massachusetts; later at Roxbury, 

material does not identify an existing 
Indian entity, but only descendants of 
individual DudleylWebsler Nipmuc 
families. No direct ancestors oCthe 
current membership of petitioner #69B 
are known to have panicipated. 

Conclusion 

This ccnsus material 
docs not IIlcet (:1) for 
1920. 

This material docs 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 
entity undcr 83. 7( a). 

Does not meet (a). 

This material does 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

I 
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Date Form of [,·idcllcc 

1930- (a)(I) RC(lOit on 
1'):1') New EIl~land 

Indians, prepared 
by Gladys 
Tantaquidgeon for 
John Collier, 
COIA,1934. 

1930- (a)(4) 1 lolley c. 
1939 1937; Nipmuc Pet. 

1169B SuppJ. 
2/2R/I <)<)7, fl,lder 
1910). 

I 

Dcscrilltioll 

Altholl!;h Tantaquitl!;con is known to have 
made the <leqlHl"illtam:c of various Nipllluc, 
both I-Iassanamisco and Dudley/Webster, 
during her association with Bicknell 
(Sarah Cisco to Bicknell 10/12/1924; 
McMullen 1994, notes p. 4), her 1930's 
survey of New England Indians did not 
include either group. 

Field visits by Helcn G. Holley, who 
interviewed the non-Indian husband of the 
late Angela (Sprague) Leach. "Little can 
be found of Mrs. Leach's background 
before she eame to Sturbridge. That she 
bl'longcd (0 the Christianized Indians \\"ho 
early adopted white ways is known for 
l:l:rtain. Though the old grandmolher tuld 
her nmny old legends of her people, white 
folks in general were not interested and 
Angie was not talkative_" Holley also 
interviewed Walter Henries, another 
collateral ancestor of the members of the 
current petitioner, who lived in 
Quinebaug, Connecticut, but found the 
results disappointing. He: "seemed like a 
promising person, but actually knew very 
little of his origin, _ .. He said he was a 
Nipmuck Indian but of what local tribe he 
could not say_ He was born in "Brimfield 
Four Corners", which is East Brimfield. 

I His mother traveled around peddiing 
J L&tik.;~ and mats, ;:;n;ch :;h: :n:de. ". His 

mother's maiden name was Sprague. This 
was a family name belonging to Pegan 
Indians formerly on the reservation in East 
Webster, but he said his mother was not a 
Pegan; she was a Nipmuck _ .. He could 
remember no dances, or stories, or beliefs 
of his people (Nipmuc Pet. #698 Suppl. 
2/2811997)_ 

Rule /I' .. cccdcnt 

Narragansctt pr 1982, S; San Juan 
Paiute 1'1' 1987, v, and rD 1989,4; anti 
MBPI PF 1997,4, provided examples 
which were accepted as meeting (a) of 
identilication of a group by a BIA 
official. See also specific use of this 
report (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 

Houma PF 1994,5, provided an example 
which was accepted as meeting (11) of the 
identiliclltion of a group by a sociologist. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Isslle 1 Analysis Conclusioll 

This report provides 110 e\'idcnce for the Docs not meet (a). 
existencc of an entity. 

This material does 
not constitute an .- -. 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

Angela (Sprague) Leach was still living Does not mect (a). 
as late as 1922. This intervielV gave no 
indication of the continuing existence of This material docs 
nn Indinn entity to which she helonged not constitute nn 
during her adulthood. Walter lIenries external 
surl'ived \\'ell into the 1930's, btlt his identification of nn 
intl:l"vie\\" also ga\"\.: no indicatioll of the elltity tlndcr X3.7(a). 
continuing cxi~h;nec of an Indian cntity 
with which he was identilied. 
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I)ale Form of Evidcncc J)('~crillliOIl Rule I Pl"Cceden' 

I'J)()· (:1)(5) Colorful These newspaper ankles featun:d San Junn Paiute FD 1989,5, noted that 
I')]') Parade is Opening members of tile lIenries family, colb!eral the pctitioller is 1101 requir.:d III han: 

Fcature of ancestors of Ihe majority of Ihe members been idcJ1Iilied wilh the specilie tribal 
Dudley's of petitioner 11691l. All focused on name currcntly used by the petitioner. 
Celebration, individuals or families: for example, the Jena Choctaw PF 1994,2, and Chinook 
lI'ebster EI'Cllillg "Last of the Nipmlleks" included an PF 1997,7, provided examples which 
Timcs 6/27/1932; interview with a niece and mentioned were accepted as meeting (a) oflocal 
II istoric Quinebaug numerous surviving relatives. newspaper identilication of a local 
to Mark Indian group or its leaders. 
Connecticut's 
Tercentenary: Two 
Desccndants of 
Original Nipt11l1~k 
Indian SClllcrs to 
Participate Sunday, 
I/'O/H'S/('" En'l/illg 
(lll:elll! 

10/16/1935; Last of 
Nipmucks Claimed 
by Death, Webster 
Times, 912811936. 

1940- (a)(l) Gilbert 1949. This was a survey of surviving Indian Narragansett PF 1982, 8; San Juan 
1949 groups in the Eastern United States, Paiute PF 1987, v, and FD 1989,4; and 

compiled by a researcher at the Library of MBPI PF 1997,4, provided examples 
Congress. which were accepted as meeting (a) of 

identification of a group by a Federal 
official. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I ,\II:llysis Conclusion 

None of these articles indicated the Docs notmcet (a). 
cxistcncc of a cOlltintling Ilidiall cnlily, 
but only individual families which were This material docs 
locally well known to be des~endants of not constitute an 
the DudlcylWebster Nipmuc Indians. external 

identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

The DudleylWebster group was not Does not meet (a). 
mentioned by Gilbert, although he 
referred to the Belden family when This material does 
discussin the Hassanamisco Nipmuc not constitute an 
(Gilbert 1949,410). There are no external 
Belden descendants in the membership identification of an 
ofthe current petitioner. entity under 83.7(a). 
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n,,'e Form of E"idcncc 

1940· (01)(4) Speck 1943. 
19-11) 

1950- (.)(2) Nipmuc 
1959 Tribe Revived, 

Worcester 
Telegram 
6/2111950; Nipmuc 

I I indian ChapieT 
I I !950 ru!!iden!ified 

newspaper article]. 

ncscl"iplion 

Anlhropoiogisl Frank Speck's visil 10 Ihe 
NiplIllH: in I <)4.\ and suhscqucnl 
publie'llion, focused exclusively on 
Ilassanamisco. lie did not visit or 
interview any of the Dudley/Webster 
descendants, and quoted Sarah (Cisco) 
Sullivan as making only the vaguest 
reference to them (Speck 1943,54). 
Speck was unaware of the historically 
different roots of the two reservations: 
"The internal dissension characteristic of 
most slll.all communities in America, both 
Indian and English, Illay be held 
responsible for certain Tamily troubles' 
Ihal caused sOllie Nipmuc 10 'move orfhy 
IIH:lIIsc!n:s and sc1I1l: al Dlidley,' 
,H:c()Hling to Snrah Cisco. Further 
information upon the constituency of this 
group of Nipmuc is entirely lacking as yet 
Sarah Cisco knew little of them herself. 
She was acquainted only with the Wilson 
family there" (Speck 1943,54). 
Generally. see also (Nipmuc Pet. NaIT. 
1984,1\6-117). 

These articles relate to the 1950 chartering 
of a "Nipmuc Tribe" in Worcester, 
Massachusetts, by the State of 
Massachusetts, and are thus secondary 
evidence concerning a state relationship 
with an entity. The participants iii the 
!le\ll!V rhArter ... tt nroan'7A"nn indnrlerl , ~ 

some Hassanamisco Nipmuc descendants 
and some individuals who have not been 
identified as of either Hassanamisco or 
DudleylWebster ancestry. 

Rule 11"'ccedcnl 

Narragansdl PI' 1982,9; Dl'alh V;llky 
I'r 19S2, 4; San 1uan I'aiulc 1'1' 19S7, v, 
:lnd olher cases have provided examples 
which were nccepted as meeting (a) uf a 
group having been described in a 
published article by a scholar. 

Snohomish PF 1983,9, and Wampanoag 
PF 1985 provided examples which were 
accepted as meeting (a) ofidentifieation 
of a group by a State official. 

T •• _:~~ Q:I~v: 1> .. 10lln 1· r. .. v " .... Ii PI' I • U"''''U-'''''Iv .... a A ... ,vv, -, --J - .. _-- ... 
I i9&5: Miami PF i990. 2' and jena 

Choctaw PI' i 994 contain precedents for 
identification of an Indian entity by a 
state legislature as meeting (a). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Isslle I An:llysis Conclusion 

Spl:cilkally, Spcck indiealClllh;1I Sarah Docs not lIleet (;;). 
(Ciscu) Slllli\'all did n<ll "ppcar 10 kilo\\, 

Ihe Dudley/Websler Nipl1lllC, or Illuch This materi;" docs 
about thelll. llis<l[ljclc cunlained no not eonstituh: an 
description of n conteillpornry external 
Dudley/Webster Indian entity. identification of an 

cntily under 83. 7(a). 

Only one DudleylWebster descendant Does not meet (a). 
participated in this initiative; he has no 
descendants in the current petitioner. This material does 
The articles made no mention of an not constitute an 
existing DudleylWebster Indian entity edemal 

I antecedent to petitioner #69B. identification of an 
I entity under 83.7(3\ I 

} , , 
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Dale Form of Evidence Description 

I ()50- (:1)(6) Program, This program showcd the participat ion of 
I\):'>\) Ilass:ln:lmisco Eliz:lbcth (Ilemics) Morse, "rrillces~ 

Powwow, Morning Star, Nip\1luc Tribc," in ;)11 

7/411950. intertribal activity. 

1960- No documentation The petitions submitted no documentation 
1969 concerning ex.ternal identifications of any 

DudleylWebster Indian entity during this 
decade. 

1970- (.)(2) Dukakis Letter of the Governor of Massachusetts 
1979 1976; Nipmuc #69 proclaiming the Massachusetts 

Pet. 1984, Ex. 7; Commission on Indian Affairs in 1974; 
Nipmuc Pet. #69B listing the governing bodies in 1976 
Suppl. 2128/1997, 

1 1 foider i 970. 1 

Rille fl'rccedent Issue I An:llysis 

For eX:lI11p1cs of idcnti[ications by olhcr The program provided 110 idcntificatioll 
Indian tribcs and organizations which of an CIItily. 
llIeets (a), see Grand Traverse Band I'F 
1979,4; Death Valley Shoshone Pf 1982, 
8; Poarch Creek PF 1983,3; San Juon 
Paiute PF 1987, vi. 

Samish amended FD 1995,4, and 
Duwamish PF 1996,3,4, notcd that (a) 
requircs thc idcntification of an cntity or 
group, not just individuals. For 
identifielllion of entitics under 83.7(0)(6), 
cr. "Thc petitioner ... has been 
identilicd by and acccpted for 
membership in both regional and 
Nalional AllIcric<ln Indi:1JJ organizations" 
( Snoqualmie PF 1993,6), and "Ihe 
petitioncr 'has been a membcr ofNCAI 
since 1978'" (Narragansett PF 1982,9). 

83.7(a) The petitioner has been identified No documentation was submitted for the 
as an American Indian entity on a BIA to evaluate and analyze in regard to 
substantially continuous basis since external identifications for the period 
1900. 1960-1969. 

Snohomish PF 1983,9, and Wampanoag There is no evidence in the record that 
PF 1985 provided examples which were the state of Massachusetts had 
accepted as meeting (a) of identification established a relationship with an entity 
of a group by a State official. representing the descendants of the 

DudleyfWebster Indians in the 1970's. 
Tunic3=Bi!oxi PF ! 980, 3; Gay He-ad PF The references pertained to the 

1. ___ ... ·~-.~n~2'" lu . '" 'htr I 
I ~:~:I;;li~~~:~~i~ ;~:~::~il5 for \1 A .. assanamtsco ,,~lpmuc tn~a ...... ounCL. 

identification of an Indian entity by a 
state legislature as meeting (a). 

Conclusion 

Docs l10tmeet (a). 

This material docs 
not constitute 311 

external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

Does not meet (a). 

Does not meet (a). 

This material does 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 

1 entity under 83.7(a). I I' .. I 
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1l:lte Form of E"idence 

1970· (:1)(5) O.~funJ 
1')7') Woman Leads 

Drivc, 1976 
(Nipmuc Pct. #69fJ 
SuppL 2128/1997, 
folder 1970 
[ unidentified 
newspaper 
article J); Gary V. 
Murray, Webster 
Acts to Preserve 
Old Indian Burial 
Ground, Worcester 
Telegram 
X/JOlIlJ77. 

I'lio· (:\)(6) i':ipml1c 
1')7') Tribal COllllcil, 

Ilassanamiseo 
Band, Minutes 
6/8/19781 Minutes 
5/24/1979. 

I 
I 

DescriJltiun 

The first <lrtide concerned thl' dTorts of a 
Dudley/Webster descendants, Edith 
(Morsc) Hopewell, in tllc field uf social 
welfare for Indians; the othcr pertained to 
archaeology. 

By IlJ7X, 111Clll1JCfS ur the Morse family 
(Etlwin Morse Sr.; Edwin Morse Jr., Dolly 
Swenson, Ruth Dessette, Shirley Lomba, 
Joseph Lomba, Diane, Tina, and Rickey 
Rigney; Ralph and Ryan Walley; 
Elizabeth Morse, Kimberly Santana, Ruth 
Morse, Edith Half Moon Hopewell, 
Lucille "Billie" Walley, Dorothy Prince, 
Ralph Walley Ill, Dawn Walley; Joni, 
Nicole, Elizabeth, Jose, and Ralph 
Santana) attended a meeting of the 
Hassanamisco Council (Nipmuc Tribal 
Council, Hassanamisco Band, Minutes 
61811978). In 1979, Dolly Swenson was 

I listed as ! "regular member absent" 
I (Nipmuc Tnbe! I~at!!'!ciij H~~~~n~mi~r.Q 

Band, Minutes 51241\979). 

Rule 1 Prccedcnt 

Chinook PF 1997, 7, alll) (\)\\"Iill PF 
1997, 17, prol'illcll examples whkh were 
acccpted as meeting (a) of local 
newspapcr discllssion of a local Indian 
group and description of its actiyities. 

For cxamples of ilJ..:ntilicatiollS by OIlier 
Indian tribes and organizations which 
meet (a), sec Grand Traverse Dand PF 
1979,4; Death Valley Shoshone Pf 1982, 
8; Poarch Creek PF 1983,3; San Juan 
Paiute PF 1987, vi. 

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and 
Duwamish PF 1996,3,4, noted that (a) 
requires the identification of an entity or 
group, not just individuals. For 
identification of entities under 83.7(a)(6), 
cf. "The petitioner ... has been 
identified by and accepted for 

I membership in both regional and 
I Nationai American inuiilll urgiiiliu,iuiiS" 

(Snoqualmie PF 1993,6), and "the 
petitioner 'has been a member of NCAI 
since 1978'" (Narragansett PF 1982,9). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 An:llysis 

The I ')7(, article illlliclh:d that there 
wcre more than 90 American Indians 
living in sQjJthern Worcester County, 
Illost Nipllluealill-Narragansett, but did 
not indicate the existcncc of an entity. 
Sec also further discussion under 
criterion 83. 7(b). 

The lIassanamisco minutes fur 1975 allli 
1979 do not identify any entity which 
these members of the Morse family 
represented. The 1984 petition stated 
that the Chaubunagungamaug band 
fonned its own band council in 1978 
(Nipmuc Pet. Nan. 1984, 192), though 
elsewhere it indicated that "the political 
governing structure had been in place for 
nearly two years" prior to incorporation 
(Nipmuc Pet. Nan. 1984,194). 
However, no documentation was 
submitted to confirm the existence of 
such an organization prior to 1981, after 

I Zara CiscoeBrough had fonnally 
I __ .:.: __ aA 1'", .. C..A.r-a1 o,..1rn1"l11JIpl'lnmp,nt 
I V"""''''VI.'''''' ." ....... - .... - .. -_._._., .. _-oa~.-_ .. 

on behalf oCthe Hassanamiseo 
Reservation at Grafton. 

Cunclusion 

Docs not meet (a). 

This material docs 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

Docs llotl11Cl:i (a). 

This material docs 
not constitute an 
external 
identification of an 
entity under 83.7(a). 

I 

\ 
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nate form of E\'id(,lIec 

11)1)0- (:1)(5) Webs/('/" 
11)l::I) TiJII('S 7t:2)/19S I 

[untitled artick); 
SUlllh CUWI/), 
Advcrtiscr 
8/311981; Webster 
Man Donatcs Land 
8/24/1981 
[unidenti lied 
newspaper]; Alice 
Martin, Indian 
Council Approved; 
f reyer 1981. 

I I 

()esc.-illtioll 

Beginning in 1981, there \\'as newspaper 
cm'erage concerning the imkpendcnt 
existcnce of a Chabullagllngamallg Band 
ofNipmuc. Two days lIftcr the furmal 
116911 by-laws werc signcd, on August 3, 
1981, the South County Advertiser, under 
"Webster News," notcd that "Nipmuc 
Indians in this area have received slate 
approval to establish their own counciL" 
They said that they had met recently with 
Sam Sapiel, "commissioner of Indians on 
the Iloston Indian CounciL" Loving One 
told the Times, "Sam said we have a 
perfect legal right to establish ollr own 
council, cleet ollr own chief ;lI1d hold ollr 
0\\11 t:lcclioIlS." The artit:le stated that all 
the persulls involved in the initiativc were 
descendents of Lemuelllcnries, that they 
had decided on the namc of Nipmuck 
Indian Council, and wanted to contact all 
of the Indians in the Webster, Dudley and 
Oxford area (Martin 1981b; Nipmuc Pet. 
Suppl. 1994, Ex.). 

Freyer summarized the Federal 
acknowledgment process and interviewed 
the major petition researcher for #69, Dr. 
Stephen 1 Reno, who commented, "Any 
anthropologist worth his salt will say the 
group (the Nipmuck tribe) has 

I disappeared entirely" (Freyer 1981, 15). 
I __ ...• ~ J. '-- ~L ..I &' 
I I ne an,cle also "!UUU:U .. ,,::;'U" t.:)uCiiiaiu VI 

the BlA. who pointed out that the 
maintenance of aboriginal culture had no 
bearing on the process, which required 
that a group demonstrate continuous 
political existence since colonial times 
(Freyer 1981, IS). 

Rule I Precedent 

Chinook Pf 1997,7, lind Cu\\litz PI' 
I 'J'J7, 17, provided examples 1\ hich wcre 
accepted (IS Illeeting (a) ofloeal 
newspaper discussiun of a local Indian 
group and description of its activities. 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

On Septemher 23, 1981, a nc\\'spaper 
art ide, writll:n by a reporter "'ho 
allended a pow-wow, surveyed the 
situatiun (Freyer 1 'JR I): "There's the 
Morse family of Dudley, who recently 
awakened to thcir Indian heritagc, 
formed a new tribal council for thc 
Dudley-Wcbster band and held that 
band"s first powwow in 107 ycars. And 
there's Zara Ciscoe Drough, or Princess 
White Flower, ehief of the Hass:tn3misco 
band of the Nipmuck nation, 
gr:mddaughtcr of a chief (freyer 1981, 
15). The Freyer article continued: 
"Although White Flower lZ;lra 
CiscucBrough, 11;lssanamiscoj has 
alw;IYs becn aelive in Indiall affairs, fur 
many Nipl11l1cks ethnic awareness has 
come only recently and ethnic 
knowledge only through research. Such 
was the case of the Morse family, whose 
study of family roots led to a desire to 
revive the Dudley/Webster clan of the 
Nipmucks, which now claims 103 
members_ They established a new tribal 
council and initiated a new chief, Edwin 
Morse Sr., Chief Wise Owl. These 
efforts met with resistance from the 
Hassanamiscos, who believed tribal rules 
prohibited a second chief and council; 
the dispute had to be settled thrQugh the 
Commission on indian Affairs (Freyer 
198i, i8; Nipmuc reL #69B Supp\. 
2/28/1997)_ 

This material constitutes an external 
identification ofthe Hassanamisco and 
Chaubunagungamaug bands as of 1981. 
and mentions the Nipmuc Nation, even 
though some of the material quoted in 
the article expressed doubt concerning 
the nature of the entity. 

Conclusion 

Meets (a) fur the 
organization 
antecedent to 
petitioner 116911 for 
1981. 

CBN-V001-D005 Page 193 of 351 



- 11 -
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(a) 

flate 

19S0-
I')S') 

1980-
1989 

I 

Form of E"idcnce 

(a)(6) NiplllLlC 
Tribal CIlUIll:il, 
Ilass:lll:lmisco 
Dand, Minutes 
8/191198l. 

(a)(5) Newspaper 
articles. Chief 
Wise Owl named 
Clan Chicf[unid-
entified newspapcr 
article, hand-dated 
R/I'?11 ')R2]; Nip-
muck Clan Asks 
Hcag:1I1 10 Fire 
Inkrillr Sl'LTcl:lry 
W;III [lIllidclllilicd 
newspaper :ut ide 
1129/1983J; David 
P. Kowal, Nip-
mucks Readying 
Study of , Roots' 
Key to Claims, 
Worcester Tele-
gram 8119/1983. 
Dudley Parish-
ioners 1982; Nip-
muck Chief Mar-
shal 1982; Paten-
aude 1982; Pegan 

I or Dudiey indians 
P!::yed :: L2rge 
Role in 
History, Webster 
Times 10/2711 982, 

flesHil)tion Rule I!'rcccdcnl 

Thc minulcs refer III a meeling al the Snohomish PF I c)SJ, 9, allli Walllpallnag 
COlllmission of 1;,di:1n "ITairs in Boston, PF 19S~ provided c;(alllplcs "hidl wcn: 
l\1assachusells, "to resolve the Jlrllulelll aeccJltcd as meeting (a) of identification 
out at Dudley-Webstcr." of a group by a State of!icial. 

From 1981 to the present, newspaper Chinook pr 1997,7, and Cowlitz PF 
coverage has continued to provide 1997,17, provided examples which were 
extemal identification of the accepted as meeting (a) of local 
Chaubunagungamaug Iland, under newspaper discllssion ofa local Indian 
varying names, as a Nipmuck Indian group and description of its activities. 
entity. There has also been newspaper 
cover:lge of the group's educational 
aetivilies (Westfield Update 14(3), 
May/JUlie 1990,4-5), cll<Irit:lblc work 
(Princess IlalflllO"1l t9~2; 2-l Families 
Iknclil 19S3), and participation in 
commemorative events such as the 250th 
anniYcrsary of the Dudley church. 

Some newspaper coverage included both 
retrospective discussion of the historical 
Nipmuc tribe and some description or the 
modem organization (Edward Patenaude, 
Henries Wasn't Last ofthe Nipmucks, 
Sunday Telegram 10/5/1986; Don Cerow, 
Nipmucks in New England: Yesterday 
and Today, Resource; A Guide to 
Creative & Wholistic Products & Services 
Fall 1989,3,8-9 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 An:llysis Conclusion 

This allcntillll by a state agellcy Meets (a) for the 
constitute c:\tcmal ilknti!icatill:1 o(the organiz,ltion 
two cntities as of 1981, Ihe antecedent to 
Ilassanamisco-iIIlll<::haubullagllngalllaug petitioner 1169D ror 
Ilands. ~ 

~ 1981. 

During Ihe early 1980's, the single event Meets (a) for the 
that generated most newspaper coverage organization 
was the reburial by the Chaubunagunga- antecedent to 
m3ug Dand, in 1983, of some aneicnt petitioner #69D for 
skeletal remains unearthed in the 1980's. 
Connecticllt on the property that had 
heen donated to it (Century-Oltl Remains 
arc buried in Niplllllck Ceremony 
[unidentified ncwspaper :lrticleJ 
217/1')ii3). This C\'c;nIIHl'sulllahly :1),;\1 

gc.:ncralcd identilkaliun urthe 
organizalion by a slate agency in 
Connecticut, the Connecticut Indian 
Affairs Council (CIAC), but no direct 
documentation, other than the newspaper 
articles, was submitted to show it. 

I \ I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(a) 

Date Form or E\'idcncc Description Rule f Precedent 

1990- (:1)(5) Worccster The Dempsey article containeu statements Chinuok PF 1997,7, amI Cowlitz PI' 
1')1)1) 7,'lcgralll (II/(I concerning Chid Wise Owl and the I f)1)7, 17, pro\'ided examples \\'Ilidl were 

(;,,=('lIe "Chaubunagungamaug clan." Only two accepted as meeting (3) of local 
3/19111991; James original bands have survived. IH.:wspapa discussion of a local Indian 
Dempsey. Indians Hassanamiscos and Chaubunagunga- group and description of its activities, 
"Love" of tile Land maugs. Loving One says about a year ago 
Still Flourishes, the two tribal councils formed one 15-
Worcester member Nipmuc tribal council, which has 
Telegram alld been meeting at least monthly. "She said 
G,,=('lIe 4/2711992; the tribe was advised that officials in 
Jennifer Greaney, Washington would prefer to deal with one 
Nipl11l1cS Make government, not two, although the two 
Gains in Try for clans havc operated semiscp:mltcly since 
Federal the 1700s." 
I~ccllgnition, 

IJ'I""l"(',\!t'r 

li''''gralll (II/{I 
(Ja=clle 311611995. 

Issue f Analysis Conclusion 

This lists only a sampling of the extcrnal Meets (a) for the 
ilkntilications of the Challhllnaglillga- organization 
mau!; nand, Nipilluc Nation, in the antecedent io 
1990's. While the majority focus on a petitioner 11690 fur 
relatively few named leaders, they 1991-1995. 
assume, if they do not describe, the 
existence of an entity, 

Recommendation: No continuing DudleylWebster Indian entity was identified by external observers between 1900 and 1980. Petitioner #698 has been identified as an 
Indian entity only since the fonnation of its antecedent organization in 1981. The petitioner has not been identified on a substantially continuous basis as an Indian entity 
from 1900 to the present. The petitioner therefore does not meet the requirements of criterion 83.7(a). 

4408: VEDeMarce/ved:81 14/0 1 :208-3592 :A:\CHRT ADFTsmall.69b. wpd 
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CHAUBUNABUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTER/DUDLEY, PETITIONER #69B: PROPOSED FINDING
SUMMARY CHART 

CRITERION B - A predominant portion of the petitioning group comprises a distinct community and has existed as a community from historical times 
until the present. 

SUlllmary of the Evidcncc: Thc petitioner, #69B, asserts continuity from the historicul tribe of the Chuublll1ugungumallg lland of Nipllluc lnuians. Petitioner f/6913 was originally 
parI of a joint petition submiued by a broader group of Massachusctts Nipmllcs, which was assigned #69. Thc curfent petitioner broke with the broader group in M .. y 11)1)6. The 
other Nipmuc petitioner, now #69A, asserts continuity not only with lhe Chaubunagungamaug Band which was located on a reservution property in thc Town of Dudley, later the 
Town of Webster, in Worcester County, Massachusetts, but also with the Hassanamisco Band and with descendants of with other bands and "praying towns" that existed in the 
17'h century but subsequently ccased to exist as organized entities. To thc extent that petitioner #69A also asserts continuity from the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, the 
charts prepared for evaluation of petition #69B will also be relevant for evaluating #69A. They will not be prepared in duplicate for #69A, but will be appended to evaluation of 
that petition. 

The regulations provide that, "Commullity must be understood in the context of the history, geography, culture and social organization of the group" (25 CFR 83.1). Prior 
dccisions pertaining to New England tribes indicate that for the time span from the colonial period to the 19'h century, evaluation of community has not been tied to the specific 
forms of evidence listed in 83.7(b), but rather is evaluated much more briefly, and generally, under the provisions of the definition of community in 83.1. For the earlier period, 
it did not make sensc to divide the uocumenwtion by decade, but rather by 11luch broader developmental stages. This approach should be seen in the light of the preamble to the 
reglilations, which states that some cOllllllcnters to the 1994 regulations: " ... saw this revision [Illd the revised definition of comnlllllity as requiring a demonstration of spccific 
dl'l;)il" of interactions in the hi~torical past, and thus as creating ,Ill impossible bllrden ... A detailed description of individllal social relationships has not been reqllired in past 
acknowledgment decisions where historical COllllllllllity has beell dClIlonstrall':u successfully and is not required here ... further, the lunguage (Idued 10 § 83.6 d<lrilies that the 
nature and limitations of the historical record will be taken into account" (59 FR 9287, 2/25/1994). The relevant language ill 83.6 follows: "Evaluation of petitions shall lake 
into account historical situations and time periods for which evidence is demonstrably limited or not available. The limitations inherent in demonstrating the historical existence 
of community and political influence or authority shall also be taken into account. Existence of community and political influence or authority shall be demonstrated on a 
substantially continuous basis, but this demonstration does not require meeting these criteria at every point in time ... "(83.6(e». 

The directive, Changes in the Internal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment Petitions, stated that: "The BIA ' s review of a petition shall be limited to evaluating the arguments 
presented by the petitioner and third parties and to determining whether the evidence submitted by the petitioner, or by third parties, demonstrates that the petitioner meets each 
ofthe criteria" (65 Federal Register 7052,2/1112000). Petitioner #69B has not presented any specific arguments pertaining to how it meets criterion 83.7(b). The following 
analysis, therefore, reviews the pertinent evidence in the record created by petitions #69, #69A, and #69B as it pertains to the historical Nipmuc tribe in the early contact period, 
the historical Chaubunagungamaug or DudleylWebster Band, for the period from 1682 through 1891, and the petitioner's immediate antecedents from 1891 to the present, for the 
purpose of determining whether petitioner #69B meets criterion 83. 7(b). For the earlier period, it did not make sense to divide the documentation by decade, but rather by much 
broader developmental stages. The isolated political documents must also be interpreted in light of the general continuity of the band's population as shown by a wide variety of 
othCi documents (see draft tecI'Ln:ca! report). 

In this case, there is considerable evidence for community within the Chaubunagungamaug Hand, or Dudiey/Webster indians, in the period prior to i 89 i. Petitioner #69B 
represents, however, essentially descendants of only one family of that band, with a few members from another line, while many members of even those two family lines are 
members of petitioner #69A. From 189/ onward, until the formation of an organization in 1980, the petition contains only minimal information concerning the nature of 
interaction between the families antecedent to petitioner 1/69B, insufficient to demonstrate community. I 

tThroughoutthe chart for criterion 83.7(b), the boldface listing, for example (b)(l)(vii), in the column "fonn of evidence" does not indi~ate th~t the it~m of evidence 
under analysis met the criterion under that fonn of evidence. Rather, it indicates the BIA researcher's detennination of ~he catego~ .or type ~f eVIdence mto whIch the document 
discussed could best be construed to fall. Technical problems associated with the table fonnat of the charts do not pennlt the repetItIon of thIs footnote on each page of the charts. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band ortbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule' Precedent 

1630- (83.1), (b) Salwen Ilistorieal narratives, mainly by modem "Collllllullity must be understood in the 
1675 1978, Russell 1980, anthropologists, pertaining to Colonial context of the history, geography, culture 

Malllkll 1996, contact, and giving limited information, and social organization of the group" (25 
Bragdon 1996; only from un cxternal vicwpoint, CFR 83.1). "Although the tribe remained 
Johnson 1995; HUllles concerning the aboriginal community. strong culturally and politically, it 
1952, Reese c 1980; gradually declined in size and political 
Connole 1976; Dacey The most extended series of relcvant strength through cpidcmics and conflicts 
1995; Savage 1996 records is that generated by with other tribal groups" (Narragansett 
Massachusells Massachusetts, consisting of the PF 1982, 1); "The Mohegan suffered a 
Archives, Colonial microfilmed records in the drastic popUlation decline during the 
Records of Massachusetts Archives and the early period of European contact, 
Massachusetts; published series of Massachusetts perhaps as much as 93 percent by 1650" 
Gookin 1836, Guokin Colonial Records. Some relevant (Mohegan PF 1989,2). "Under 
1972; Hoadley 1868, material is also to be found in the precedents for evaluating tribes in early 
I load ley 1870, published Connecticut colonial records years of contact with Europeuns, be/on: 
Iloadly 1 R73; and the New York co\oni:ll doqllllcnts. substantial cultural changes had 
OTallaghan I S54. occurred. even aner tribes had become 

politic:llly subject to colonial authorities, 
the material cited is suflicient evidence 
to show that criterion 83.7(b) is met" 
(Eastern Pequot PF 2000, 68). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue' Analysis Conclusion 

Precedent docs not require detailed This meets (b) for the 
information concerning the internal undifferentiated historic 
community of the historic tribes which Nipmuc tribe as a whoIe, 
were pn:dccessors of petitioners in the predecessor group to the 
pre-contact and early contact periods. later historic Chaubuna-

gungamaug Band, for the 
period prior to 1675. 
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Cbaubuoagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form of Evidence Descril)tion Rule I Precedent 

1630- (83.1), (b) Leaeh "There were other units, in the interior "COli/lilli/til)' lIIust be understood ill the 
1675 1958, Salwcn 197!l, and on the western Connecticut coast, context ofthe history, geography, culture 

Russell 1980, !3ourne that seem to have normally functioned as <lnd social urganization of Ihe group" (25 
1990, Johl1sol1 1995, almost completely independcntlol:al eFR 83.1). "Until the early 19-10's, the 
Mandell 1996. communities, without lasting politIcal Mohegan maintained. "'n the early 

tics to any of their neighbors. Names contact period, i.e., the 1600's, the 
like Nipmuck ... sometimes appear in Miamis consisted of a series of 
the literature as designations for large independent tribes of related peoples. 
"tribes" or "confederacies" (Speck The largest of these, the Crane tribe, 
I 928a:pl. 20; Swanton 1952), but this which numbered several thousand 
usage does not seem to fit the people, evolved into the historic Miami 
seventeenth-century situation. At best, tribe during the early 1700's. !3ands 
some of these names may re/lect within the tribe were 11I0re or less 
linguistic or cultural homogeneity, but composed of families related to the 
the scarcity of evidence makes even village chief, plus :lllditional attached 
linguislic identification diflkull in most followers. Villages of from 50 to 200 
cases (Day 1%2, /%'»" (S;,lwcn I'n8, people wcre Ihe primary settlcmcnts" 
173). (Miami PF 1990,3). "Under prccl!dcnis 

for evaluating tribes in early years of 
" ... the Nipmucks were a loosely contact with Europeans, before 
organized people residing in scattered substantial cultural changes had 
villages, each separate group having its occurred, even after tribes had become 
own sachem. Although these various politically subject to colonial authorities, 
rulers might confer on important matters the material cited is sufficient evidence 
from time to time, there seems to have to show that criterion 83.1(b) is met" 
been no single, clearly defined, over-all (Eastern Pequot PF 2000, 68; Paucatuck 
structure of government for the entire Eastern Pequot PF 2000, 10). 
tribe" (Leach 1958, 73). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Seholar~ have provided varying This mcets (b) for the 
descriptions of the organization of the undifferentiated Nipmuc 
prehisloric and early historic Nipmuc. historic. lI'ibe as a whole, 
Oile modern sdlOlar hilS stated Ihat, n •• predecessor group to Ihe 
. the Nipl11ucks ... added up to not later 
much more than the changing sum of Chaubunagungam:llIg or 
whichever interior villages chose to DudleylWebster Dand, for 
work togethcr at a given time" (!3ourne the period priorto 1675. 
1990, 126). 

Precedent does not require detailed 
infllrmation concerning the internal 
community of the historic tribes which 
were predecessors of petitioners in the 
pre-contact and early contact periods. 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation. WebsterlDudley. #69B: Criterion 8J.7(b) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1(,46· (83.1), (b) Salisbury "In central Massacllllsells, between the "ColIIlIIlIl/ity must be understood in the 
16:\2 1990; Johnson 1995; noston area and the Connecticut River context oflhe history, geogmphy, culture 

Place of Small Stones VlIllcy, lay "NipllJuck country," \l'\lerc a and social organiz:llion of the grouJl" (25 
(Nipmuc Pcl. 1/69A); collcction of balllls had tradcd furs to all eFR 83.1). "Major cultural dmngcs 
lIullles 1952, Reese sides. By the late I 660s their lands too were evident during the 1700's. After 
c 1980; Mandell 1996, wcre the object of attention by resisting Christi:mizatioll in the l7'h and 
Leavens Papers n.d.; speculators and prospective settlers .... early 181h centuries, a largc body of the 
Gookin 1836, Gookin It was in this selling that Puritan tribe was converted in the 1740's, ... " 
1972, Earle Report missionaries. strengthened by a (Narragansett PF 1982,2). 
1861, Larned 1874, I. substantial injection of new funds from 

England in J649,launched a new 
offensivc. Most effectivc were Eliot 
alllong the Nipmucs and John Cotton, 
Jr., among some of the Pokallokets' 
recent W:ullpllnoag allies. Eliot's 
success rested mainly on his ability to 
protect Nipml1ck cOlllmunities from 
trihllte dcmands and military allacks by 
Niantics and Mohegans" (Salisbury 
1990, 92). One of these was at the foot 
of Lake Chaubunagungamaug, or 
Webster Lake. Gookin described it in 
1674 as occupied by Black James, and 
consisting of about nine families, 
constituting 45 individuals. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

mack James was not only the sagamore On the basis of precedent, 
at Chnublll1ngllngam:llIg, but was also this material is sufficient 
appOinted by Eliot as constable of all to Illeet (b) during the 
the Jlwyillg tOWIlS of the NipllIue regioll colonial period. 
(Larned 1874,1)- As of 1674., these 
towns had a popuiiit1on of just under Meets (b) for the 
400 persons (Larned 1874, 6-8). The Chaubunagungamaug 
sClllcmcnt also had a teacher, Joseph Band for the 1670's. 
from Hassanamessit, and the leadership 
enforced the norms accepted by the 
lowns (Gookin, 80). 

Prior findings re: tribes which have 
received positive Federal 
acknowledgment decisions did not 
:lddress in ddailthc evidence :lvailable 
from the J7'h century or classify it into 
the categories detailed in S3.7(b)( I )(i· 

. ix). The nature of the historical record 
does not make such an entel]lrise 
possible. This very succinct summary 
is less succinct than those in.prior 
findings (see precedent column) and is 
the result of detailed analysis of the 
material from the early period to 1685 
by the B(A research staff (see draft 
technical report). 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band oUhe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

DlIte Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1671- (83.1), (lJ) Johnson "The Christianized 'Praying Indians' "Co/1/I//llI/il)' 11111~1 be underslood ill Ihe 
1(,75 1'>'>5. were lIsually encouraged tn separate context orthe history, geography, culture 

from the rcst uftheir trihc into Il~W and social orgalli~ation of the group" (25 
villages ealb.! . Pr;lying indian towns'" eFR lD.I). "Major cultural challges 
(Johnson 1995, 146). The first "playing were evident during the 1700's. A ftcr 
town" in the future Worcester County resisting Christiunization in thc 17th and 
was not established until 1671 (Ilumes early 18th centuries, a large body of the 
1952, 8). "Between 1646-1674, Eliot tribc was convcrted in the 1740's, ... " 
converted about eleven hundred tribal (Narragansett PF 1982.2). 
people in fourteen difTerent villages, 
from Natick in the east to the Merrimac 
River in the north and as far west and 
south as the Nashua River and 
northeastern Connccticui. Natick, 
I'unkapoag, Ilassanamcsitl (Gralion), 
Oklllllillakamesit (Marlborough), 
Wallle~it (Lowell). Nashuba (Litlh:ton), 
Magllllkaqllog (Ashland). Manchage 
(Sulton), Chagill1akongkOl,llun 
(Webster), Pakaehoog (Worcester) and 
Washacum (Sterling) were the "Praying 
Indian" towns under the jurisdiction of 
the Massachusetts Bay Colony (Johnson 
1995,147). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Eliot sJ1ecille!llh:lt Challbllnagung- On the basis of precedent, 
lllll:lllg. established in I (,72 at the head this material is suflicienl 
(If tile lake, \\'as a "lie\\, plantation," i.e. to l11eet (b) durillg the 
Ilollhe ~ite of;1 prior IlIllian \'iJ:agc, allll colunial pcriotl. 
well accol11modated with upland and 
meadows. Gookin stated that it took its Mects (b) for the 
nallle frum "3 very great pond about Chaubunagungamuug 
five or six miles long that borders upon Band for the 1670's. 
the soulh end of it" (The Greal Trail of 
the Indians n.d., 5; Leavens Papers ). 
However, "There was another village at 
the foot of the [Chaubunagungamaug or 
Webster] lake, ncar Bates Grove, these 
were the l1on-pr:lying Indians, Ni[llJlues 
this vi \lage was destroyed by the 
English in King Philips war. After till; 
war the Indians scatcn:d, many rdul"lII.:d 
aftrr\\ard allli settled ncar I he !lId 
burying grounds on Harris street" 
[spelling and pUllctuation sic] (Leavens 
Papers n.d., unpaged). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nlpmuck Nation, WebsterJDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

f)ate F'onn or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1(,74 (83.1), (h) Gookin; The most extensive information "CO/lllllllllit)' must be umkrstood in the 
Earle Report 1861; concerning thc situation \\"ithin thcse context of til..: history. geognlphy, culture 
Larned 1874, I. "praying town" sellbnenls l'OIl1CS frolll and social org:lIliz;ltioll of the grnup" (25 

the report of a jourII":y ulld..:rtaken by CFR ~3,1). ";-"'I;ljor I:ullural dlallg..:s 
Eliot and Daniel Gookin in the autumn were cvident during the 1700's. Alier 
of 1674 It made very clear that the resisting Christianization in the 17'h and 
"praying towns" werc not large. On early IS'h centurics, a large body of the 
September 14, Gookin recorded that tribe was eOlwc11ed in the 1740's, ... " 
there were 45 persons at (Narragansett PF 1982,2). 
Chabunakongkomun (Dudley) (Gookin, 
I/ldians oj Massachusetts; cited in Earle 
Report 1861, 102; Lamed 1874, \:7·8). 
Eliot appointed llIack James of 
Chaubunagungamaug constable of all 
the pmying lowns (Larned 1874,7). 
During this jourl1l:Y, Gookin :lnd Eliot 
(\lIltilllll:t1 into ailll r..:purted 011 the 
Cllnncctirllt praying tOWI1S. Gookin's 
descriptions indicated close tics between 
the personnel of these towns, 
Chaubunagungamaug, and 
Hassanamisco, and provide a "praying 
town" population for this region 
approximated to just under 400 persons, 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Chaubllnagllngam:lug did not, at this On the basis of precedcnt, 
tilllc. exist ill isolation from the othcr tllis malcrial is sufficicnt 
NipillUI: praying towns. About 1(,70, to Ill..:t:l (h) during th..: 
Jl)seph and Sampson, only sons or wlonial p..:rioJ. 
('ctavit, sachem of liamannessct, came 
as Christian l11i~slmlarics to Meets (b) for the 
Wabb<lquasset. Dy the time -of Eliot Chaubunagungamaug 
and Gookin's visit, Joseph was teaching Dand for the 1670's. 
at Chaubunagungamaug and there were 
three villages in modem Connecticut. 
The largest, 30 families with about 150 
persons, was at Wabbaquasset in the 
present town of Woodstock in the 
vicinity of Woodstock hill. Myanexit 
was sevcn miles southwest of 
C'hallbllnagllng-amaug (20 families, 
:lbOlIl 100 pcrsons) on the Quinehaug 
(thell calkd the Mohl'gan) Rivcr, wilh 
John Moqua as minister; Gookin 
reported that there was another praying 
town at Quinnatisset, six miles south 
(20 families, about 100 people) "within 
four miles of the south line of 
Massachusetts colony," now Thompson 
Hill, but they did not visit it because 
they were short of time and travel 
conditions were difficult. On 
September IS, 1674, Eliot appointed a 
Natick Indian named Daniel as its 
minister (Larned 1874, 1:6-8). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc Form of Evidcnce Description Rule I Precedent 

1(i76 (/13.1), (b) Larned On June 2, 167(" a Connecticut "COllllllllllily Illllst be understood in the 
1874, I; Jlumes 1952; contingent, 240 English and 200 Indians context of the history, geography, culture 
Leach 1')5:1. under Major Tail:ott, lkparteu frolll and social organization or the group" (25 

Norwich on an expeditiun through the CFIt S3.1). 
Nipmuek Country. They marched north 
to Wabaquasscl, found an Indian fort 
and about 40 acres of corn growing, but 
no Indians. They then proceeded to 
··Chaubongagum.:' where thcy killed and 
captured 52 of the enemy (Lamed 1874, 
I: 10; Humes 1952, 16n4) and proceeded 
to Quabaug (Leach 1958,205). By June 
22, Talcott was back in Connecticut; on 
his way to the Narragansett country with 
300 English soldiers plus Indian 
auxiliaries. lIe ;Igain went first to 
Wabalillasset; then eastward inl~) 
northern Rhode Isl;lI1d. where he 
captured four Indians at Nips;lchuck 
(Leach 1958, 211). Ilcnchman did not 
wait for Talcott's return; the Connecticut 
Council urged him to proceed against 
the Indians in the Nipmuck Country. He 
led the Massachusetts troops back east; 
left a strong detachment at 
Quinsigamond with orders to 
inviestigate the vicinity of Mount 
Wachusett and Lancaster; and with the 
remaining troops went to Marlborough, 
arriving the evening of June 29 (Leach 
1958,206-207). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This campaign provides some Docs not in itself Illeet 
"dditional confirmation that the (b), but contributes 
settlements reported by Gookin and toward meeting (b) under 
Eliot \\"CI"I': then:. The d;lta is Ill/t (b)(I)(\"iii). 
sufficient to meet (b), but can be used 
as supporting evidence in conllcction 
wilh other evidence showing Ihe 
existence of a named, collective, Indian 
entity for a period of more than 50 
years. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of tbe Nipmuck Nadon, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

~ 

Date Form of E"idence Description Rule I Precedent 

1676 (83.1), (b) A Placl: of In August of 1676,40 children I:lkcl1 "('ommullity l11usl be ulllh:rstood in Ihl: 
Small Stones, n.lI.; from Ihcir familics, mosl Christ ian, were context oflhc hislory, gcography, culturc 
7h/ll,I't/CfiOIlS of the assigncd to English families 3S scrv;lIlls. and ~lll:ial organizalion or Ihe group" (25 
Co/vl/ia! svdc:/)' vf Sixtecn of the namcs were "conneclcu 10 CrR :;3.1). 
Massac/lIIsells 1916- the Nipmucs of central Massachusetts," 
1917,19:25-28. including: 

a boy named John his falher named 
Alwintankus lale of Quantisit 
[Thompson, Ct.] his father & mother 
present consenting the boys age about) 2 
years 
... 
a Boy aged ten years, one 
Wonnaputanan his guardian & one 
Upacun of Quail lis sit [Thompson, Ct.] 
his grand mother was present 
a boy aged about six years son til 
Nohanet of Chobnakonkonon l Dudley]. 
The Doy named Samuel 
a Doy named Peter aged nine ycars his 
father dead his mOlher present named 
Nannantum of Quantisit [Thompson, 
Ct.) 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This data provides some adJilional Oocs nol in itsl:1 f l11eet 
conlinn;'ltionlhallhe sctli.:mcnls (b), bUI conlributes 
rCJlodcd hy Gookin and E1iul wcre IowaI'd mceting (b) ulllkr 
there. It is nol suflieicnllo meel (b), (b)( I )(yiii). 
but can be uscd~~lpporting evidcncc 
in connection with oll1C(material 
showing the e)(istence of a named. 
collective Indian entity for a period of 
more than SO years. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date form of Evidence DescrilJtion Rule I Precedent 

1676- (113_1), (b) Lcach IIistorians froll\ th..: 17th through the "COII/II/lll1ify Illust bl: understood in thc 
I (,SI 1953; Lnncu 187-1, 19th ecntury oftcn alkgL'd thatthc COlltC.\1 or the history, gcography, eullurL' 

I; A Place or Small rcmainder of Ihe Nipl11ue Ilcd celitral ~lIld sOl:i~11 ur:,;anization of Ih..: group" (25 
Stunes ILd. Massaehusells, either joining thl: cm !iJ.I). 

northern Indians in Mainc, Vennont, and 
Canada, or moving west inlo New York. 
It was first noticed mid-July when a 
sizable company crosscd the 
Connecticut River and slipped past 
Westfield; another group crossed abo\'e 
Springfield o~ August II, this laller 
group was attacked and damaged by 
Talcot! while in transit (Leach 1958, 
236). 

To SOIllC extent, the movement was 
tCIIIJlorary. Larned slaled, "The few 
remaining N iplIl lid; s f,)IJ11d a rc fllgc 
with some distant tribes; the 
Wabbaquassets remained with Uncas at 
Mohegan. The aboriginal inhabitants of 
the future Windham County were 
destroyed or scattered, ... " (Lamed 
1874,1:11), but commented two pages 
later that, "The Indians, as they 
recovered from the shock of defeat, 
gathered again around their old homes 
and laid claim to various sections" 
(Lamed 1874, I: /3). This process 
occurred in Massachusetts as well. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Out-migration did not aewunt for all Neithcr IIlccts nor ncgatcs 
the population d..:clinc. On July 2, (b). 
167(>,- when James the Printer or 
Ilassanamisco caml: into Cambrit.lgc 
wilh othcrs, h~'_"told thc authorities that 
during thc past ycarmQre Indians had 
died of disease than had bcenki lied by 
the English--a most significant facl, if 
true" (Leach 1958,213-214; citing 
Mass. ArclIives 30:207,216; 5 MHC, 
V, 14; Gookin, 527-29). Some Nipmuc 
certainly remained in Massachusctts 
and Connecticut aCtcr King Philip's 
War, returning within the next few 
years to the sites of some of Eliot's 
"Praying Towns," including 
Chauhunagllllg-ailiaug. Extcnsil"l: I Xtll-
CClIlIlIY records ellahle a dCIiJogr;'l'hic 
historian to reconstitute the Nipmuc 
population of Massachusetts, almost 
namc-by-name, and provide no· 
justification for assuming that large 
numbers of unidenti fied Indians 
remained within the boundaries of what 
are now Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, and Windham County, 
Connecticut. The Nipmuc who 
remained after the end oflGng Philip's 
War were primarily Christian Indians or 
their close associates. 
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Dale Form or Evidence D<'sc.-iptiull Rule I Precedent 

I(,/) I (83.1) (IJ) Records uf On M,lY II, I ()S I, the General Court of "Cumll/ullil)' lllust be understouu in the 
lite lololl), of MassachusCIlS nay Colony authurized context of tile history, gCllgr:lphy, culture 
MlIs.l"lIcllIIst'lIs B(I), 5; William Stoughton ami Joseph Dudky :lIld soei:11 organizlItiull uf Ihe group" (25 
Ahtss",·ltt/sdls lu investigate land titles in Nipmllg CrR 83.1). "Until thc curly 1940'~, the 
ArclJi"es 30; Mandel country (Records of the Colony of Mohegan maintained a cohcsive, albeit 
1996; Daniels 1880; Massachusetts Bay 5 :315). In June of continually declining, Indian community 
Frecland 1894. 1681, Stoughton and Dudley host cd a on an ever-dwindling land base, as its 

general meeting of the Indians at resident population was gradually 
Cambridge, Massachuseus, reporting surrounded and interspersed by non-
back that they found them "willing Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
enough to make c1aym to the whole 
(Nipmue] Country but Litigious & 
Doubtfull amngst thcmselvcs" (Mandell 
1996,44). The investigation conlinlled 
into the autumn, wilh the commissioners 
lile a report to the Gencral Court on 
Octuhcr 17. They reported th:lt of the 
NiplllllC Counlry, the soutlll.:rn part was 
claimed by Black James and company; . 
. . (Records of the Colony of 
Massachusetts Bay 5:328-329). As can 
be seen from the specific provisions of 
the deeds, the "southern part" being 
claimed by "Black James and company" 
included the Nipmuc territory lying in 
what is now Windham County, 
Connecticut. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The uoculllent, show the existence of a On the basis of prccedent, 
group, \\'ith an adnowkllgetlleadcr, in this material is suflicient 
a posilion to negoliate wilh appointcu 10 Ille\!! (b) fur a Iribe-
rcpn.:scntatin:s uf the eoloni;.)1 uuring the colonial period. 
authorities of Massachusetts, with the 
authority to cedc and hold land. Mcets (b) for the 

Chaubunagungamaug 
For explanatory analysis of the bordcr Band for the 1680's. 
dispute between Massachusetts and 
Connecticut in this region which led to 
Massachusetts' purchasing and granting 
lands which arc now comprised within 
the boundaries of Con nee tic lit, sec the 
draft technical report for petition 1/6913 
(IJAR 711 5f1 9911). The lands purchased 
by Stoughton ,lI1d Dudlcy were soon 
rcgrantetl hy them to olher ~Jle.:ulatllrs 
alld ttl sellkrs. For Ihis prucess, sec 
also the draft technical report for 
petition #69D (DAR 7/1.5/1998) . 
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I 
I 

Date Form of E\'idcllcc 

IClS2· (83.1), (b) Shurtleff 
I fiSC. I S54, ));luic1s I 8S0; 

Daniels 1892; 
Rnurd,- ojlhe 
CU/UII), oj 
A/ass{lcliusefls Bay, 

Series I, Vol. 5; 
Mass_ Archives 30; 
Freeland 1894; A 
Place of Small Stones 
(Nipmue Pet. #69A). 

(b)(I)(\'iii) The 
persistellce of a 
named, collective 
Illllian identity 
cpntillllllllsly I}\cr a 
period 1"'lI\ure Ihan 
50 years, 
nol withstanding 
changes in name. 

1684 (83.1), (b) Mandell 
I !996. I 

Description 

During thc 1680's, Dlack James 
participated in a sequence of decd 
transactions ",hid) \cd to Ihe Iatcr 
cstablishmcnl of the Ch.lubullagung· 
mnaug or Dudley/Webster reservation as 
it existed from thc 1730's through the 
1870's. The two sale deeds, dated 
February 10, 1681/82, were formally 
delivered May 19, 1682, at Natick 
(Daniels 1880,36; Freeland 1894, 124; 
Freeland 1894, 128; Shurtleff 1854, 
5:365-368). Black James and Company 
rcserved frolll the sale "a certain Iract of 
live milcs square in Iwo parcels" (Place 
of Small Stones 2 J -23; Records {~(Ihe 
CU/OIIY (~r Mass(wllllsellS Bay 5:341-
343). The lirsl parcL'1 was oillhe 
QlIil1eball~ river al I\-Iaane;.;il, Ihree or 
four miles SOUlh of 
Chaubunagungamaug, and thus within 
thc bounds of modern Connecticut. The 
other tract of land, at Quinnatisset, was 
four or five miles southeast of Maanexit, 
in the present town of Thompson, 
Connecticut (Nipmue #69 Pet. Narr. 
1984,50). 

A 1684 letter of John Eliot's, as cited in 
!! second!!')' source, did indicate that 

... .. 
• LP!ere were N~pm~(; res!oe,.fS at 

Chaubunagungamaug at that date ("John 
Eliot noted that, in addition to worship 
services at the four 'stated' reserves-
Natick, Punkapoag, Wamesit, and 
Chabanakongkomun--they held 
'occasional' prayer meetings 'at places of 
fishing, hunting, gathering chestnuts, in 
their seasons. n, (MandeIf 1996, 36; citing 
Eliot to Boyle 185, Mandell 1996, 
212n48», However, the petitioner did 
not submit the copy of the original letter. 

~ 

Rulc I Prcccdcnt 

"CulI/lI/llllil)' IIlllst bc unlkrstuoJ in the 
cuntext of the history, geography, l'ullure 
and sucial organi7<1tiun of the group" (::!5 
CFR 83.1); "In the Tuni.:a-Bilu:--i case 
there was a separate territory exclusively 
occupied or utilized by pan of the tribe" 
(Miami FD TR 1992, 6). "Untilthc early 
1940's,the Mohegan maintained a 
cohesive, albeit continually declining, 
Indian community on an ever-dwindling 
land base, as its resident population was 
gradually surrounded and interspersed by 
non-Indian settlers" (Mohegan J'f 1989, 
2). Several priur tribes evaluatcd by the 
U1A (Narragansett, Mohegan, and Gay 
Ilead) all retained rcn1l1:lnts of aboriginal 
lalld, as exel1lplified hy: uAnarca 

approximately wrrespontling tuthe 
Charlestown township was spel:ifieally 
defined in a 1709 deed by King Ninegrct, 
which ceded all other areas claimed by 
the tribe" (Narragansett PF 1982,9). 

"Community must be understood in the 
I context ofthe history, geoRfllPhy, culture 
I . .• ,,: r- - - n 
I ana socia, orgafuZC:tuun Ul UIC; ~ .. )ujJ (25 

CFR 83.1), 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis 

Thc~e maleri.)\'; rq;ularly naille the 
kadns \\'hoillthl: clllonial authoritics 
liad [lppoiuled and ",ith wholll the 
colonial aUlhorities were de~ding, 
though providing only minimal 
information about-internal p.olitieal 
processes. 

The retcntion by "Black James and 
Company" ofland which fell within the 
aboriginal territory shows the existence 
of a continuing group at this date at a 
level which falls within the gcneral 
preeedcnts expel:tcd for the colonial 
period. 

Gcncrally, all of Ihe e\'idence of Ihe 
11etitiun" elc. flu- the colllnial periud 
through the end of the J 9'h century 
applies in some measure to showing the 
ellistence of this form of evidence. 

No other document than the letter, no 
I copy submitted to the BiA, indicates .. I .. L_ .. "L_ •• L •• ___ ._ ................. , ............... ,. ... ,.~,. ... .... 
I UICll '""uOUUU&I"5U. •• !)&U .... ub .... -.J.. ~u.. ...... .... 

reserve" in 1684 in addition to the three 
regularly mentioned in documents of 
the General Court. Mandell's further 
assertion that ·Chabanakongkomun 
[was] far from English settlements, and 
the village did not reappear in colonial 
records until the 1120s" (Mandell 1996, 
36) is certainly invalid, as can be seen 
from documents from the records of the 
town of Oxford, Massachusetts, and 
from Connecticut records. 

COIlc/usion 

On the basis of prc':':lknt, 
this material is slIflicient 
to meet (b) fm;1 tribe 
during the colonial period. 

Meets (b) for the 
Chaubunagungamaug 
Band for the 1680's. 

Unsubstantiated 

I siaiements in a secondary I 
nnt .."po",., Ih '\ ..""' ..... -_. , .... ,. 
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1):I'e Form of Evidence J)escriplioll Rule I Precedcnt 

1(,')0- (83.1), (b) Melvoin By 1689,thnlugh 1697-1698, "Cvllllllltllil), IIllisl be ulldcrslolllj in Ihe 
1M') 1989; Massadlllsdls Massachusells was involvcd in King conlext ofth~ history, geography, culture 

An'hh'cs 30:287, William's War (Leadl 1')88, 137; and social organizatioJl of Ihc gruup" (25 
30:300; O'Ca\laghan McI\'oin 1989, 185), thc colonial asped CFR 83.1). 
1854; Melealf 1880; of the War of the League of Augsburg 
Mandell 1996; (Mclvoin 1989, 186). It necessarily 
Larned 1874, I; impacted the Indians settled within the 
Daniels 1880, boundaries of the Massachusetts Bay 
Freeland 1894, colony. In 1690, the Massachusetts 
Daniels 1892_ General Court again "ordered all Indians 

in the Bay Colony to go to Natick or 
Punkapoag" (Mandell 1996,39). In 
connection with this measure, Mandell 
wrote tilat, "The isolation of 
Chab:uwkongkolllun, the westernmost 
Nipmllc lown reeslablished in the 1680s, 
is indil:alcJ by ils ahselll:e from-the 1690 
rl:slril:tions" (ManJdl 1'.1%,3'). 
Howcver, 'he absence of the 
Chaubunagungamaug sell1cment frolll 
these restrictions more probably resulted 
from the primary concern of the 
Connecticut government with this'border 
settlement during the period of the 
1690's. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

nlliltling upun the pun:has~s or Ihe On the basis ur pn!CCdCIlI, 
c:lrly 1680's, in 1684, Worccster, this material is sufficicnl 
Massaehusells, then ill Suffolk County, 10 mecl (b) for a tribc 
was organized as a tuwn, and scn:!'al during the colunial pcriml. 
olhers followed. Indians eontinucd to 
reside in the organized English towns of Meets (b) for the 
the region, and various petitions from Chaubunagungalllaug 
Indians indicated that they intended to Band for the 1690's. 
continue to do so. The restrictions 
placed on the I1assanamisco, Chau-
bunagungamaug, and Wabaquassct 
locations by the General Court in 1695 
during King William's War (Mass. 
Arclu','es 30:368-368a) indicate Ihal 
these were regularly inhabited locales 
liliring the 1690's. In 1698, Grindal 
Rawson and Sallluel Danlllrlh's 
visiwtionllf Indian clIngr.:gatiolls ill 
Massachusells reported on Ilassana-
Illisco , but did nol mention Chau-
bunagungamaug or any of the three 
fonner towns that would come later to 
be south of the Connecticut line in 
Windham County (Rawson and 
Danforth 1809, 129-134), though other 
evidence indicates that they were in 
existence (Lamed 1874, 1 :33). 
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Date Form of Evidence Descrip1ion Rule! Prccedcnt 

1702- (83.1), (b> Conkey, Very lillie secondary scholarship is No I'Ule or preccdcnt; indlllletl fur 
17ii."l I3oiss(;vin allli available to illuminate Nipmuc infurmatiunal purposes. 

Goddard 1978; development in the 18th century. In 
Mandell 1996; 1978, the Smithsonian lIantibook's 
Grumel 1996, Ireatment provided one paragraph each 
Calloway 1997. for Natick, Dudley, and Hassanamisco 

between King Philip's War and the mid-
19th century (Conkey, Boissevain, and 
Goddard 1978, 180). Daniel R. 
Mandell's Behind the Frontier: billialls 
in Eighteenth-Century Eastem 
Massachusetts (Mandell 1996) docs 
focus primarily upon the coast and 
Natick, treating central Worcester 
county only illcidelltally and largely 
ignoring those Nipmuc who liwtl south 
of \\'ll:1t is now the Massaehuse\lS-
COllllccticul horder. This is also true ,,1' 
Mandcll's chapter (GrullIct 1996). Thc 
reccnt collcction edited by Colin G. 
Calloway (Calloway 1997) contains 
little Nipmue data, with none for this 
specific period. The limited nature of 
synthetic secondary scholarship for the 
period following King Philip's War 
requires detennination of the 
developments almost entirely from 
archival documents, which can be 
somewhat supplemented by local 
histories ofthe Worcester County towns 
in which Nipmucs resided. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue! Analysis Conclusion 

TIKn: was llucunll:ntabk continuity Neither I11I!CtS nor negates 
bc\\\,eclI'thc pre-King Philip's W:lr anti (b). 
post,King Philip's War populations of 
the Nipllluc scllIcmcnts ill Worecster 
County, Mass~husetts, and Windham 
Counly, COllneelicLlt,-although the 
overall Indian popUlation \;3S much 
smaller. Some Nipmuc had rctunled 10 

Chaubunagungamaug by 1681 and 
some individual Indian families re-
sCllled their private landholdings in 
Worccstercounly. Throughout the 18th 
century, the Connecticul Nipmuc 
continuetito intermarry with the 
Worcester County sellIcmcnts. This 
process is documented not only by the 
records of Nati~k and the reservatiolls, 
but abo e\'id~lll'l:d hy \'ilal records kept 
by the towns and churches ofthc region 
and thc land records of Suffolk, 
Middlesex, and Worcester Counties, 
Massachusetts, and Windham County, 
Connecticut. As individuals, these re-
settlers were not 1111 necessarily 
"praying Indians," as evidenced by the 
baptisms of Nipmuc Indian adults in the 
church records of the 18th century. 
However, all the families seem to have 
been close associates of the prominent 
"praying Indian" leaders of Eliot's day. 
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nale form of Evidence DescrilllilJn Rule I Prccedent 

1704 (83.1), (b) On Novcmber 22, 1707, Ihe General "ColI/lIIlIl/ifY musl be umJcrsloOlI in Ihe 
A{a.,.mch,/se((s Court rel.:l'i\'\:d'l petitiun lillln Timothy eUlltext of the histury, geugraphy, uaitllle 
A,·d/;,'es 31; Leavens Dwight of Dedham, Massachusetis, anu social organiziltiun ufthe group" (25 
Papers, n.d. asking that the land conveyed to him by CFR 83.1). "Until the early 19~O's, the 

the family of Black James al Dudley Mohegan mainlained a cohesive, albeit 
"for furnishing provisions to the mother continually declining, Indian community 
of Black James, to keep her and her on an ever-dwindling land base, as ils 
children from starving," be confirmed resident populalion was gradually 
(Mass. Archives 31 :46-48). There is an surrounded and interspersed by non-
ancient plan in the Massachusetts Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
Archives, showing 240 acres lying north 
of'Chabanaguneamoguc Pond.' That 
undoubtedly shows thc land where the 
[prilying] town stood.---- It WilS 
'Cirveied Uctob 23. 1700.' anu WilS filed 
with a petition ... Black James had 
heell an important chicliain, and he was 
also .. .:live in the gun:rnlllent ami 
development of the praying towns 
through Ihat expansive tcrritory. The 
land shown on that survcy of 1700 is 
clearly the land where the praying town 
stood." An old fort is indicated in the 
center ofthat plan ... This tract of land 
was on the hill above the Slater East 
Village Mill plan showed the fort on the 
left of the present road top of hill. There 
was no road there at that time" (Great 
Trail of the Indians n.d., 5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Because of the 1700 uah: of the survey, On the basis ur preeedellt, 
this event Illust have lakcn place in th\: this material is suftici\:nt 
1690's, w.:11 befme the date at which to meet (b) fur a tribe 
the petition for confirmation of the deed during the colonial pcriud. 
was filed. In connection wilh other 
docUll1cnls from Ihe 1690's, it confirms Meets (b) for the 
the presence of a residenliallndian Chaubunagungamaug 
community at Chaubunagungamaug. Band for the 1690's. 
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nate Form of Evidcnce DescriJltion Rule IPreccdent 

1707 (83.1) NiplIluc fl69 BI<lck James and CUIllP:II1Y apparcntly "ColI/lllullity Illllst bl: undl:rstuud in the 
Pet. N;m. 198-1,50; retained the second hal r of the ClJlltext of the history, gcugraphy, cultl\lc 
Dresser 1900; n:servation made in the I (,82 deed, and social organization of the group" (25 
f\landcll 1996; approximately 8000 acres, until 1707, ('I'll. 83.1). "Until the carly II)-IO's, thl: 
Suffolk Reg.. Deeds. when "the remaining full moiety of the Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
Ubro 26. Folio 2/5; livc miles square consisting 0[8000 continually declining, Indian community 
"In the Multer of the acres" was sold by Black James el 01. to on an ever-dwindling lund base, as its 
Dudley Indians, William Dudley for 10 pounds, because resident population was graduJlJy 
Uricr, Derore the of the "great love and good will, esteem surrounded and interspersed by non-
House Judiciary and afrections" which they bore toward Indian scttlers" (Mohegan PF 1989, 2). 
Committee of Joseph Dudley and his family, reserving 
Mass:JchusCllS," to themselves, their heirs and 
c 1890; lIis/OIJ' of descendants forever, the right to fish, 
Dlldley n.d. hunt, and "on great ponds or rivers 

neeess:Jry for their support" (Niplllue 
(h)(1 )(l'iii) The Pet. Narr. 1984, 50; Dresser 1900, 117; 
pa~islcn ... c of a scc also Manddl 11)96,39 ciling "III thc 
1I:llIIcd, eollectivc Math.:r or Ihe Dudley Indians, Brid~ 
Indian identilY Defore the House Jutliciary Commillee 
continuously over a of Massachu-seus," circ. 1890, 
period of more than pholOcoPY, Nipmuc Tribal 
50 years, Acknowledgment Project, Worcester, 
notwithstanding Mandell 1996, 212n58). 
changes in name. 

The petition submissions for #69, #69A, 
and #698 do not include an actual copy 
of this deed. According to Suffolk 
County, Massachusetts, records, Joseph 
Dudley did not re-sell any of these lands 
prior to his death on April 2, 1720; his 
sons, Paul Dudley and William Dudley, 
began selling them to prospective 

I I I selders in i i2 i (Hisiory of Dudley I , 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The deed reserved to the Indians, the On the basis uf precedent, 
heirs and (ksn:lllbllts foren:r, the right this matcrial is sunici,'11I 
to plallt, hunt, and usc such parts as to meet (b) for a tribe 
would be neccssary for their support. during thc colonial period. 
The motivation for the sale is not 
knowl1. In ligliroflhc~bstalltial Meets (b) rur the 
restrictions on Indian movenltnt, Chaubunagungamilug 
hunting, and fishing imposed by the Band fur the 1700-1720 
Massachuselts General Court during period. 
Queen Anne's War, 1704-1708 (see the 
draft technical report for Petition #6913, 
DAR), the Indians m:JY have sccn lillie 
advan(;Jge relaining lille and sOllie 
prolection in Dudley's holding il. By 
the end of Queen Anne's War, the 
condition orthe Indians resident within 
the culony had :lpparcntl)' lll:wlllc \'cry 
dinicull. In July or 1712, Ihe Ncw 
England Company's cOlllmissioners 
decided that thc "miserable COlltlition 
oflhe Indians at Natick" could best be 
solved "by Suitable Encouragement to 
endeavour to bring the Indians from 
Punkapog, and Hassanamisco, and such 
other near adjacent places as may have 
Scattering Indians in them; unto a 
Cohabitation at Natick" (Mandell 1996, 
57,2]5n43). These deliberations did 
not specifically refer to either 
Chaubunagungamaug or Wabaquasset. 

I I , 
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D .. te Form or E\'idence ncscrilJlion Rule I Precedent 

1724 (83.1) Nipmue 116<) Aceordinj; tu the petitioner, on April 9, "Co/ll/ll/II/i(y must be understuod in the 
Pel. NalT. 1984, 50- 1724, William Dudley cOin-eyed by decd context of the history, geography, culture 
51; "In the Mauer of to the NiplllllC Indians title [sic] to a and social organization or the group" (25 
the Dudley Indians" tract of land approximately one mile CFR 83.1). "Until the cady 19-10's, the 
Urief e.1890; Leavens square (640 acres) which was part of Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
Papers n.d. ' Sale of their former reservation, "to plant and continually declining, Indian community 
Indian Land at improve," henceforth to be reckoned as on an ever-dwindling land base, as its 
Webster 1887; the only reserve and exception in the resident population was gradually 
Dresser 1900. deed of 1707. This square mile surrounded and interspersed by non-

eXlended from a brook at the norlheast Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989, 2). 
The 1890 brief corner of Isaae Newell's fann, south to 
referenced Suffolk the north line of Paul Dudley's Manexet 
County, farm (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 1984, 50-51). 
Massachusells, deeds For a fairly extensive study of the 
(Ihis land fell in location of this square mile, based on 
Suffolk County prior copies of old deeds held by Ihe heirs of 
10 Ihe forillation of William Dudley, sec an extensi\'l; Ieuer 
Worcesler ("Ollllly): III Ihe Web!)("r Times by ;1 local hislurian 
Suffolk Reg. Deeds (Eddy 1912a ill Leavens Papers). 
Lib. 26, Fo!. 215; 
Suffolk Reg. Deeds, The petitioner did not submit a copy of 
Lib. 37, Fo!. 269; also this deed. A newspaper article at the 
Worcester Reg. Deed, time of the sale of the Dudley 
Lib. 49, Folio 313, reservation lands stated: "William 
317; Worcester Reg. Dudley allowed the Indians to improve 
Deeds B.59, 20. land south of Powder Hom Brook, 'so 

much west of the road from Woodstock 
to Oxford as said Indians may have 
occasion for subsisting cattle, not 
exceeding 15 acres, for a period of20 
years, and for such further time as may 
be agreed upon n. (Sale of Indian Land at 
Webster 1887). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

issue I An .. lysis Conclusion 

The prillted series ofSuJrolk Deeds In the ahsenee of copies 
tel'lninatcs ill 16~4; transactions of the primary sourccs, 
subsequcnl til that d;lte must be which arc extant and arc 
searched in microlilms of the original obtainable from public 
deed books. The IlIA docs not have record repositories, the 
information al present whether this statements in the 
convcyed to the Chaubunagungamaug secondary sources are not 
Band oflhe Nipmuc Indians as an suflicient 10 demonstrale 
entity, or'to specific individuals. A that the petitioner meets 
subsequent, 1763, deed by Joseph (b) for the 1720's. 
Dudlcy's heirs to Edward Davis 
indicated that the 1724 transaction was 
a lease to the Indians (Daniels 1892, 
774-775; citing Worcester Records 
XLIX, 314; sec also Dresser 1900, 11 S) 
ralher Ihan a lille dced as asserted by 
Ihe petitioner (NiplllIlC lU,l) 1'.:1. Narc 
1984,50-51), 

Prior findings re: tribes which have 
received positive Federal 
acknowledgment decisions did not 
address in detail the evidence available 
rrom the early 18" century or classify it 
into the categories detailed in 
83.7(b)(l)(i-ix). The nature of the 
historical record does not make such an 
enterprise possible. For a detailed 
survey of the material available in this 
instance, see the draft technical report 
for#69B (BAR 7/1511998). 
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I>atc Fonn of E\'idcllcc Description Rule II'rcccdcnt 

1734 (83.1) Dresser 1900; One of the most extensive sources or "COlI/lIll/l/ily Illust be understood in the 
Conant 1893; information pertaining to this p.:riml context of the history, g.:ography, culture 
Lebocufand resulls from Ihe desire of the desire of and social organiziltioll of the group" (25 
Wakefield 1929; Dudley, expressed at a to\\'n meeting CFR 83.1), "Until the early 1940's,the 
Worcester County held January 30, 1733/1734, to build a Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
Registry of deeds meeting house on the Indian Joshua continually declining, Indian community 
1738, 10:230, 10:236. Pcgan's old field (Drcsser 1900, 117; 011 an evcr-dwindling land base, as its 

Conant 1893,99), The deed for land on resident population was gradually 
(b)(l)(viii) The top of present Dudley Hill, Dudley, surrounded and interspersed by non-
persistence of a Massachusetts, was dated March 20, Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2), 
named, collective J 733/1734 and recorded August 15, 
Indian identity 1738 (Worcester County Registry of 
continuously o\'cr a Deeds 1738, 10:230), 11 WliS thcn known 
period of morc than as "Peginllill." The four acres were to 
50 years, be lIsed for the purpose of a church, 
notwithstanding meeting house, and training gro,und 
ch:l1\gcs in nanh'. (Lehocufallli \V;lkefield Jln9, (,; 

Worcester county Regislry of Deed 
1738, 10:230), the land constituting an 
irregular triangle at the northwest corner 
of the Indians' square mile ofland (copy 
ofChandler's Survey in Leboeufand 
Wakefield 1929). A partial copy of the 
deed shows the signers, largely with the 
surnames Pegan and Quitticus 
(Worcester, ss; A ttue photostatic copy 
of record, of Worcester District Registry 
of Deeds, Book 10, 236), 

I I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I An:tlysis Conclusion 

At present, the title relationship Meets (b) for the 1730's. 
between the 1734 deed for the four 
acres ill Dudley 10 Ihe reservalion land 
mentioned in the 1724 William Dudley 
deed has not been clarified. It is 
possible that the land included in the 
1734 deed could have becn thc private 
property or tile Pcgan family: the 
records of the settlement of the estate of 
Samuel Pegan in the years following 
1735 certainly imply that the family 
were private landholders in fee simple, 
Olher Indian families, not mcntioned in 
the ahove deed, werc npparenlly 
residing in the area on the 1730's, A 
surveyor., road from the East Village 
til Dudley Ilill, laid uut hy Ihc 
sclecllllen Ull March 17, 17.\7, 
mcntioned as a landmark not only "the 
Indian land" in general, but "3 pitch 
pine ncar Collicom's wigwam" in 
particular (Leavens Papers), Several of 
!he 1734 signers were living in 
Thompson Parish in the Town of 
Killingly, now within the borders of 
Windham County, Connecticut. 

The Dudley Indians were reserved 
special seating in the church at Dudley 
as a provision of this deed. They did 
not establish a separate church for the 
band, . 
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Datc Form of E"idcncc Description Rule I rrccedent 

1735- (83.1) Now and Then Samuel Pegan was the man described by "ColI/lI/ullity must be understood in the 
1757 <:.1932; M,\Ildcll as having left Natick during the context of the history, gCllgraphy, culture 

Ii !assac!lIIseits 1720's tll"join his rclativcs" at lind social organization or the group" (25 
,;//'('hi\'es 31, :!65-~66; Chaubunagungam:iug (Mandell 19%, CFR 83,1), "Until thc carly 19-10's, thc 
268-269; 84), He was dead by Novcmber 19, Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
MassacJlIIsells 1735, when two of his sons, Jonathan continually declining, Indian community 
Archives 32, 6-7; Pegan and Isaac regan, on behalf of the 011 an ever-dwindling land base, as its 
Massac:hllsellS Acts heirs, petitioned for a General Court resident popUlation was gradually 
alld Reso/ves XII, order for the sale of the cst ate (Mass. surrounded and interspersed by non-
1735-36, 208; Archives 31 :265-266, 268-2(9). Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
Mandell 1996. Subsequent records include documents 

such as the January 1739/40 mcmorial of "Thcrc is cvidence in the 18'h and 19'h 

John Chandler Esq. & Mr. William century records that the population of the 
Lyon, upon the petition of Jonathan & Lantern lIill reservation did not 
Isaac l'egan, two of the sons of Samuel constitute a totally endogamous gl'OUp, 
I'cgan of Dudley, Indian (Aels lIl/(/ but intennnrried with neighboring Indian 
1I".wll·,'s (,59; 1\1/\ Statc Arrhivcs, Alllss. trihes. lIo\\,cver, this did n()t Clln,titutc 
An'hires 31, 265-270). Petition of an innovmi()n. Rather, all data 
Jonathan & Isa,\c Pegan for thcmsclvcs conccrning Indian gencalogy or new 
and the rest of the children ofSamucl England ... indicated that at least the 
Pegan late of Dudley, Indian, decd., left ruling families. _ . sustained a regular 
lands in said place; had a lot of about 68 practice ofpallerned out-marrige, while 
acres in Natick unimproved, request to their were early occurrences of marriage 
sell the unimproved (Mass. Acts & into other tribes on the geographical 
Resolves XII, 1735-36,208). A few margins of the southern New England 
years later, the 1757 will of Abigail region _ . _ The 25 CFR Part 83 
Quittocus of Dudley named several of regulations specifically allow for the 
these children of Samuel Pegan as her movement of individuals and families 
cousins (Dresser 1900, 118-119; Now between tribes, while patterned 
and Then c1932), outmarriage with other tribes is 

interpreted as evidence in favor of 
eommunitv_" (Paucatuck Eastern Peauot 
PF 2000,71-72). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis Conclusion 

The various guardians or the Indians Docs notl11eet (b), 
living iii Dudley mentioned in thc 
records prior to thc Act of 1746 were 
prcsul113bly appointed under the Act or 
1693, However, no records were 
located pertaining to the selection and 
appointment of guardians for the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band, or for a 
group of " Dudley Indians." During the 
1730's, all of the Dudley Indians 
appearing in the Massachusctts rccords 
held land at Natick. From a legal 
standpoint, they may have appenn:d in 
the records unller guardianship because 
orthe Natick eonncction. Samuel 
I'egan left a widow, five sons, and t\\'o 
daughters; the daughters and youllgest 
SOIl wcre rostercd tll English lillnilies 
(MClss. Archives 31, 265-270). Almost 
all of the persons listed on reports of the 
guardians as "Dudley Indians" between 
1768 and 1774 were descendants of the 
Natick-connected Samuel Pegan family 
(his children had been named in 1745-
46 as Samuel Pegan, Jonathan Pegan, 
Solomon Pegan, Hannah Pegan, and 
Patience Pegan) (Acts and Resolves 
523-524), 

CBN-V001-D005 Page 213 of 351 



- 19-
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Dalc 

1735-
176X 

17-1(,-
175~ 

I 

form of E\'idcncc 

(83.1), (b) Published 
vilal records of the 
Town of /)uJley, 
Worccster County, 
Massachuse\ts 
(Systematic II istory 
Fund 1908). 

(h) Reese cl%O; 
Mnnddl 1996; 
AJuss(lch'lsells 

Archives 31, 564-
564a; 31, 567; 33,64-
66. 

(b)(l)(viii) The 
persistence of a 
named, collective 
Indian identity 
continuously over a 
period of more than 
50 years, 
notwithstanding 

I . L ... ____ : __ .,... __ 

I CUi:lugc:.. III "C:lIl1~. 
I 

Dcscriplioll 

The alphabetized summaries or church 
records and civil vilal recurds from 
Dudley for the miJ 18'" ccntury list 
nUlllerous marriages and baptisll1s of 
individuals identified as Indian. The 
surnames appearing were Pagan (most 
cOlllmon), Quillicus in a variety of 
spellings including Chakies, CooJler, 
Ephraim, Thomas, David, Cha\com, and 
Awassamaug (as Wonsimaug). The 
birthplaces listed for the Indian spouses 
rangcd from Natick, Ma~sachusctls, to 
Killingly, Connecticut. 

111 17-1(" an a.:t llf the r ... lassachusclts Bay 
kgislature called "Dett~r Regulating the 
Indians" provided for the appointment of 
three people for each plantation to act as 
guardian. "The guardian had the power 
of a justice of the peace and could lease 
out land on the plantation not in use by 
Native People" (Reese c 1980, [36]). 
According to Mandell, the act 
authorized, "the appointment of three 
guardians for each native enclave in the 
colony. These guardians were given the 
power not only to act as justices and to 
manage the community's account, but 
also to take land that the Indians were 

I .... t .. co; ... and I,. .. 0" u~ .... g .......... _!se It to whIte fa..rmers or 
cattlemen. GU~'1!!ans were t(! submi, 
annual repons to the coun--few of which 
are extant, if they were ever submitted. 
Three men were elected by a joint 
meeting of the Governor's council and 
assembly for eight Indian communities 
(or cluster of small enclaves): .' .. 
Grafton and Dudley; ." As a result, 
Dudley, Mashpee, and other Indian 
enclaves in the commonwealth suddenly 
found their land and fununes controlled 
by outsiders (Mandell 1996,144). 

Rulc Il'reccdcllt 

"ColIIlIIl/lIil)' must be underslood in the 
context of the history, geography, culture 
ami sucial organization of Ih.: group" (25 
CFR 83.1). "Major cultural changes 
were evident during the 1700's. After 
resisting Christianization in the 17'h and 
early 18'" centuries, a large body of the 
tribe was converted in the 1740's, ... " 
(Narragansclt PF 1982,2); "The 25 CFR 
Part 83 rcgulations specifically allow for 
the movemcnt of individuals and 
families between trib~s, while patlerncd 
uutmarriage with other tribes is 
illlcrprcted as cvidence in favor of 
cOllllllunity." (l'aucatuck E<lslern Pequot 
PI' 2000, 71-72). 

Neither mil: nur pn:ccdcnt; in.:lud..:d lor 
informational purposes. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I An:llysis 

The church and vital records do not 
ucscribe an Indian CUlllIlIulIity, whether 
llithe Chaubunagllllgamaug settlelllcnt 
or cxtcnding more widely. Taken 
together with other evidence sueh as the 
guardians' reports, they strengthen the 
other evidence indicating that a 
community continued to cxist. 

Under the 17-1(, hill, (jr;lIion 
(Hassanamiseo) and Dudley 
(Chaubunagunamaug) werc paired. In 
subsequent years, however, the two 
groups came to have different 
guardians, although there is no record 
of a fonnal separation by legislative act. 
Further measures concerning the sale of 
Indian lands were passed in the spring 
of 1748. The 1746 measure was 
elaborated on June 12 and 13, 1758, by 
a bill providing that there be three 
guardians near every Indian plantation 
to allot lands to the Indians and guard 
against trespass; also, to regulate ... . , , -" I Incomes ana expenoltures In Denair Ul 

I t.'ic tri~:;; :::d !h!! n~ ~e!e ~!' ~~!!~~ '.:tf 
Indian property was to be made except 
by consent of the guardians (Mass. 
Archives 33:64-66). 

Conclusion 

Docs not in itsc1fmeet (b) 
fur the mid-18th n:nlury, 
but contributes tll meeting 
(b). 

lite c.\ istl'lIL"l: "f Illl' 
legislation do~s not in 
itsclf meet (b) for the 
mid-18th ccntury, but 
contributes to meeting (b) 
under (b)(I)(viii). 
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Date Form or Evidencc Desaiplioll Rule I Precedcnt 

1746- (b) Acts & Reso/l'es The records of the MassachuscllS "Commullity llIust be undcrslood in the 
1783 XIV,39; legislatun: provide a full record of the contcxt of the history, geography, culture 

MII.HllcllIISdls men who wcre choscn as guardians of and social organization of the group" (25 
Arcllil'('s 32, 350; 32, the Dudley Indi:ms between 1746 and erR 83.1). "Collnecticut continued to 
453; 33, 76; JOllrt/a/s the Revolution. If collections of the maintain a guardian system over the 
o/tlle I/ollse 0/ private papers of any of these Mohegan Indians until 1875" (Mohegan 
Rt'prl'scl1ttllil'es 0/ individuals exist in manuscript PF 1989,6). 
/I1ussac/lIIsclIs /770- repositories, it is possible that they 
1771 1978, 148; might contain additional infonnation on 
JOllrlluls o/tlre HOl/se ChaubunagungamaugiDudley in the 
of Represelllalil'es 0/ mid-18th century. 
MaSSUc/IIISCIIS J 773-
1774,1981,108. 

(b)(J)(viii) The 
persistence of;I 
nalllcd, collectivc 
Il1llian identilY 
cOllti"nuously ovcr a 
period of more than 
50 years, 
notwithstanding 
changes in name. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The uppointlllcnis provide no data Thc appointments do not 
concerning inh:rnal conditiolls in Ihe meel (b) bUI COlllrihulc 10 

community, although Ihey providc mceting (b) under 
somc data concernin~ the background (b)(I)(viii). 
of tribal conti!lUily. 

~- -~ 
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f):llc Fonll of £\'idcllcc Dcscriplioll Hule II)rcccd~1I1 

1757 (83.1), (b) Dresser Dudley, September 19, 1757. "Comlllullily Illust be understood in the 
1900; Now and Then The last will nnd Testnmcnt of context ofthc history, gcogr~phy, culture 
e.19J2. nbigail quillocus of Dudley, ... unlo Illy and social organization of the group" (25 

Cousin Jonathan Pagan all my Real CrR 83.1). 
Estate hOlls and bam and improved land, 
... 4thly ... the rest of my live stock to 
Illy two cousins hannah quittocus and 
Patience Pagan to be Eqllily divided 
between Ihem; 5thly ... unto my cousin 
hannah quillocuS my calico gown, also 
my quilted potecots[pcuicoats] and best 
pare of stojs [stays] a long cloak, also 
Illy peat [great] eheast and Iron pots amI 
2 wuollin blankets, silk hood and a whitc 
apron also Illy blue camblet Riding hood 
ant! frying pan. 6thly ... 10 my eOllsin 
I'aliem:c pagan my silk gown Illy head 
[bedJ ami bcadsle<ld cord and eovcrlid 
[coverlel] and IWO blankets and Iron 
KCllle; and myoid pare of stojs and my 
old black silk hood and cottcn 
handkerchief and an apron and Iron 
tongs; 7thly . .. to my cousin Patience, 
Sam Pagan's wife on of my gounds 
[gowns]; 8thly ... unto my cousin 
Martha Pagan Joseph's wife one of my 
gounds. 9thly ... unto my eosin hanna 
Pagan, Thomas pagans widow one of my 
gounds [gowns] •... (Dresser 1900, 118-
119; Now and Then c.1932, 67). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis C(Jnrlu~i(J1I 

It imlieateu household possessions and Docs not meet (b). 
clothing that would b.: expected fur 
alll10st nny middle-class woman of the 
tillle and place. It was written in the 
standard English format ofthc period: 
"I bcing by the providence of god, 
layed upon a sic bcad and in a 
languishing condition and thinking 
mysC\f drawing naigh to the gates of the 
grave, and being of Sound Mind, I am 
dincd and disposed to givc away my 
temporal estate that god in his 
providence has been pleased to bless 
me wilh; nnd in the first place I eOll1mit 
Illy body 10 Ihe Dusl and my soul to god 
who gave it; first I appoint My COllsill 
JOII:lllwn Pagan, executor ... ,lIlll nnkr 
him 10 decently bury my budy ... ; allli 

to pay all my just Depls, ... Jdly I 
order so much of my livcing stock sold 
as to pay all my Depts,; . . . . .. The 
document was witnessed by English 
neighbors, and provides no data about 
any Dudley Indians other than the 
testator's family. A 1761 probate for 
Mill)' Peagan, late of Leicester, Indian 
woman, mother of Joseph Pegan 
(NT AP Attachment F to Pegan file, 
Probate Papers, Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, Probate Papers), also 
had only family information. 

CBN-V001-D005 Page 216 of 351 



- 22-
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley,#69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc Form of Evidence Description Rule Il'recedent 

1758 (83.1) Massacllllsells On June 12 and 14, 1758, on petition of "Commullity must be understood in the 
Archil'C:s JJ, 61·63; Nunny Pagan and other Dudley Indians eontcxt of the history, geography, I:ulture 
Acts & Reso/\'es llI. complaining of the unjust actions of and social org;mizatiun of the group" (25 

their guardians and requesting the CFR 83.1). "Until the early 1940's, the 
(b)(l)(viii) The discharge of the said guardians and Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
persistence of a appointment of new men, the General continually declining, Indian community 
named, collective Court passed an order for the on an ever-dwindling land base, as its 
Indian identity investigation. Signers of the complaint resident population was gradually 
continuously over a were: Joseph Pagan, Samuel Pagan, surrounded and interspersed by nOIl-
period of more than Eleazer Pagan, Hannah Quitticus, Nanny Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
50 years, Pagan, Mary Pagan, Esther Pagan, 
notwithstanding Deborah Pagan, Pashants Pagan, and 
changes in namc. Sarilh Pilgan (Mass. Archives 33:61; sec 

also Acts allt/ Resoh'cs 221). The 
spccific complaints were that their 
guardi:lIls had deprived them of many 
rights "nd overcharged thelll ill·a list of 
debts. A cOllJlIlillee that heard the -
complaint advised an investigation and 
the Court appointed a committee to go to 
Dudley and investigate (Mass. Archives 
33:61-63). 

No record of report of the investigation 
at Dudley has been located. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Thc 1758 signcrs denied LhaL Lhey On the basis of precedent, 
signed a prior 1757 pclition (whil:h is this material is sufficicnt 
not in the record) and mentioned the to meet (b) for a tribe 
guardian'S "taking away grass & fruit of during the colonial pcriod. 
Jonathan Pagml's plantation anno 1756 
at that time JoscpllPagan had Meets (b) for the 
Jonathan's power of allorney during his Chaubunagungalllaug 
absence in his Majestic'S servicc" Band for thc 1750's. 
(Mass. Archives 31 :61). This power of 
attorney from one relative t9 another 
again implies that the Dudley Indians 
h"d long been accustomed to handling 
thcir legal afrairs "nd real estate 
without guardianship. 

The petition indicates that there was 
sufticicnt whcsi\enl'ss in the group tilat 
it could cOllle to a consenslis and 
petition for redress. 
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nate Form of Evidence Dcscrillti()n Rule I Precedent 

1765- (83.1), (b) Benton These records are the numerical "ColI/lIIl/llity mllst be understood in the 
1774 1905; The Number of sUlllmaries of the 1765 cellsus of context ofthc history, geography, culture 

Indians in Massachusetts, which listed the male and social organization of the group" (25 
Connecticllt. From and female Indians of Worcester County CFR 83.1) . 
.. An Account of the by .lown (Benton 1905,45), and the 
NUlIlherof 1774 census of Connecticut, which listco "A pclitioller m:JY also be denied iftherc 
Inhabitants" in that the Indian males over 20, males under is insufficient evidellce that it meets one 
Colony, taken 20, females over 20, females under 20, or more of the criteria" (83.6(d)). 
January I, 1774, and of Windham County by town (MHSC 10 
Published by Order of (1809):118). 
the General 
Assembly, MIISC 10 
( t809). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I An:llysis Conclusion 

Neither petition 1169, 1169A, nor 1f69Il Missing data docs IIOt 
includcd this census. Unfortunately, meet (b). 
the published version located by the 
B1A researcher in 1998 (Benton 1905) 
omitted the Town of Dudley. The 
Dudley statistics supposedly exist in 
Mass Archives 58. Having the total 
number of Indian residents of the town 
would provide a better foundation for 
evaluating the data in the guardians' 
repOrls. Outside of Dudley, the censlls 
imJicated unly II Indian men and 14 
Indian women in the county (with six of 
the men and eight of the women at 
Uralionlllassanamisco). 

In 1774, the total num\ler of Indians ill 
Windham County, COllncl:liwt, was 
IS!!. The nUllIber of Indians in the 
Town of Woodstock, immediately 
south ofChaubunagungamaug, was 38, 
considerably larger than the lotal 
number of Indians in Worcester County 
outside of Dudley reported nine years 
earlier. The census records in 
themselves provide no data about the 
nature of community. 
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Date Form or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1767 (83.1), (b) Mandell In May of 1767, "Ezra Stiles found 'now "Comlllllllity must be understood in the 
1996. Tell families or less. Diminished three context of the history, geography, culture 

quarters in Memory. Mr. Gleason of and social organization of the group" (25 
(b)(I)(\'iii) The Dudley says there arc but Two Men, & CFR 83.1). "Until the early 1940's, the 
persistence of a inclusive of these but nine Souls Indians Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
named, collective now living .... (Mandell 1996, 168; citing continually declining, Indian community 
Indian identity Dexter, Itilleraries of£zra Stiles 228; on an ever·dwindling land base, as its 
continuously ovcr a Mandell 1996,23 I n. 22). "Like the residcnt popUlation was gradually 
pcriod of more than other two inland communities, the surrounded and interspersed by non-
50 years, Indians in Dudley held a diminishing Indian sell\crs" (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
notwithstanding amount of land. Stiles wrote that of 'a 
changes in name. Mile square in the Center of Dudley 

reserved for Indians ... about 25 Acres 
lire lately sold by Permission of the 
General Assembly. '" (Mandell 1996, 
168; citing Dexter, Itilleraries of Ezra 
Slifc.\", 228). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

IsslIe I Analysis Conclusion 

During the mid-18th century, the Meets (b) for the 1760's. 
guardians' records also showed only a 
slllall population at Dudley. Mandell 
concluded that, "The 
Chabanakongkomuns, in Dudley, 
shared the demographic decline .md 
some of the economic problems of their 
cousins in Natick and Hassanamisco. 
According to the enclave's guardians in 
1763, the Indians 'are now mostly 
Females: and more of their land needed 
to be sold in order to meet growing 
medical bills and other 'necessaries'" 
(Mandell 1996, 168; citing Acts & 
Resoll'cs 1762-63, Ch. 11l4, 29 Jan. 
1763; Mandell 1996, 231 n21). For 
more inlill'mation 011 the 176:1 report, 
sec the disclission of the s;11c of land by 
the Dudley heirs to Edward Davis. 

The regulations do not specify any 
minimum size for the population of a 
historical community, nor require that 
the households in it have male heads. 
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J)ate 

176S· 
1774 

Form of E\'idence 

(b) MasSlIcllIIsctts 
Archil'L's 33, 463; 33, 
5IS·520; 33, 551" 
552; JOIII'/Jais oflhe 
HOllse of 
RL'presclllulil'cs of 
Mass{Jc/IlISCI/S 177 J-
1772 1979, 147; 
JOllnrals of IIII' HOllsc 
of R('prcselllalil'cs of 
Massacllusetts 1773-
17741981,179,193; 
Acls lIl/(/ Lall's of IIII' 
CO/llII/O/llI'('I/"" of 
A fllsstlc/llIs('/(s 1792-
J 793,622, Resolves 
17'J)--Jal1u:II'y 
Session, chapler 
371\* [not printed in 
previous editions]; 
Acls alld Laws Of lire 
ComnlonweaJrh of 
Massachusetts 1792-
1793,475; O'Brien 
1990, O'Brien 1995, 
Mandell 1996). 

(b)(l)(viil) The 
persistence of a 
named, collective 
Indian identity 
continuously over a 

I oenod of more than 
I ·~n 
1 ::lU vean>. 

\ not~ith;~ding 
changes m name, 

DescriJltiun Rule I Precedent 

These guardians' rccords reported on "COli/III/mil)' must be understood in the 
disbursements of Dudley funds and context of the history, geogmphy, cullurc 
indicated the names of the bencficiarics, and social organization of the group" (25 
"The guardians' accounts reflect these CFR 83,1), "Until the early 1940's, the 
small numbers, for one year after Stiles's Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
visit six households obtained assistance, continually declining, Indian COlllmunity 
half headed by apparently unmarried 011 all ever-dwindling lund base, as its 
women" (Mandell 1996, 168, 231n23), resident population was gradually 
The names were: Samuel Pagon & surrounded and interspersed by non· 
family, Thomas Awonsamug, Mary Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2), 
Pagon/Pagan & son & daughter; John No precedent yet located for application 
Ephraim & Mary [sic] his wife; Anna of external descriptions of all Indiall 
I'agon/Peagon; Patience Pagon/Pagan; reservation to evaluation of 83,7(1)) !i.lr 
Samuel l'agol1; Salllucll'agoll his garl; the mid-18'h cell III ry , 
Thomas A wonsamug & l{annah his 
Wives acct; Awollsall1ug his funeral; 
Si 1111\11 I'cagllll; S:II1I" I'cagon; Ilallll:1I1 
l\\\'allsaJllog, Esther I'cagon" (Mass, 
Al'cllil'cs 33:463, 518-520), The 1793 
resolve 011 the petition of Thomas Pegan 
(Massachusells Resolves 1793, 622) 
indica led thaI his lands had been "sel 
off' to him approximately 1777, but that 
in the intervening years, he had not 
received any income from the guardians 
for their rent. BIA researchers found no 
record of any "setting off' of the Dudley 
lands to individuals during the period 
1768-1785, 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Amllysis Condllsiull 

The Indians who resided in or near On the basis of preecdcnt, 
Dudley in this timc period wCI'e this material is suflit.:ient 
interconnected, bllt not all were part of to meet (b) for the 
the Chaubunagungamaug setllcment colonial period, 
from the standpoint of the guardians, 
Actions relating to thesclllclllcllt of 
Samuel Bowman never indicated that 
he was jurisdictionally a "Dudlc:y 
Indian," but only that he was a Natick 
property holder whose extended family 
resided in various towns in Worcester 
County, He did not reside at Dudley, 
but at or ncar Worcester itselr. 
Jlowevcr, thc husband or olle or hi!; 
daughters W:IS Joseph Pegall of Dudley, 
Elizabeth (Srooks) Lawrence Senah 
was a Natkk Indian residillg at Dudley, 
bUI never appeared in the records of Ihe 
Dudley guardians (Mandell 1996, 170-
171,235nI27), John Ephraim of 
Natick had married a Dudley woman 
(O'Brien 1990,299-300; MandeJll996, 
166-167; O'Brien 1995,214), 
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nate Form or Evhlcllce 

1775- (b) Massad/llJCl/s 
1783 Suldic:rs lIlId S"i!OI:I· 

190 I; Systcmatic 
lIistory Fund 1908; 
NARA M-804). 

1784- (b) Church records 
1845 and vital statistics 

(Systematic History 
Fund 1908; Vital 
Records of Sturbridge 
1906; Holbrook). 

Dcscl'iplioJl 

Of the men who were idcntified on the 
accounts of thc Dudley guardians 
between 1768 and 1774, at least three 
served in the army during the American 
Revolution. One of these, Joseph Pegan, 
survived until 1819 and collcctcd a 
pension under the act of 18 I 8, slill a 
resident of Dudley. The other two, 
Samuel Pegan and Eleazer Pegan, 
apparently never returned to Dudley 
after the Revolution. 

The olle Connecticut Indian described as 
a "Dudley" Illdian for wholl1 signilicant 
amounts of inli)fJll:Jlioll was submilled 
was Mary «('egan) Pollock Wonuland, 
fmlll a Revolutionary pension 
application in right of her firs! husband 
(NARA M-804). 

The alphabetized summaries of church 
records and civil vital records from 
Dudley, Webster, and Sturbridge for the 
late J 81b and first balf of the 19· . 
centuries list numerous marriages and 
baptisms of individuals identified as 

I !ndum. The SU!11!1..rnes appearmg were 
I Pegan, Jacobs, Sen!!..'!, Pnmas, ~!mpSQ!!i 

Caesar, Jehizea [Jaba?), Ephraim, 
Nedson. 

Hule /I'reccdcllt 

"A petitioner may also be denied if there 
is insufficient evidence that it mects one 
or more of the criteria" (83.6(d». 

"Community must be understood in the 
context of the history, geography, culture 
and social organization of the group" (25 
CFR 83.1). "Major cultural changes 
were evident during the 1700's. After 
resisting Christianization in the 17· and 

Ib I ~Iy 18 centunes: ~ la.rse.~~ of~~ 
I moe w~s r,onvenea III me I ,'tV S, ••• 

(Nanagansett PF 1982,2). 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue / Analysis 

These matcrials did not provide any 
illfonnatiOiI in regard to community 
among the Dudley/Webster Indians. 
Mary (Pegan) Pollock Woodland, at the 
time of her first marriage, resided in a 
non-Indian household as a servant, and 
both of her marriages were to nOIl-

Indians .. In the post-Revolutionary 
period, her descendants resided in 
Rhode Island for some time beforc 
returning to Connecticut and 
Massachuselts in the 19'h century. 

The three I\;gan men did not servc in 
Indian units, nor did [heir enlistmcnt 
records identify them as Indian. 
lIo\\'e"er, in IX17-181S, the Dudky 
guardians' accounts and a deposition in 
Joseph Pegan's pension application 
identified him as an Indian (Nipmue 
Pet. #69A Suppl.) The death record of 
Joseph Pegan at Dudley identified him 
as a Revolutionary soldier, but did not 
provide data about the community of 
which he was a member. 

The church and vital records do not 
describe an Indian community, whether 
at the Chaubunagungamaug senlement 
or extending more widely. 

These records provide data only on .. . . 
I indiViduals. Taken together With other 
I C:ViUCII't 5i.ich as t.'ii: g"uGrrlia.ns' rcpurt3, 

they strengthen the other evidence 
indicating that a community continued 
to exist. They do not name a collective 
entity, so do not apply under 
83.7(b)( I )(viii). 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (b). 

Does not meet (b). 
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J):llc 

17!!6-
184<) 

1828 

Form of Evidcncc 

(b) Dudley 
Guardians' Aeeounls 
(Nipll1uc Pel. 1169A 
Supp!.); Worecsler 
Counly, 
Massachusells, 
I'robalc Records; 
Nipmuc #69 Pel. 
Narr. 1984,53,78; 
Acls al/d Resolves 

Passed by the 
GCI/cral CUlIrt of 
A fll.l'SlIc/lIIsel/S 148, 
135; R("s()"·(".~ of the 
(/cl/eral COllrt I !l3ll, 
(,74; I3riggs Reporl' 
I S.J'), 44; Acts lIl/d 

Ikso"'t's IX49, Chap. 
21. 

(b)(I)(viii) The 
persistence of a 
named, collective 
Indian identity 
continuously over a 
period of more than 
50 years, 
notwithstanding 
changes in name. 

(b) Nipmuc Pet. 1169 
.. t ___ .no .. OAi n,. 
l"Iarr. 1 ~OAt, o"t-o~; 

S~ck !943. 

DcscriJlI iOIl 

Appointments of guardians and 
gUllrdians' reports. From the date of the 
1797 sale, and Iransfer of the location of 
the reservation (see Ihe charts for 
crilerion 83.7(e», Ihe Dudley guardians' 
accounls were examined by the 
scJeclmen of Ihe lown of Dudley unlil 
Ihe establishmcnl of Websler in 1832. 
The aecounls after 1832 were reviewed 
by the Selectmen of Webster. 

Deginning in 1803, Ihe aceounls began 
10 list the names of lI10re individual 
beneficiaries. See pages 106-110 of Ihe 
draft technical reporl for pelilioll #69D 
(DAR) for year-by-year SUIl1I1l:lI:ies. 

Speck (Speck 1943,51) and the petition 
. ". .... . menlloneo a passage III Jeremlan 

<:nnfT'nrA'~ r.n~DIIDD".,..1" l.1n~C"""".'rntl .. ..... t""" ... "".- ........ __ ..... -. ""'J ••• _ ... _ ..... -.w_ ..... 
(Newburyport, MA: 1928), which 
referred to "half a dozen" Indians at 
Dudley. 

Rule Il'rcccdenl 

"COlI/lI/ullity must be understood in Ihe 
conlexl ofthc hislory, geography, culiulc 
and social organizalion of the group" (25 
CFR 83.1). "Unlil Ihe early 1940's, the 
Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeil 
continually declining, Indian community 
on an ever-dwindling land bnse, ns ils 
resident populalion was gradually 
surrounded and interspersed by non
Indian settlers" (Mohcgun PF 1989,2). 

"More Ihnn 50 percent of the members 
reside in a geographical area exclusively 
or aimosl exc1usil'ely eOlllposed of 
mcmbers of Ihe group, and Ihe balance or 
Ihe grollJlmaintains consistcnt 
intcral'li(11l wilh S{lIllC nH:l1Ibcrs of the 
COIllIIIUlliIY" (H3.7(b)(2)(i». 

"In addition, since al leasl the mid-
1750's, significant numbers oflribal 
members have been resident in 
neighboring towns to the east and west, . 
.. " (Narragansett PF 1982, 9); "Since at 
least 1807, a substantial portion of the 
Gay Head Indian descendants have not 
resided in Gay Head ... " (Gay Head PF 
1985,2). 

"A petitioner may also be denied if there 
.-- . . .. 

IS mSUlIlclent eVloence mat It meets one 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

The overseers' reports were highly 
consistent in their Iisling of individuals 
associated with the rescrvalion, 
allowing for varianls in spelling. 

The names of ti~c beneficiaries cannot 
be equ:Jlcd wilh :J I isling of Ihe people 
who were residing on Ihe 26 acres of 
Ihe reservalion for Ihis lime period, 
since somc entries in the records clearly 
indicate thai benefits werc extended to 
~lIld expenditures made on behal r of 
tribal members who lived elsewhere. 
They provide d,lIa both abolll residency, 
lind abollt actual inleraclion (boarding, 
caring for the sick, transportation and 
IIHJ\'il1~ e'~Jlenses). 

Some families Ihat had been off· 
rcservalion inlhe 18th cenlury, such as 
the.children of ESlher (Pegan) Jahaand 
her husband (Worcester Probate 
Registry: Ser. A, Case #32910 1786), 
and Esther Humphrey, were reservalion 
residents in the first half of the 19th 

century. Esther (Pegan?) Humphrey 
appeared on Dudley guardianship 
records for the firsttime in 1819 (see 
draft technical report, #69B, BAR 
7/15/1998,108nI82). 

The petitioner did not submit the actual 
... - ,....., . I passage [rom me (jQzelleer. I here IS 

I ........ ,. .... .n ._11 ~ .......... _ ... .:_"" ___ .: .... _ =_ 
I IIU ....... , .. U .......... au ............. .., ...... 111'-'1.1l1,-,ll ••• 

the petition narrative whether it named 
the entity or described the settlement -
Ihe material quoted, if accurate, 
indicates that it did not. 

Conclusiun 

Meets (b) for 1797-1849. 

Does not meet (b). 
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Date Forlll of E\'idcnce IkscriJltion Rule 111rccedcnt 

1835 (b) Tribal census In 1835, the selectmen ofWebstcr "ColI/lllullily must be understood in the 
(Dudley Guardians' provided a document, addressee context of the history, geography, culture 
Accounts 2/16/1835; unknown (to whom it may concern) and social organization of the group" (25 
Nipmuc Pet. #69A listing all the individuals whom they eFR 83.1). "Until the early 1940's, the 
Suppl.). considered to be members of the Dudley Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 

Tribe of Indians at that date. It continually declining, Indian community 
(b)(I)(\'iii) The apparently comprised the first known on an ever-dwindling land base, us its 
persistence of a attempt at a census -- "a list of the residcnt population was gradually 
named, collective names of those who compose the tribe of surrounded and interspersed by non-
Indian identity the Dudley Indians - 31 of which is over Indian settlers" (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
continuously over a thc agc oftwelvc years" and including a 
period of more than total of 36 individual names. "In at.ldition, since at least the mid-
50 ycars, 1750's, significant Illllllbcrs oftrihal 
not"ithstanding The surnamcs wcre Jalla, Pagan, members have becn resident in 
changes in namc. Ephraim, lIull, Spraguc, Humphrey, neighboring towns to the east and west, . 

White, Ilcnry, nnd Dudley. . . " (Narragansett PF 1982,9); "Since at 
kast I S07, a substantial portion ofihe 
Gay llead Indian descendants havu not 
resided in Gay Head ... " (Gay Head PF 
1985,2). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The list in itself provided no Meets (b) in combination 
informillion about residency or actual with other cvidence. 
interaction, but clearly indicated the 
existence of a named, collective, Indian 
entity applicable to 83.7(b)(I)(viii). 
After the preparation of this 1835 
eellSUS, no new family lines appe:lred 
on the guardians' disbursement records, 
and no new individuals who cannot be 
documented as membcrs of the 
immcdiate family of prior bencficiarics, 
ulltil tile publication of the Briggs 
Rcport in I R49. 
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DlJtc Form of Evidencc Description nulc J I'n~ccdcllt 

1840's (81.3), (b) Bergner One picce of hearsay evidence names "Both Dwight and Morse described a 
e.1990. two leaders on the Dudley/Webster community which was c1carly 

reservmion in the first halfofthe 19'~ identifiable by outside observers" 
(b)(I)(viii) The century. In his reminiscences (Paueatuck Eastern Pequot Pf 2000, 74). 
persistence of a concerning the author George 
named, collective Washington Scars (1821-1890), who "More than 50 percent of the mcmbers 
(ndian identity was born in the Oxford Gorc ncar what rcside in a geographical area exclusively 
continuously over a would later be the Webster lown or almost exclusively composed of 
period of more than boundary: "There was a remnant of the members oflhe group, and the balance of 
50 years, NIPMUCK tribe still in existence, about the group maintains consistent 
notwithst,lIIding thirty-six, where they spent most of their inleraction wilh some members of the 
changes ill namc. lillie hunting, fishing, m:-lking baskets, comll1unity" (83.7(b)(2)(i)). 

setting snares for rabbi IS and grouse. 
Old Ja-ha was the head mall of the tribe 
ami he was P<lsi ninety years old. 

The best indian [sic] orthe 
tribe \\as INJUN LEVI :-IS the whites 
called him, bIll to his tribe he was 
known as NESSMUK. Their reservation 
was on Nipmuck-pond now owned by 
the 200 Sportsman Club. 

NESSMUK was probably 
twenty- twenty two years old and 
George Sears was about five years old 
.. Those indians [sic] passed away. 
When George went back 10 look for 
Nessmuk's grave, no one knew the spot" 
(Bergner c.1990; Nipmuc Pet. #69B 
Supp!. 3/3111997, 1890 folder). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue / AII:II)'sis Conclusion 

Both orthc individuals named in this Meets (b) in combilwtion 
account could be verified c.·om other with other evidence. 
records. "Old Ja-ha" W:IS probably 
Luke Jaha, b. \771, Shrewsbury, 
Massachusettsc:.tlI841. Webster. 
Massachuse((s (sec~ipllluc QTKY file, 
DAR). The allributioll of leadership 
stalus tohim is somewhal verified by 
Ihe 1840 Federal census, which 
apparently listed the enlire population 
of the reservation, II males and 12 
females, under his nallle as head of 
hUlIsehold (NARS M-704, Roll 201, 
1~40 U.S. CenslIs, Worcester Coullty. 
Massachllsclls, Town of Webster, 
frame 0069). 

"INJUN LEV," was probahly Levi 
J;lha, b. 1814, Dudley, Massachusetts--
d. 1873, Dudley, Massachusetts (sec 
Nipmue GTK Y file, BAR). These 
dates are compatible with the estimates 
provided by Bergner. 
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IhlC 

1849 

Form of Evidence 

(b) F.W. Bird, W. 
Gris-wold, and C. 
Weekes, "Report of 
the Comlllis-sioners 
Relating to the 
Comlilion oflhe 
Indians ill 
Massachusetts," 1849 
House Documcnl 46," 
in Mass. Lcgis/ati\'e 
Reports of 1849, 
[Joslon: Wright & 
Poller, 1850 (I1riggs 
RqlOlt 1849); 
Doughton 19n; 
(Nipllluc 11(;9 Pet. 
SIIPP!. 1')X7, 
AltadllllcnI4); ('Iune 
and !Jullon 1993 
(cited as the "Bird 
Report"). The 
preface was signed by 
Massachu-setts 
Governor George N. 
Briggs on February 
21, 1849, and it is 
ordinarily cited as the 
"Briggs Report." See 
also Mandell 1996. 

(b)(l)(vili) The 
I persisience of a 
I na.'!!~, ct:.>!!l'l'tivp. 

Indian IdentIty 
continuously over a 
period of more than 
50 years, 
notwithstanding 
changes in name. 

I 
I 
I 

Dcscription Rule I Precedent 

The Briggs Reporl found a lotal of 48 "Both Dwight und Morse described a 
individuals, abolll half of who III "live on cOlllmunity which was clearly 
Ihe territorY,n which was described as identifiable by outside observers. The 
about 30 acres in Webster. The gradual adoption of some aspects of non-
commissioners were aware Ihat the Indian culture does nol indica Ie eilher the 
original land in thc center of thc town of dissolution of tribal rclalions or the 
Dudley had bcen sold "SOIllC years cessation orllle existence of communilY 
sillce" and "Ihe prcscnllerrilory according 10 Ihe precedents 
purchased for them" (Origgs Report (Narraganscll PF 1982, 10; Gay Head FD 
1849,42-43). These comprised about II 1987,3)" (Pauealuck Eastern Pcquot PF 
families: 22 males. 2 I females, 2 2000,74). 
unknown, 40 natives, 8 foreigners [non-
Indian spouscs). Thc age distribution "Narrag'lIlscllmalTiage to Non-Indians, 
comprised: Ci under 5; 7 5-10; 8 10-21; black and white, bccame an isslle in the 
21 2 I -50; 5 50-70; lover 70, aged 74 19'" ccntury ... Ihe issue of race was 
(I3riggs RCPOl1 1849,43). It listed Ihe raised in the contexi of state 
amounl of moncy that the statl! had rccoll1l1lcmlations to dissolve the tribe 
provided lo\\'aro the group's support becausc of illlerm;lrriage with blacks. As 
since 1843,IIIoiai of$1805.50 which a consequence, Ihe group had to strongly 
included $250.00 for five years' salary defend its identity as Indian •.... " 
for the guardian (Briggs Report 1849, 
43). 

(Narragansett PF 1982,3). 

Mandell asserted that the report reflected 
the continuation of a traditional 
economy and lifestyle on the 26 acres of 
land in Webster and found that the 
above description constituted a 
condemnation of this practice (Mandell 
1996, \69). 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue f AIJ:llysis Conclusion 

The #69 pctilion staled Ihallhc families Meels (b). 
living "Oil Ihe rescrv31ion or neur il in 
1848" were laha, Humphrey, Freelll,III, 
Daily, Willard, Kile, Belden, and 
Sprague (Nipllluc Pet. #69 Narr. 1984, 
84). Other evidence indicates that the 
Daily, Willard, Kile, and Oclden 
familics were certainly living elsewhcre 
in Worcester County. The Briggs 
Rcporl found the group 10 be in 
miserable condition: "This Iribe have 
rcachcd a lower deep than any other in 
the Statl!. A few gel an honesl living hy 
cllhivating their land, allll hy going (lUI 
to work. The resl subsist upon Ihe 
boulllY of Ihe State, allli by prostitution. 
They havc no schools and no pn:aching, 
<Ire ignorant, improvident, llllll degraucd 
to the lowest degree" (Briggs 1849,43). 

There is no evidence in Ihe record 10 
support Mandell's assertion that the 
group was continuing a traditional 
economy and lifostyle. The "practice" 
condemned in the report was apparently 
!hat Rhoda Jaha, who usually resided 
on the reservation, had borne three 
children to three different white men of 
the locality, without benefil of wedlock. 

I 
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Date Forlll of E"illcncc l>csuiptioll Rulc IPi'credent 

1850 (b) NARA M-432, The 1850 Federal ccnslis did not list the "CvlI/llll1l1ily must bc lInderstood in the 
1850 U.S. Census, inhabitants orthe 26-acrc reservation in context of the history, gcography, eulturc 
Windhall1 Coun!y, the Town of Webster, WO'rtester and social organization of the group" (25 
Connecticut; 1850 County, Massachusetts, but it did CFR 83.1). 
U.S. Ccnsus, enumerate thc Dudley Indians who were 
Worccster County, residing off the reservation. NOlle of the "A petitioncr may also be denied if there 
Massachusctts. off-reservation residcnts werc identiflcd is insufficicnt cvidence thaI il meets one 

as Indian. or more of the critcria" (83.6(d». 

IX55 (II) 1 X5."i slale census The 1855 slalc eenslls of Massachusetts "('Olllllll/llily I11l1st he lIntlcr,tood in Ihe 
(Massachusdts Statc listed "Dudley Indians, Statc Paupers" as cOille.xl of the history, geugraphy, cultmc 
An:hil'cs, 1855 a spcciall:atcglll'Y in Ih.: Town uf' alld social organiLatiulJ uf thc group" (25 
Census, Worcesler Wehster. The family names included cm 83.\). 
lOlinty, 1/:11, I\Tre .laha (Cady and Ilowman), 
SOlllhbol'llugh to Sprague, White, lIull, l'iggin[l'agan]. 
Westborough). 

Others of the persons listed as Dudley 
(b)(l)(viii) The Indians on the 1849 Briggs Report were 
persistence of a listed elsewhere in Ine county - the 
named, collective Belden family, for example, in the city 
Indian identity of Worcester (Massachusetts Slale 
continuously over a Census 1855, #31, City of Worcester, 
period of more than second numbering sequence). 
50 years, 
notwithstanding 
changes in name. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusiull 

The omission of the reservation from Neither meets nOl' ncgates 
the Fedcral census may be interpreted (b). 
as an ncknowlcdgment of its special 
status uiluer Massachusetts supervision. 
Ilowcvcr, there is no specific statement 
to this effect. 

-~-

-~ 
The olT-rcservatiOIl families were living 
within traditional area, but the census 
provides no data concerning community 
or inleJ'(lction. 

Thc r1assilicati(\I1 of the Dud!,:)' Illllians Docs nOlmcct (b) in itself 
as <J special category 011 tllc st;llc ccnsus hlu contributcs to nH:cting 
eolliribuies to the cuntinuing (b) ill conncetiull \\'ilh 
identificatioll oflhe gnllip under other t1oeUIJlClllation. 
XJ.7(b)(I)(viii). 
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Date Form of Evidence Dcscrilllion Rule I Preccdcnt 

1857 (b) Resoll'es oj 1857, On May 29, 1857,the Massachusctls "Commullity must be understood in the 
Cll. 80; Nipmuc Pel. legislature passed a resolution to require context of the history, geography, culture 
1/69 Narr. 1984, 88. all Indians claiming support of the and social organization of the group" (25 

Commonwealth, to reside upon the land CFR 83.1). "Until the early 1940's, the 
(b)(l)(viii) The set apart for their use, and under the Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
persistence of a guardian'S immediate supervision (cite). continually declining, Indian community 
named, collective On November 28, 1857, thc following on an ever-dwindling land base, as its 
Indian identity entry occurred: "please pay to the order resident population was gradually 
continuously over a ofC.R. Ransome the sum of one surrounded ami interspersed by non· 
period of more than hundred and twenty five and 111100 Indian settlers" (Moheg:lIl PF 1989,2). 
50 years, dollars on account of appropriation for 
notwithstanding the building houses for the Dudley 
changes in n:ll11e. Indians per Resolves of IlIS7, Ch. 80" 

signcd by Selectmen ofWcbstcr. 

In April 1857, the guardian repl~rted that 
about 20 members of the tribe \\'cre 
living on the reservation and claiming 
support from the guardian; others lived 
in the neighborhood and were seeking 
assistance (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 
88). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This act and p~yment were in Meets (b) for the 1850's. 
connection with a projcct whcreby the 
portion of the Dudley Indians who were 
receiving public assistance (the "State 
Paupers") were 1TlJl~ed from the 26-acre 
reservation to one acrc"on the public 
highway, about half a mile from the 
principal village in Webster," and 
"more directly under the public eye, 
where a healthy public sentiment could 
have its sanitary influencc, and whcre 
the civil authority could have a more 
lJircct slIpcrvisillnllver them" (Earle 
Report I !i61. 103). The new lot was 
described by Earle as only 1/4 mile 
from the 26 acres and "convenient of 
access to it" (Earle Report I XC) I. 103). 
The larger lot remained held ill trllst for 
the Indians by the stale (Nipl11uc I'et. 
Narr. 1984, 88-89). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date 

1859-
18(,0 

1860 

Form of Evidence 

(b) N ipmue Pel. 1169 
Narr. 1984, 94-95; 
Massachusetts Public 
Document No. 41 and 
Massachusells public 
Document No. 42, 
Nipllluc Pct. #69A 
Supp!. 4/21/1997). 

(b)(I)(viii) The 
persistence of a 
named, cOllective 
Indian identity 
continuously ol'er a 
period of Inorc than 
50 years, 
notll'ithstanding 
changes ill name. 

(b) 1860 U.S. Census 
IN A D A t.A~";<'l D~II ,& 'I. La","" .. ". V"",..", .,"VII 

530. 532. 533. 534). 

Description 

On April 6, 1859, the legislature 
approved an expenditure of$400 for 
clearing and fencing of thc land 
occupicd by thc Dudley Indians and for 
erecting woodsheds upon the same: 
administration by the selectmcn of the 
town of Webster (Niplllue Pet. Narr. 
1984,94-95; copy Nipmuc Pel. Supp!. 
1994, Ex.). The report by guardian 
Asher Joslin, dated September 30, 1859, 
indicated that there were 80 persons 
belonging to the tribe of whom only 13 
resided on thc land in Webster. The 
remainder were living in di frercnt 
sections of Massachusells, Connecticut 
and Rhode Island. In the past year, there 
had been one death and one birth. Joslin 
pl'llvided a fairly extensil'e report on the 
ages of those persons residing on the 
reservation, his expenditures, and the 
obligations of the guardian as he 
perceived them (Public Document No. 
42; Nipmuc Pet. #67A Supp!. 4/21/97). 
Joslin's 1860 report, dated September 
30, gave the "whole number of the tribe, 
living in different places, is 93 as far as 
can be ascertained" (Public Document 
No. 41), naming Jaba, Pegan, White, 
Sprague, Hull, Humphrey, Belden, and 
Kyle. 

The 1860 U.S. census provided listings 
..... ___ ...... _ ............ ,",_..I ...... __ :~ __ .:r.._ ... ~_ 
VI I-"""I"VII.;J WIiU UAU l}1;;1JI;t1l lU~l1ll1l'1;U Q:::' 

Dudiey indians in the "nees Rl'port, 
and would be Identitled as Dudley 
Indians in the Earle Report (see below). 
There was no consistency in the 
identification of their ethnicity, some 
being categorized as Indians and ot~ers 
not. 

Rule 1 I'recedelll 

"COlI/lIll/lIily must be understood in the 
context of the history, gcogmphy, culture 
and social organization orthe group" (25 
crR 83.1). "Until the early 1940's, the 
Mohegan maintained a cohesive, albeit 
continually declining, Indian community 
on 3n ever-dwindling land base, liS its 
resident population was gradually 
surrounded and interspersed by non
Indian settlers" (Mohegan pr 1989,2). 

"Community must be understood in the 
I context of the history, geography, culiure 
I ~~d !OC!!~ Qrg!!!!!!!!~!! I)fthe g!Qupn (25 

CFR 83.1). 

"A petitioner may also be denied ifthere 
is insufficient evidence that it meets one 
or more ofthe criteria" (83.6(d». 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Allal~'sis 

Thc legislation and subseqllcnl actions 
do not illthelllsell'es meet (b), as they 
provide no speei fie information 
concerning comlllunity. They do, 
however, contribute to meeting (b) 
under (b)(I)(viii). 

The omission of the reservation from 
I ihc Federal census may be interpretea 
I gQ on Ql'lrnnu,l,.I'IO'",,.nt nfitc.o I!'n_,..i.,,1 
I -- _ •. -_ ............ ·_-c· .. · ... · ............. - ""1' ......... -. 

status under Massachusetts supervision. 
However, there is no specific statement 
to this effect. 

The off-reservation families were living 
within traditional area, but the census 
provides no data concerning community 
or interaction. 

Conclusioll 

Contributes tlllllceling (b) 
in connection with other 
evidence. 

Neither meets nor negates 
I \O}. 
I 
I 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #l69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

D"te Form of Evidence Dcscrilltiull Rule Il'rccedcnt 

1861 (b) Earle Rep0rl Earl identified the total number ilS 94 "Both Dwight and Morse described a 
1861. individuals, including "'hose, as well, community which W:JS c1c;lrly 

who have gone out into the comlillmity, identifiable by outside observers. The 
(b)(l)(\'iii) The and by obtaining a legal sClllcmcnt and gradual adoption of some aspects of non-
persistence of a exercising the rights of citizens, have Indian culture does not indicate either the 
named, collective abandoned the legal condilion of Indians dissolution of tribal relations or the 
Indian identity .... " (Earle Report 1861, 103). He cessation of the cxistcnce of community 
continuously ovcr a wrote: "As will be inferred from what according to the preccdents 
period of more than has already been stated, this tribe has no (Narragansett PF 1982. 10; Gay Head FD 
50 years, municipal, religious, or educational 1987,3)" (Paucatuck Eastern Pequot PF 
notwithstanding organization. The better portion of 2000,74). 
ch~ng,cs in name. them, scattcred in various towns, belong 

to ... lllunicipal orgnizations, and have "The tribe has 1I0t n:t.liIlCd culturallrails 
Ihe bcnefils of rcligious and educational froll1 Ihe traditional cullurc which 
institutions, such as arc common to distinguish it from the surrounding 
those in their condition of life. Those populations. Significant adoption of 
who n:sidc 011 the reservation, though non-Indian culture was c\'ident as early 
subject to the legal disabilities of as 1730 and 1740. During this period 
Indians, cnjoy the benefits orthe public formal schooling was introduced, 
schools of the town, and have the usual English surnames became common, and 
opportunities for religious worship and Christianization became acceptable" 
instruction, so far as they choose 10 avail (Narragansett PF 1982, 10); "It should be 
themselves thereof' (Earle Report 1861, clear that the retention of aboriginal 
105). culture or language is irrelevant to the 

Acknowledgment criteria, except as it 
might reflect positively on ... 
maintenance of a distinct community" 
(Gay Head FD 1987,3). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I An"l} sis CUllcJusiulI 

Earle's recommendations were in favor Meets (b). 
of ending the Irust relationship: "the 
number now residing there [on the 
reservation] is thirteen, a reduction of 
nearly one-haLUn eleven years. or 
those remaining,sevCI1 v:Jryfrom 40 
years of age to 75, two of thcm bcing 
unmarried females betwecn 40 and 50 
years of age. There is but one young 
married couple, and but four children, 
two of whom are boys of 17 and 12 
years of age. The fonner of these cams 
Ilis own living allllthc Iilltel will soon 
be ablc to Icandlis. Under Ihcse 
circumstances, no good rca son can be 
perceived, why all who arc 1I0W minors 
should not. as fast a~ they cOllle of agc. 
be placed on the same legalll)Oling, as 
all other residents oflhe SWle, who are 
born upon its soil" (Earle Report 1861, 
106-107). 

Earle identified and described the 
community. That he recommended 
dispersing it and ending its special legal 
status does not negate the identification. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

DOlle Form of Evidence Dcsniptioll nule / J','cccdcIII 

I 8() I (lJ) Earle Rcport "Two, only, of this tribc, claim to be of "Narragansctt marriagc to NOIl-lnuians, 
186 I; Mandell 1996. pure Indian blood, and of the validity of black and whitc, bccame an issue in the 

thcir claim, there is much reason to 19'h century. " the issue of race \\"IS 
(b)(J)(\"iii) Thc doubt. Therc arc scveral others in whom raised in thc context of state 
pcrsistence of a the Indian blood is so strongly rccommendations to dissolvc the tribc 
named, collective characterized as to indicatc its bccause ofintennarriage with blacks. As 
Indian identity predominance but far the Iargcr portion a consequencc, the group h<lu to strongly 
continuously ovcr a arc so mixcd with foreign blood, that defend its identity as Indi,lIl, .... " 
pcriod of more than traecs ofthcIndian race arc slightly or (Narragansctt PF 1982, 3). 
50 ycars, not at all disccrnible. 
notwithstanding A few arc ncarly white, but "Both Dwight and Morse dcscriueu a 
changes in name. most of thclll havc the gencral cOlllmunity which was clearly 

appearancc of Africans, cithcr I'lire or itkntifiablc by outside obserl'ers. Till': 
with a grcalcr or less mJmixtun: of white gradual adoption of sOllie aspects of nOIl-
blood. In their personal characteristics, Indian culturc docs nul indicatc cither thc 
hahits, manners, and modes uf lil~, there dissolution oftrill,ll relations or the 
is gCller:llly lIothing to distinguish thcm cl'ssation of the existclKC or community 
frolll thc mass of our eoloreJ population, accorJing to the prccedents 
with whom they arc mostly commingled. (Namganscttl'F 1982, 10; Gay IIcaJ FD 
A very fcw, in whom the native blood 1987,3)" (Paucatuck Eastern Pcquot PF 
predominates, have the roving 2000,74). 
disposition and unsettled habits so 
characteristic oCthe race. This is 
remarkably prominent in one of the 
families (Earle Report 1861, 100-IOS). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

IsslIe / Analysis Conclusion 

Earle uevotcd a significant portion of Mcets (b). 
his analysis to describing the living 
conditions of thc Dudlcy/Webster 
Indians (EI/rlc Report 1861, 103) and 
critiquing the evaluation made by the 
Briggs Report in 1849 (Earle Report 
186/, 106). For his recoflllllcndations 
in regard to ending the trust relationship 
with the State of Massachusetts, sce the 
charts for criterion 83.7(c) (Earle 
Report 1861, 106- I 07). Mandcll again 
argued that: "Thc silllilarly scornful 
bllgua~c or tl1\: col1telllpor,lry obsrrvcrs 
poillts to how thc residents of the 
reserve (of all raccs) cOlltirlllcd to 
support themselves through small-scale 
intcnsive agricultun:, hunting, 
gathering, and occasional "Ibor for 
neighboring whiles" (Mandell 1996, 
169; Mandell 1996, 23 I n28). The 
content of the Earle Report does not 
appear to support Mandell's analysis, 
nor is the maintenance of traditional 
culture a requirement under the 
acknowledgment regulations. Some 
limited evidence does exist that the 
Indians had maintained traditional 
practices. The grandmother of Angela 
Sprague made baskets and peddled 
them, carrying the infant Ange/a on her 
back (see below). 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band or.he Nipmuc:k Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

D:ltc 

1861-
1865 

I'ol"m of Evhlcncc 

(b) Nipmuc 1169 Pel. 
Narr. 1984,95; 
Morton 1907; 
Nirmuc Pcl. #693 
suppJ. 2/28/1997, 
folder 1920); 
Guardians' repons 
(Public Document 
No. 36,1861, 
Nirmuc #6913 
Supplcment 
3/28//997); Public 
DlIl:UJllellt No. :1(" 
1!i(i2; Public 
DocuJllcnt No. 35, 
I S63; Public 
DUl"lllncnt Nt). 32, 
18(i·1; Public 
Documcnt No. 32, 
1865 (Nipmuc Pel. 
#69A 4/2111997); 
Remnant or the 
Indians of Webster 
(American 
Antiquarian Society, 
Worcester, 
Massachusets, 
Nipmuc #69A pet. 
Supp!. 4/2)/1997). 

(b)(J)(vill) The 
persistence of a 

I narnea, COlleCllve 
I 1 ..... li~'" irl.nt: .. . 
I a .......... .... "' ........ J 

continuously over a 
period of more than 
SO years, 
notwithstanding 
changes in name. 

Dcscrilltilln nule Il'recedcnt 

lletwccll 1861 and 1865, live Dudley "Comlllunity must be umlerstood illthc 
Indians served in the Union army: contcxt of the history, geogr<lphy, culture 
I-Iezekiah Dorus, William H.N. Cady, and social organization of the group" (25 
Thcophilus D. Frecman, Joseph E, em 83.1). 
Beaumont/Bowman, and James N. 
Pegan (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 1984, 95), but "Until the early 1940's, the Mohegan 
only Dorus served from Dudley (Morton maintained a cohesive, albeit continually 
1907, 7). Freeman's cnlistment records declining, Indian cOllllllunity on an ever-
dcseribed him as a barbcr, resident of dwindling lund base, as its resident 
North Brookfield, who served in the population was gradually surrounded und 
54th Regiment (cite). Doughton interspersl:u by non-Indian setllcrs" 
indicated that Anstis Dailey, "son" of (Mohegan I'F 1989, 2). 
Julia (.Jah:l) also served, but she had only 
a daughtcr: no son namcd Anstis or 
Augustus (sec Nipmuc GTK Y File, 
BAR, for details). The guardi:m's 
reports continued t~) be filc:d regularly 
throughout the war ycars, and arc 
supplcmcntcd by a record book 
maintained by the Town or Webster for 
the "Remnant of the Indians of 
Webster." 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

In the Scptember 30, 1865 report, the This provides cvidencc 
guardian, Asher Joslin, mentioned Paris which can bc uscd in 
laha._Betsey White, Edward Pegan, combination with other 
Matilda I lull, Rhoda laha, Mary J:lh<l, evidence to show that the 
Israel Sprague, in Webster; Julia historical Dudley/Webster 
Dailey,Oxfuf<r;1::ydiaJ:lenry, Indians meet (b) in the 
Sturbridge; Martha Fisk, Webster; 1860's. 
Mercy H. Oliver, Webster. lie stated 
that Edward Pegan had been sick nearly 
the whole year and commented: "Four 
have died; Israel Sprague, Joscph IJ.P. 
White, William II.N. Cady, and 
Ill:zl:kiah DoniS, thl: last two bdng 
victims to the inhllJll:1I1 trcatlJlcnt of 
Andersonville prison." (Public 
Document No. 32; Nipmuc PI:t. liMA 
Supp!. 4121((n). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date 

1865 

\865-
1870 

Form of Evidcnce 

(b) 1865 
MassaehusellS St:lte 
Census 
(Massachusells State 
Archives, 1865 State 
Census 
Massachusetts, Reel 
33, Reel 34, Reel 35, 
Reel )6). 

(b) Guardians' 
reports (Public 
Document No, 31, 
1867; Public 
Document No. 31, 
1868; Public 
Document No.3 I, 
1869; Nipmuc Pet. 
#69A Suppl. 

I 412111997). 
t 
I 

(b)(1)(vUl) The 
persistence of a 
named, collective 
Indian identity 
continuously over a 
period of more than 
50 years, 
notwithstanding 
changes, in name. 

()cscriJllioll 

On the 1865 s(atc ccnsus of 
Massachusells, the "Dudley Indians" 
wcrc not listed as a designated category 
in the Town of Webster as they l);Id been 
in 1855 (1865 Massachusetts State 
Census Reel #36, Town of Webster, 
#771111,1112, #771113,1114)_ 
I-Iowever, they were grouped together, 
apparently as either residents, or, 
possibly, potential residents (several of 
the persons included in this listing were 
also el1ulllerated by ccnsus tukcrs in 
othcr towns) ofthc group home th;]t had 
been built for thcm on the onc-:lcrc plol. 
Thc f:'lmily IlUI1lCS were Pagun l('cganJ. 
White, Spraguc, Dortls, .Iayhay [.Iaha], 
BO\\'lnan. I lull, and Daley [Dairy]. 

Several of the families coullted outside 
of the grouping in Webster were 
identified as Indian; others as non-
Indian. 

The guardians' reports for the period 
from the Civil War to 1870 continued to 
mention many of tile same individuals, 
including their places of residence, and 
provided some specific data about births, 
deaths, and funerals. 

Ilule I rn~ccdCllt 

"COlil/llllllil)' must bc understood in the 
context of the history, geography, culture 
and social organization of the group" (25 
CFR 8),1). 

"Community must be understood in the 
context of the history, geography, culture 
and social organization of the group" (25 
CFR83.1). 

"Until the early 1940's, the Mohegan 
maintained a cohesive, albeit continually 
declining, Indian community on an ever-
dwindling land base, as its resident . . - > .-"- "",,~ ______ J_..J __ ...I I popUJanon was gnsuUiSlIY SWIUUIIUt;U "'lU 

J !~te!"5pt!~':rl hy !!f)~-!!'!.J!~n tii:p."Ip.r~joj 
(Mohegan PF 1989,2). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

IsslIe I Am'l) sis Conclusion 

The grouping in the Town of Wcbster Docs not meet (b) in 
did not, by any l11eans, comprise the itself, but contributes to 
totality of the families who can be, meeting (b) in connection 
through other documentation of the with other evidence, 
period, defined as Dudley Indians. 

The overseers' reports were highly Meets (b). 
consistent in their listing of individuals 
associated with the reservation, 
allowing for variants in spelling. 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Ihtc Form of E\'itlcllcc I)c~cril)tioll Rule IPreccdcnt 

1869 (83.1), (b) Slale For more exlensive information on this "ColIIlI/ullity must be understoou in Ihe 
legislation; aCI, sec Ihe charts for criterion 83.7(e). contexl oflhe hislory, geography, culture 
detribaliza-tion act; On June 23, 1869, as a delayed follow- and social organizatioll of the group" (25 
Nipmuc #69 Pel. up to the recommendations of the 1861 CFR 83.1). 
Narr. 1984, 95-96; Earle Report, Indians were granted state 
Massachusetts citizenship in Massaehusetls. The act "Until the early 1940's, the Mohcg;m 
Statutes 1869, 780, provided thai the state board of charities maintained a cohesive, albeit continually 
Chapter 463, Section should take charge of both the house and declining, Indinn community on an cver-
5; Plalle and Dullon all property associated with it in thc dwindling land base, as its resident 
1993; handwrittcn town of Webster, formerly used by the populnlion was gradually surrounded and 
copy of 1870 mnp Dudley Tribe of Indians. The act gave interspersed by nOli-Indian settlers" 
with annotntions the board the option of either leasing the (Mohegan PF 1989,2). 
(Lc;J\,cns P:lpers Il.d.; house and land to the tribe on terlllS 
reprillt ill Atlas of similar to those upon which they had 
lVurces/l'I" CUI/Ilty occupied it, or of selling both at public 
1971 ). alletion (NipJlluC Pet. Nnrr. 1984,96; 

1\1assadmsCIIs Statutes 1869,780, 
(b)(I)(,<jji) The Chapter 463, Section 5). In August 
persistence of a 1870 [sic, 1869'1), the multi-family 
named, collective tenement house in Webster was sold, 
Indian identity pursuant to Section Five of the Act, to 
continuously over a Thomas McQuaid [McQuade], for 
period of more than S 1790.00. The funds were paid into the 
50 years, state treasury and the remaining Indians, 
notwithstanding fonnerly inhabiting the premises, were 
changes in name. moved to the town of Dudley and 

accommodated and supported at the 
state's expense until January I, 1870 
[sic) (Nipmuc Pet. N8lT. 1984, 97). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

After Ihe 1869 enfranchisement acl, Meets (b). 
Massachusetts retained limited 
continuing state responsibility for some 
of the former reservation populations: 
for example, in Worcester county, some 
mcmbcrs of thCDassanamisco Nipmue 
continued as individuals 10 J:Cccivc 
annuities into the carly 20'h century. 
The BIA researchers located no 
evideJlce Ihal such annuities were 
provided to any of the Dudley Indians. 

The transfer of the group froJll the 
lI1ulti-family tcncment would be 
subsequently rellcctcd ill the 11>70 
eeJlSllS cJlulllcr;ltion. 

The 11170 :It Ins of Won:ester County, 
Massachusetts, Town of Dudley, still 
showed "Nipmuc Indians" on the upper 
reaches of Freemans brook, separated 
from Chaubunagungamaug Pond by a 
hill (Atlas of Worcester County 1971 
[1870],92). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Ihle 

1870 

Forlll or Evidence 

(83.1), (b)(2)(i) 1870 
Federal Census 
(NARA M-593; Slatc 
copy, American 
Antiquarian Socicly, 
Worcesler, 
Mass<lchusells ). 

l)escrillliun 

Four former n:sidenls of Ihe reservation 
were groupelliogelhcr at the end of the 
enumeration of the town ofWcbster: 
Rhoda Jaha, Matilda lIull, Mary J. 
White, and Joseph Bowman (State copy, 
Amcrican Anliquarian Society, 
Worcester, Massaehusells, 119-120, 
#618/944, 116191945, 11620/946; 
#621/947). Thc household of LCl11uel 
and Lydia A. (Sprague) Henries, 
although in Webster, wns not grouped 
with the others (State copy, American 
Antiquarian Society, Worcester, 
MassaehuscllS, 55-5(" #2791502). 
Angela Sprague, dau!,;htcr of Israel 
Sprague Jr. and Sally White, was 
working as a selvant in a non· Indian 
hOllsehold in Sturbridge (NARA M-59J, 
46r, #391/415). Several close relatives 
were in Woodstock, Connecticut, or 
Thompson, Connecticut. 

Rule Il'rccedcnl 

"CUlIIl/lll11ity must be understood in the 
cOlli ext orlhe history, geography, culture 
and social organization of the group" (is 
CFR 83.1). 

"More tlwn 50 pcrccnt of the mcmbers 
rcside in " geographical area exclusively 
or almost exclusively composed of 
members of tile group, and the balance of 
the group maintains consistent 
interaction with somc mcmhers of the 
cOllll1lllllity" (83.7(b)(2)(i». 

"Delllollstratioll of COllll11l111ily, showing 
suflicient social connections among 
members to mcet the rcquirenl\:l1ts of 
criterion b, docs not require close kinship 
ties or a llistinct lerrilolY occupied by a 
portion of the membership. It also docs 
not require the demonstrntion of scparate 
social institutions or the existence of 
significant cultural differences fro~ non
Indians. In their absence, community 
can alternatively be shown by 
demonstrating that significant informal 
social relationships exist throughout the 
membership. Informal relationships may 
be used to demonstrate community if a 
systematic description can be provided 
showing that such social relationships are 
broadly maintained among the 
membership and that social interaction 

I occurs with signifiea"i frequeuey. 
: !!!f!!'!"!!!~! s~i!!.! '=~!!!!!'=!SlJ ~~~!t a~ 

friendships, are often ones of social 
intimacy and consistency. In contrast, 
casual contacts are incidental, do not 
hold significance for the individual, and 
can easily be replaced" (Miami FD 1992, 
10). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis 

13y the summer of 1870, only a small 
number of Ihe Dudley Indians werc 
living ncar the former n:servation in 
Webster. The majority wcrc living 
elsewhere in Worcester County, 
Massnchusetts, or in Windham County, 
Connecticut. The dutl! provided by this 
census is ,lot sufficient to meet 
community under the standard of 
83.7(b)(2)(i), that marc than 50 percent 
of the members reside in a geographical 
arca exclusively or almost exclusively 
composed ofmcmhers ofthc group, 
al1d the balance of the group maintains 
cunsistent interaction with somc 
mcmbers or the community. 

This Cl'nSIlS provides v:Jltmblc 
inlormation concerning the situation of 
the historical group antecedent to 
petitioners #69A and #698 as of the 
date, but does not provide a showing of 
community. Taken in context of an 
analysis of the geographical 
relationship of off-reservation families 
to this portion of the population, 
however, it may be used to provide 
corroborating circumstantial evidence 
for community. 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (b) in 
itself, but contribull's 10 
the petitioner's meeting 
(b) at this date in 
combination with other 
evidence. 
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I)ale Form of Evidence Descriplion Rule I Prec~dl'nt 

1870- (b) Leavens Papers One unidclJlilied set of recollections or "Bolh Dwight and Morse described a 
1890 n.d. (Nipmlle #69D reminiscences, found in the.p<lpers of a community which was clearly 

Supp!. 312811997); fonner Webster town offici<ll, appear to identifi<lble by outside observers. The 
Freeland 1894; h<lve been discussing the period of the gradual adoption of some aspects of non-
Indians Lands 1888; lalter 19th cenlury, probably between Indian culture docs not indicate either the 
obituary of M<lry Jah<l 1850 and 1880: "Some of the oldest and dissolution of tribal rel:Jtiolls or the 
(Worcester Sociely of most picturesque of the Webster Indians, eess<ltion of the existence of community 
Antiquity 9, 1890). were Nildco Hull a quiet and a pC<lccful according to the precedents 

body whose lears fell like rain when her (Narragansell PF 1982, 10; G:ly lIead FD 
(b)(J )(viii) The house was torn down . .. There was 1987,3)" (PauclItuck E:lstern Pequotl'F 
persistence of a blind P<lris Jaha wandering in darkness 2000,74). 
named, collective for many years <lnd her sister Mary laha, 
Indian identity de\'oted Methodist .... 
continllollsly mTr a BlItmost picturesque and 
period of more than notorious of all was Rhoda Jalla sa"<Ige 
50 years, alit! wit:kct [sic], a striking contrast to 
11'11 ". i I hstaml i IIg her si~ler Mary. un t;lIlIed by 
changes in Ilalll~. ci\'ili:.calion sh..: was the terror of the 

children and her solitary allack on the 
old Center School with stones and 
sundry missles is still remembered by 
many (Leavens papers; Nipmuc 1169B 
Suppl. 3128/97). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I AIJ:llysis CondllsioJl 

The local hislory coverage and obituary Docs not meet (b) in 
records of Rhoda laha 's sisters lulia itself, but provides 
(Freeland 1894,31-33) and Mary evidence which 
(Worcester Society of Antiquity 1890, contributes to showing 
9:139-140) st~ very differ,enl tones. that the historical 
Freclund indiealealhatJuliil (laha) Dudley/Webster Indians 
Dailey "was Ihe lasl oflhe Nipl11l1ck meet (b) from 1870-1890 
Indians in Oxford, her mother was of when lIsed in conjunction 
the regan tribe of Nipmuck Indians with other evidence. 
living on 1I reservation in Webster, 
Mass., and the father of Julia was a 
Moheg,IIl" (Freeland 1 894.31), that 
"fter h..:r 1I10th..:r's death, she had been 
r~lIlovl'd from her homc alld "plilccd ilt 
service in the family of the l,iIe l\1;Jjor 
John Brown of Dudley, where she was 
taught :III the nice arts of hOllse-
keeping" (Freeland 1894,32), <lnd Ihat 
she had been a guest of honor on June 
29,1881, at a Memorial Day held in 
memory of the Huguenots or Oxford 
(Freeland 1894,33; Leavens Papers 
n.d.,163). Mary Jaha was mentioned 
as the "only one ofthe original 
descendants ... now living" in an 1888 
article on the sale of the reservation 
lands (Indians Lands 1888), and her 
obituary identified her as "the last 
survivor of the once powerl'ul tribe or 
Nipmuck Indians." 
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naft: )'(I..,n (If E\'idcncc Desaip! iOIl 

1880 (b) 1880 Federal LCll1uelllemy [\Icnries] and his wife 
Census (NARA T-9). Lydia A., nee Spraguc, wcre living ill 

Webster, wilh nUlJJerous children and a 
grandd.lUghler (NARS T-9, 337-337r 
1134/47). Esbon Dorus, divorced 
husband of Angelletle White, was also ill 
Webstcr with his unmarried daughter 
Edith, two married daughters, Uetsey 
Arkless and Matilda A. Jackson, and 
their children (NARS T-9, 3671196/161). 
Mary Jaha was also still in Webster, age 
(,3, and identified as Indian (NARS T-9, 
375 11182/31 (,). Angela Sprague was still 
working in a Ilon-Indian household ill 
Slurbridge (NARS '1'-9, Roll 563, 582, 
113011358), \\'hile her sister Mary had 
married William t .... tason in the same 
t01l'1I (NARS T-9, I{oll 5(,3, 588 
#352/477). Lydia Sprague's daughter 
Ida Shelley had married Peleg 13rown Jr. 
and was living in Sturbridge as well 
(NARS T-9, Roll 563, 571r #93/102). 
Samuel and Angenette Hazzard with 
their sons were in Woodstock (NARS T-
9, 467 #84/87). Amanda Dorus, 
Angenette's daughter by her first 
marriage, was working as a servant in a 
boarding house in Dudley (NARS T-9, 
191r, #195/246). 

I I 

Rule j "rendt'll! 

"ColIIlII/lIlily must bc ullC.krstooLl in the 
conlexl of!hc history, geography, culturc 
and social organization of the group" (25 
eFR 83.1). 

"More than 50 percellt of Ihe mcmbers 
reside ill a geograJlhi.:al area exclusively 
or almost exclusively composed or 
members of the group, and the balance of 
ihe group maintains consistent 
interaction with somc members of the 
community" (83.7(b)(2)(i». 

"DcnlOnstralioli of COllllllUllity, showing 
suflicicnt social connections :Imong 
members to mect the requirements of 
criterion b, docs not require c10sc kinship 
Iil's or a distinct tcrritory occupied by a 
ponion of the membership. It also docs 
not require the demonstration of scparate 
social institutions or the existence of 
significant cultural differences from non-
Indians_ In their absence, community 
can alternatively be shown by 
demonstrating that significant infonnal 
social relationships exist throughout the 
membership. Infonnal relationships may 
be used to demonstrate community if a 
systematic description can be provided 
showing that such social relationships are 
broadly maintained among the 
membership and that social interaction 

I occurs With slgmficant frequency. 
I inmnnai sociai CUlllaci:;, ~u,;h 4'; 

friendships, are often ones of social 
intimacy and consistency. In contrast, 
casual contacts are incidental, do not 
hold significance for the individual, and 
can easily be replaced" (Miami FD 1992, 
10). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

hSllc 1,\n:ll)'sis Cunclusiun 

The 1880 population Llistriblltion was Neither meets nor 
vcry similar to that found in 1870. The disproves (b). 
BIA researehcr located only a small 
proportion of the persons listed as 
Dudley Indians on the Earle Report in 
1861. Those lOcated di<.l include Ihe 
direct allc.lm<lny eollateal allCestors or 
the currLllt mcmbers or petitioner 1/(,1)13. 

The data provided by this ccnstls is not 
sufficient to Illect community under the 
slal1l\;1I'l1 of83.7(b)(2)(i), that more than 
50 percent of the members reside in a 
£cogrilphical ,trca exclusively or alll10st 
exclusivcly composed or Im:mbcrs or 
the group, and thc balancc of Ihe group 
maintains consistent intna.:tiun with 
sollie lIIelllbers of the COllllllllllily. 

Taken in context of an analysis of the 
geographical relationship of off-
reservalion families to this portion of 
the population, however, it may be used 
to provide corroborating circumstantial 
evidence for community. 
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Datc Form of E"idcnce Descrilltion Rule 11)!'ccedcnt 

1886- (b) Disbursement The largest body of dOCulllcntalion "To mccllhc rcquiremcnts oflhe 
1891 Records, 1886-1891; concerning the Dudley Indians between regulations, Ihe petitioner musl be more 

Sale of Indian Land the Civil War and the 20th century was than a group of descendants with 
at Webster 1887; generated by the various court suits common tribal ancestry who have lillie 
Bricf c.1890; Lynch aimed at obtaining a per capila or no social conncction wilh cach othcr. 
1891. disbursement of any remaining property Sustained inleraction and significanl 

or trust funds held on their behalfby thc social relalionships must exist among Ihe 
(1I)( 1)( viii) The Commonwealth of Massachusetts. For mcmbers of the grollI'. Interaction must 
pcrsistcnce of a further data, see the charts for criteria bc shown 10 have bcen occurring on a 
named, collective 83.7(c) and 83.7(e). Possibly as a result regular basis, over a long period of time. 
Indian identity of Ihe interest generated by this series of Interaction should be broadly distributed 
continuously ovcr a lawsuits. John E. LynCh published a among the nll:l11bersship. Thus a 
Jleriod of IIIme Ihan monographic study. "The Dudley, or pctitioner should show Ihal Ihere is 
50 years, Peg;1Il Indians." in I ~91 in thc significant interaction andlor social 
notwithstanding Collectivlls 0It"e Worcester Svciet)' vI relationships not just within immedi;;te 
changes in name. Alllil{lIitics Volullle 9, NUlllber 3S 1;II11ilics or alllong close kinsmen, bul 

(Lynch I i\<) I). for the Dudley lndians, across kin group lines ;111<1 pther social 
the intense study g.:ncr;tted by this s.:ries subdivisiolls. Clos.: social tics within 
of lawsuits morc th;m adequately narrow social groups, such as small kin 
compensates for the missing 1890 !:troups, do not demonstrate that members 
Federal census records and provides an of the group as a whole arc significantly 
excellent study ofthe group and its connected with each other" (Miami FD 
geographical distribution as of 1890 (the 1992,5). 
1891 final list did not include 
residency). Alter the completion of the 
distribution of the funds which 
Massachusetts had held in trust on 
behalf of the Dudley Indians, 
documentation levels dropped off 
sharply in succeeding years. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

In parlicular, Ihe Sprague dcscendenls Meets (b). 
challenged some olher families who 
applied to participate in the distribution. 
Their allorncy wrote: "They inform me 
thaI parties of the names of Freclllan, 
Dealllllont, Ilelden and othcrs ought not 
10 be included as distributees allllthat 
they can show this if they havc an 
opportunity. Thcy claim that sOllie at 
\cast of the above namcs arc of wholly 
African ;lIld 110t Indian blood .... " 
(Leller, Edgar M. Warner. Putnam, 
('onnccticut. Counscl for Ida and Emma 
Shelley nnll others, to to lion. W.T. 
Forbes, Judge, Probate Court, 
Worcestcr. Massachusctts, Dcecmber 
15, I Xlll!; Worcester Probate Register, 
Cas.: 6045). The challenged f;unilies 
werc not removed from thc final 
uistribution list, but the Ictter indicates 
that their was a certain sense of 
community at the time among the 
Sprague descendants, the ancestors of 
the majority of the members of 
petitioner #69B, in addition to tbe 
continuing external awareness of a 
DudleylWebster Indian entity. 
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L>alc Form of E\'idcncc L>escriplioll Rulc I )'rcn'dcnl 

1890 (b) List of Dudley In 1890, the gcographic~1 distribution of "More than SO perccnt of the members 
Indians preparcd by the 43 living adults was as follows: reside in a geographical area exclusivcly 
Charles T. Stcvens or all1lost exclusively composed of 
and Thomas Wcbster, MA 12 members of the group, and the balance of 
Ilarington, State Worcester, MA 7 the group maintains consistcnt 
Indi~1l noston, MA 6 interaction wilh SOIllC mcmbers of thc 
Commissioners, Cambridgeport, MA 3 comlllunity" (83.7(b)(2)(i». 
October 27,1890 Spencer, MA 2 
(Worccster Probate Woodstock, CT 2 
Rcgistry, Vol. 474, p. Providence, RI 2 
242; New Series; Dudlcy, MA I 
Nipilluc 1169 Pel. Gardner, MA 1 
Sup!''- 1,)~7, Lynn, MA I 
i\ ((achmcn! 10). M<lrlborough,l\1,\ I 

So. Abing!on, MA I 
Sturbridge, MA 1 
Thompson, CT 1 
Alban)" NY 1 

Total 43 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis COllrlllsion 

The lI~ta provided by this list is not Docs not mcet (b). 
surticiclit 10 meet community under the 
stand-drd of 83.7(b)(2)(i), that more than 
50 percent orthe members reside in a 
gcographicaL.a!£a exclusively or almost 
exclusively COl1lllOSCd-of members of 
the group, and the balance of tht.: group 
mailllaills wnsistent interaction with 
some members orthe cOlllmunity. 
Howcver, it may be lIsed to provide 
corroborating circum-stantial el·itlellcc 
for COllllllllllity. 

The rcsiden!s of Webster and Dudley in 
11)')0 rcprcscnteu Ihe Sprague, l'egan, 
:lIld Jaha family lincs. Additional 
mcmbers of these three family lines 
.i\so resiued nearby in Sturbridgc, 
MassachusclIs; Thompson, 
Connccticut; and Woodstock, 
Connecticut, as well as single 
individuals in more distant locations 
(Marlborough, Massachusetts; 
Providence, Rhode Island; Albany, 
New York). Most ofthe Belden 
descendanls were in Boslon, while the 
Humphrey descendants were more 
scattered, 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date forlll of Evidence Description Rule Il'recedcnt 

1900 (b) 1900 U.S. Thrce children of Lydia A. Sprague, aile "Colllfllullity must be understood in the 
CenslIs, Worcester by each of her marriages, were living in context of the history, geography, culture 
COllnty, Dudley, Massachusetts: Walter Henries and social orgilnization of the group" (25 
Massachusetts with his wife and childrcn (NARA T- CFR 83.1). 
(NARA T-625, Roll 623, Roll 691 , ED 1604, Sheet IIA 
623, Roll 691, Roll # 1061200) and next door, his sister "To l11eet the requirements of the 
692, Roll 695, Roll Matilda (Nichols) lIenries with her regulations, the petilioner llIust be lIlure 
1511). daughter (NARA T-623, Roll 692, ED than a group of descendants with 

1604, Sheet IIA, 11107/201), and Ida A. cOlllmon tribal ancestry who have little 
Shelley, who had by this time separated or no social connection with each other. 
frOIll Pelcg Ill'Own and was no longer Susli,incd interaction ami significant 
using his name (NARA T -623, Roll 691, social relationships must cxist ulllong. the 
ED 1104, Sheet lIB 11110/212). George I1lcmber~ of the gruup. Illteraction must 
M. Wiboll (forl1lerly I'eg;lll) and his be shown 10 ha\'l~ heen occurring on a 
t;unily were in Webster on the regular regular basis, over ;, long period of time. 
popUlation schedules (NARA T-623, Inleraction should be bruadly distributed 
Ro/l095,6~!\,ED 1698,Sheel15 among the ll1el1lbersship. Thus a 
11228/3(1), while in the same tuwn the petitioner should show Ihal then.: is 
enumcrator placed the Ilenries signilicant interaction und/or social 
deseend:lIlls of Lydia A. Sprague on the relationships not just within immediate 
special Indian Population schedules as families or among close kinsmen, but 
"Nipmuck" (NARA T-623, Roll 695, across kin group lines and other social 
65A, ED 1698, Sheet I #13/14), subdivisions_ Close social ties within 

narrow social groups, such as smaJllcin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

IsslIe I Analysis Conclusion 

The 1900 and 1910 Federal censuses Docs not meet (b) for the 
lVere unique in that they contained historical Dudley/Webster 
special schedules on which enumerators Indians in 1900, but 
cOllld record Indian population. These provides evidence which 
werc used to a limited extent for the can be used in 
descendants of Ihc Dudley Indians, but conjunction with other 
1I0t as a general paHel'll. evidence 10 demonstrate 

(b). 
The 1900 data indicated that not all of 
the pelitioner's direct and collateral 
ancestors were included on the special 
schedules, nor were they listed as a 
group. The special Indian Population 
sche(luics did /lol provide sufficient 
evidence fur community under 
83.7(h)(2)(i), but may be used as 
corroborative evidence for cOlllmunity 
as of 1900 in combination with other 
material. further analysis of residential 
patterns would be necessary in order 10 
use the data from this census as direct 
evidence for 83.7(b). 

The petitioner may wish to consider 
using this evidence in conjunction with 
an analysis of the level ofkinship 
within the descendants of the historical 
DudleyfW ebster Indians as of 1900 as a 
way to demonstrate the existence of 
community. 
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Date 

1900 

Form or Evidence 

(IJ) 1900 U.S. 
Census, Windham 
County, Connecticut 
(NARA T-623, Roll 
151, Roll 152); 
Providence County, 
Rhode Island (NARA 
'1'·623, Rull 1511). 

Descriptiun 

The 1900 celiS us of the t01l'1I of 
Killingly, Windh<llll Cuunty, 
Connecticut, showed that at least two of 
the Dudley family lines were still in 
contact with onc anothcr. Lydia 
(Blackstone) Malbonc, a Jaha 
descendant, was head of a houschold of 
colton mill spinners th,lt included one of 
the SOliS uf LCllluel and Lydia A. 
(Sprague) lIenries (NARA T-623, Roll 
lSI, ED516, Sheet 16, #290/355 
ovcrwrillcn 11187/3(9). Two of Winfred 
J lenries' children wcre living \\'ith their 
non·lndian IIlllther and gr,lIldlllllthcr in 
Woodstol:k (NARA T-(,23, Itoll 152, 
23013, ED53J, Sheet 3[3,1165/70). Also 
in Woodstock, IklScy (DOlUS) ArkLcss 
Nuycs W<lS living with her daughter 
(who would shortly becollle the second 
Mrs. Winfi-cu Henries) and 
granddaughter (NARA N-62J, Roll 152, 
231A, ED533, Sheet 4A, 1180/85), and 
Edgar Brown, grandson of Lydia A. 
(Sprague) Nichols Shelley Henries and 
his wife were living with her parents 
(NARA T-623, Roll 152, 247A, ED534, 
Sheet 7. #1491155 and #1491156). 

Rule/Precedent 

"CUI/I/llllllit), must be unuerstood ill the 
contexl oflhe history, geography, culture 
and social organization of the group" (25 
em 83.1). 

"To lI1eel the rcquirements of the 
n:gulalions, the petitioner lI1ust be mon: 
Ihan a group of desccndants with 
cOllll11ontrib<l1 ancestry who have little 
or no social cOllnection with each other. 
Sustained intcraction and signilicant 
social rclatiollships nlllst exist alllullS tlte 
nll:lllbcrs of the group Interaction IlIlIst 
hc showil 10 have hecn OCCUlTing Oil a 
regular hasis, m'cr a long period ortilllc. 
Interaction shoulll be hroadly distributed 
:1I11ong the l11elllhersship. Thus a 
petitioncr should show that there is 
signilicanl interaction andlor social 
relationships not just within immediale 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do nol demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analy~is 

The 1900 anu 1910 feueral ccnsLises 
were unique in that they containcu 
special schedules on which enumerators 
could record Indian population. These 
were uscu to a limited cxtenl for the 
dcsecndants OTlhcDullley Indians, but 
nol as i.I general p~ttcrll. --

The 1900 data indicaled Ihal not all of 
Ille petitioner's dircct and collateral 
;llIcestors were included on the special 
s~hcduks, nor \Vcrc Ihey listed as a 
group. The xp.:cial Indian Populatioll 
sched\lk~ did \lilt provide suflicicllt 
cvid~nce for COllllllllllity under 
R3.7(b)(2)(i), bllimay be used as 
(Orroborative cvidence for eOlllnHlnify 
,IS or 11)00 in combination with other 
male rial. Furthcr analysis of residential 
pallerns would be necessary in urder to 
use Ihe data from this census as direct 
evidence for 83.7(b). 

The petitioner may wish to consider 
using this evidence in conjunction wilh 
an analysis of the level of kinship 
within the descendants of the historical 
DudleylW ebster Indians as of 1900 as a 
way to demonstrate the existence of 
community. 

COl\dll~iul\ 

Docs not mcet (b) for the 
historical Duulcy/Wcoster 
Indians in 1900, but 
providcs evidence which 
can be useu in 
conjullclioll with other 
eviJencc to deillollstratc 
(b). 
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Dalc Form of E"idcllcc Descriplion Rule Il'recctlcnl 

1910 (b) 1910 U.S. Census Several Dudley/Webster Indian families "Collllllullity must be understuud inlhc 
(NARI\ T-624, Roll were still wilhin the region around context of the history, geography, culture 
144, RoJl630). Webster, Massachusetts. The family of and social organiz:lIioll of the group" (25 

George M. Wilson (formerly) Pegan, CFR 83.1). 
was still in Webster itself, identified as 
Indian (NARA T-624, Roll 630, ED "To Illecllhc requirements of the 
1834, Sheel 22A 11289/259). No regulatiOlls, Ihe petilionCl" lIIust be more 
descendanls of Ihe relevanl families Ihan a gn>up of descendants with 
were found in Ihe lown of Dudley. cOlllmolllribal anceslry who have lillie 

or no social conneclion wilh each other. 
III Connccticut, Walter S. I /cnries alld Sustained intcl':l<:tiun and ~ignilicallt 
his family were in Woodslock, social relaliunships musl exist among Ih..: 
Conneclicul, sharing a household \\'ilh ,1 mcmbcrs of Ihe group. I nll:ract ion nlll,1 
marricli dall!,!hler and her husband be shown In havc heen llccurrin~ on a 
(NARA '1'-624, Roll 144, ED 598, Sheet regtl"'" basis, ol'er a long period of till1e. 
21\. 1129/29, 1129130). Edgar P. Ilrown Inleraction should be broadly distributed 
and his wife included a 1ll~lTicd daughter among the mcmbersship. Thus a 
anti a grandson in their household pelilioner shl,uld show Ihal Ihere is 
(NARA 1'-624, Roll 144, ED 598, Shect significant interaction andlor social 
213 1135/36). relationships nol just within imlllediale 

families or among close kinsmen, bul 
Vital records indicate Ihal by 1910, across kin group lines and olher social 
Winfred Henries and his wife Angenette subdivisions. Close social ties within 
(nee Arkless), ancestral to the majority narrow social groups, such as small kin 
of the currenl membership of petitioner groups, do not demonstrate that members 
##69B, were living in Providence, Rhode of the group as a whole are significantly 
Island (see charts for criterion 83.7(e». connected with each other" (Miami FD 
No census record was located for them 1992,5). 
in that year. 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue / Analysis COllclusion 

Neither petition 1169, 11691\, nor 11691l Neilher meets nor neg.lles 
submillcd extensive copies of rcconJs, (b). 
or analysis of, the 1910 censlls. DJI\ 
researchers wcre able to make only 
limited use orlhe 1910 Federal censlis 
because the absence of Soundex 
indexes for Massachusclls and Rhode 
Island, combined wilh Ihe large 
populalion oflhe urban areas, made a 
uclailed search 3n incflicienluse or 
limited rcscarc:h limc. The 13/;\ gene· 
<Jlugisl rcad manually the core-area 
towns or \V nrceslcr County, l\1assa-
(hUSCllS, alll! Windham Counly, COI1-

ne..:tkut, but made no efli.>rllo locale 
licsecnth1l11s living away from those 
.In:as. The dala indicaled Ihal 1101 all of 
Ihe petitioner'S ancestors who wcn: 
residing inlhe town werc included on 
thc special schedules. A significant 
proportion were residing in neighbor-
ing towns as well. The special Indian 
Populalion schedules did not provide 
sufficient evidence for community 
under 83.7(b)(2)(i), but may be used as 
corroborative evidence for community 
as of 1910 in combination wilh other 
material. Further analysis of residen-tial 
patterns would be necessary in order to 
use the data from this census as direct 
evidence for 83.7(b) . 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterfDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

1):ltl: Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1<)14 (:1)(5) Last Survivor This was an article conccl'lling Angela .. A petitioner may also be denied if there 
of the Nipmucs, (SpfCIgue) Leach. Her immcdiate is insufficient cvidcnce that it meets one 
BoslOI/ SUI/day recollections were vague, because of the or more of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
Herald, September 6, early deaths of her parents. She had 
1914. been bound out, and then married a local 

white farmer. 

1916- (b) Nipmuc #69 Pet. The petitioner indicated that in 1916 and "A petitioner may also be denied if there 
1917 Narr 1984,131; Now 1917, the Dudley Indians supposedly is insufficient evidence that it meets one 

and Then c. 1932; held powwows on Lake or more of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
Kowal 1983. Chaubunagungamaug. The petitioner 

indicated that these were mentioned in a 
1983 newspaper article (citing Kowal 
1983, "Nipmucks Readying"; no 
original documentation submitted). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I An:ll)'sis 

Most of Angela (Sprague) Leach's 
narrative apparently came from general 
narratives of colonial history. Nothing 
in the article indicated the existence of 
a continuing Indian entity. Nothing in 
the article indlc:ned tlKcontinuing 
cxistcnce uf an Indian cOillillUnity of 
which she was a parI. In the 1930's, 
:tner interviewing her surviving, non-
Indian, husband, lIekn G. Iiolley 
wrote: Though the old grandmother 
told her lIlany old legends of her 
peopk, white lolks in general were not 
inlelTsled and Angie was nOllalkalil'e" 
(llolley c, 1<)37; Nipmuc Pet. tl(1)13 
suppl. 2/2X/lI)<)7, folder 1910). The 
other data suhmillcd coneel'lling this 
lVoman also indicalcd Ihal if a 
COlllll1llllily continued to exist, she had 
lillie wnt:Jct with it (Nipmuc Pet. #69 
Response 1994, Ex.). 

A section in a pamphlet published about 
1932 by the Webster Woman's Club 
indicated that these "powwows" were 
not tribal, or even Indian, events. They 
were sponsored by the Chambers of 
Commerce along the valley of the old 
Mohegan River, as joint entertainment, 
by Putnam, Connecticut, and Webster, 
Massachusetts, on July 13, 1916, 
repeated June II. 1917 (Now and Then 
c.!932 6!-6'n I -, 

1_. .... • ..•.•..• . 
I fie pellnon also slllleo mal m I'\.UgUSl 

1920, two Nipmuc bands participated in 
a regional gathering of Worcester 
County and New Hampshire Indians at 
Lake Dennison (Nipmuc #69 Pet. NaIT. 
1984, 131). The petitioner submitted 
no documentation to substantiate this. 

Condusiull 

Does not meet (b) . 

Does not meet (b). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/DudJey, #698: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc Form of E"itlcllcc Dcscl'iptioll Rulc I I'rccctlclit 

1920 (h) 1920 Federal Edith L. Ilenries [sic. actually Edith L. "To lllcetthc requirements or the 
Census (NARA T- Goins, daughter of Angcnette (Ark less) regulations, the petitioner I11USt be more 
625, Roll 198, Roll Goins Henries by her first marriage] was than a group of descendants with 
745); Soundex Index, working as a servant in Boxborough, common tribal ancestry who have lillie 
Mass<lchusells Norfolk County, Massachusctts (NARA or no social connection Wilh each olher. 
(NARA 11-562). 11-562, 1920 Soundex, MA). Lydia M. Sustained interaction and significant 

Malbolle was living in the town of social relationships must exist among the 
Dudley with her daughter Matilda members of the group. Interaction must 
Henrys (NARS T-625, Roll 745, EOn, be shown to have bcen occurring on a 
Sheet JOB #99/186), as were Prescott S. regular basis, over a long period oftilllc. 
CO:Jtes and his wife Effie [d:Jughtcr of Interaction should be broadly distributed 
Matilda (Malbone) lIenriesj, who w"s among the melllbersship. Thus" 
ident i lied as Indian by the enumerator petitioner should show that there is 
(NA RA T-625, Holl 745, ED32, Sheet significant interaction and/or social 
3D #35/5lJ}. relationships not just within immcdiate 

families or among closc kinsmcn. but 
Edgar P. Brown, wife "nd childrcn. a across kin group lines allli other social 
married lhlllghter, and two gmndchildrell subdivisions. Close soci"ltics within 
were sharing 11 household in Woodstock, ImlTOW soc;:!1 groups, such as small kin 
Connecticut (NARA T-625, Roll 198, groups, do not demonstrate that mcmbers 
ED 369, Sheet 9A #1991206). of the group as a whole are significantly 

connected with each other" (Miami FO 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Anlilysis Conclusion 

More orthe f;lInilies were located in Docs notmecl (b). 
1920 than in 1910. In regard to the 
dircct and collateral ancestors of 
petitioner #69B, two ofthc children of 
lhe late Winfrcd Henries and Angenellc 
Arklcss were locatcd 'on the 1920 
census of Rhode Island. Edward 
[Edwin], age 14, was an inmate urthe 
Sta(e lIome and School (NARS T-625, 
ED 310, Sheet 2, Line 86), while his 
sister Elsie, age 9, was a paticnt at the 
State Sanatorium (tuberculosis hospital) 
(NARS T-625, ED70, Sheet 77, Line 
77). Angcncllc herself was not located 
lin de I' the names or Arkless, Goins, or 
Iknrics in Massachusctts, Connecticut, 
or Rhode Island Soundex. Elizabeth 
(llenries) Morse, anecstress or the 
majority of the members of the #6913 
petitioner, was not located on the 1920 
census. The petitioner's records 
indicate that she had married in 1918 at 
Wayland, Massachusetts. The census 
data is not sufficient to show that the 
petitioner meets 83.7(b). In connection 
with other documentation, particularly 
in regard to the close level of kinship 
that still existed in 1920, it can be used 
as corroborative evidence_ 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ortbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #698: Criterion 8J.7(b) 

Uute Form 01" E,·itlcnce Uescril'tioll Rule Il'rccctlcnt 

1920- (Il) Absence of Frorn 1920 through 1950, the petitions "A petitioner may also be dcnil:d i r there 
1950 l:vidcm;l:. for 1169, 1/69A, and 116913 havc submillcu is insufficicnt cvidcncc tlwt it IlIcets onc 

no evidence pertaining to existelice of or more of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
community among the ancestors of 
petitioner 1/690, or between thc "To meet the requiremcnts of the 
ancestors of petitioner 11690 ami other regulations, the petitioner IllUS( be more 
Dudley/Webster descendants living than a group of descendants with 
during this thit1y-year time period. cOlllmon tribal ancestry who have lillie 

or no social connection with each other. 
Therc is some evidence ill thc rl:cord for Sust<1incd interaction and significant 
this period concerning intcmctioll social n.:lationships Inust exist ;llllong the 
bctwecil descendants of othcr members 01" the group. Interaction Illust 
DuuleyfWdJster family lines <Ind the be sholl'll 10 have been occurring on a 
Cisco bmily al llassanaillisco (Grafton). rl'glilar hasis, over a long period of time. 
This material will bc analyzed in Interaction should be bro<1dly distributed 
connection with petition fl69A. alllong the Illcmbcrsship. Thus a 

pelitioller should show thilt there is 
signi lieant intl:raction and/or social 
relationships not just within immcdiate 
families or among closc kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social tics within 
narrow social groups, such as smail kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The lilllih.:d d,lta submillcd did not Docs not IlIcet (b). 
pertain to community and referenccu 
mcmbers of other DudleyfWebster 
fiullily lincs, including those branches 
of Henries descendants now membcrs 
only of petitioner 1169A. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WcbstcrlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form of Evidence Dcsniptioll Rule II'rcccdcllt 

1940's - Interview with Mr. Morse was asked what, ifany, As evidence that the petitioner lIleets the 
early Edwin W. Morse Sr., interaction he had had with olher definition ofeol11ll1unity set forth in 83.1, 
1970's 7/22/98. Nipmucks during the period from the the regulations stale: "The persistence of 

1940's to the early 1970's. Me. Morse a named, collective Indian identity 
said that during that period, it was continuously over a period of more than 
difficult to rcmcmber the Nipl11ucks with 50 years, notwithslanding changes in 
whom he might have inter:lcted at namc" (b) (I) (viii). 
gatherings and parties for the following 
reason: 

Exccrpt fnlJlI TnlJlscript: 
Me. Morse: "because back then, I wasn't 
interested in that [Niplllllck Sluff), so I J 

\1c\'cr paid Illuch attention [10 who was 
or was 1I0t a NipllluckJ. If I did baek 
then, I eoulda gave you a book and you 
woulda been able to read it and ha\'e 
anything yOll want. But I wasn'l 
interested in Ihat. Just like Mr. Henries 
- Crow Henries - when I firstl11et 
Walter. " He wasn't doing nOlhin' as 
far as Native American people are 
concerned. J don 'I know whal he lold 
you, but he did a lot of reading ... just 
like I did. I did a lot of reading because 
J had to. So that's why I know what's 
going on. If il wasn't for books, 
[unintelligible] be no place." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Inthig statement, as elsewhere during Negates (b). 
the audiotaped BAR interview, Mr. 
Morse strongly suggested that, during 
the period from the 1940's to the early 
1970's, he and other future members of 
#6913 with whom hc \vas acquainted 
during these decades did not idcntify as 
Nipillucks (though many were aware 
that they were descended from 
Nipillucks), and did not conslilute a 
group. l3y his own accOtlllt, thCIl, Mr. 
Morse was not part ofa Nipmuck 
community during at least the period 
bcforc 1977, if such a cOl1llllunity 
existed lit all during the early to mid-
20111 century. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Dale Forlll of Evidcnce Dcscriptiull Rille Il'rcccdcnt 

1950's Inlcrvh:w with Mr. Morse was asked whelher he had 'To Illcettile n:ljuiremcnts of the 
utthe Edwin W. Morsc Sr., had any interaction with Mr. J knrics, regulations, the petitioner Illust be more 
earliest 7/22/98. the kader ortlG9A and Mr. Morse's first than a group of dcscendants with 

cousin, whcn Mr. Morsc was living in COllllllon Iribal ancestry who have lillie 
Worccster, which was betwcen e. 1940 or no social conncetion wilh caeh other. 
and )971. Sustaincd inleraclion and significant 

social rc\;llionships l11ust exisl a1110ng the 
Exccr))t frolll Transcript: members of the group. Intcraclion111ust 
'" mct him - and his brother, I think it be ShOW11to have been occurring 011 a 
was, I think it was, his kids, one of his rcgular basis, ovcr a long pcriod of time. 
kids -- but I W'15 grown 1111:11, and that lincrJction should be bruadly distributed 
was thc lirst timc I ever met him." Ulllong the membership. Thus a 

petitioner should show that Ihere is 
significant intl'r:)clion :Ind/or social 
rclationships not just wilhin immcdiate 
families 01' among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lincs and other social 
subdivisions. Close social tics within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

"A petitioner may also be denied if there 
is insufficient evidence that it meets one 
or more of the criteria" (83.6(d». 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis Conclll~ion 

Mr. Morse claims that he did not evcn Docs notmcet (1)). 
Illeet Mr. Henries until hc (Mr. Morse) 
was an adult. As Mr. Hcnrics was the 
leader orthe Niplllllck groop which Mr. 
Morse joined illlhc 1970's (1I69A), it is 
hit:hly likely Ihat Mr. Morse had lillie 
or no social connection or inleraction 
with mcmbers of all mganizcu 
Nipllluck group until he was in his 40's, 
which was whcn Mr. Morse joincd Ihe 
g1'llUp. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc Form of Evidcncc Dcscril)tion Rulc I Prccedcnt 

1950- (b) Absence of From 1950 through 1978, the pctitions "A petitioner may (liso be denied if there 
1978 cvidence. for 1169, 1/69A, IlJld 1169B h(lve submillcd is insuffieicnt evidence that il mcets one 

no evidence pertaining 10 exislence of or more of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
community among the ancestors of 
pctitioner 1169B, or between the "To meet the requirements of the 
ancestors of petitioner #69B and other regulations, the petitioner lIlust be more 
Dudley/Webster descendants living than a group of descendants with 
during this thirty-year time period. common tribal ancestry who have lillie 

or no social connection wilh each other. 
There is some evidcnce in the record for Sustained interaction and significant 
this period concerning interaction social relationships mwa exist among the 
bclween dcscendants of other members of Ihe group. Inleraclion llluSI 
Dudley/Webster family lines and Ihe bc shown 10 havc becn occurring 011 a 
Cisco fil\l1ily at Ilassanamisco (Granon). regular basis, o\'er a long period oflimc. 
This malcrial will be analyzed in Inleraction should be broadly distributed 
eonneclion wilh pet ilion II6?A. among the Illembersship. Thus a 

petitioner should show Ihat Ihere is 
signilicant interaction and/or social 
relationships nol just within immcdiatc 
familics or among close kinsmcn, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close soeiallies within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

When thc group antecedent to petitioner Docs nol meet (b). 
1169B reappears in thc records in 1978-

~ 

1980, it consists of an organization 
cOl11prising the desccndants of one 
woman, Elizabeth (Henries) Morse (see 
charts for eritci·ialB.'L«:), 83.7(d) and 
83.7(e». There is no indIcation that 
#693's antecedent organization 
included 1110re than this single tillnily 
linc from 1978 through its scparation 
from pelitioner 1169A in May 19')5. 

Data ob(;lincd at thc offices uf 
petitioner 1169A showed one inclusion 
of Elizabeth (Ilcnries) Morse on a 
Ilassanumisco powwow program in 
1950 (Pow-Wow, Groflon, Mass. 
7/4/1950). This singlc mention 
provided no data concerning 
community within Ihe current 
petitioner. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Dale Funn ur Evidence Dcscriptiull Hule Il'l"eccdcllt 

1977 - Tahle ofNipmuc Table Six uf this document covered the As evidcncc thattllc pditioner meels Ihe 
1997 Gatherings and Fairs years from 1936 to 1997. In addition to definition of coml11unity sci forth in 83.1, 

Ilcld at other iuformation that is not relevant to thc regulations state: "significant rates of 
Ilass:Jnumesil. this discussion, the chart lists in informal social interaction which exist 

chronological order 30 gatherings thaI broadly among the members of a group" 
took place from 1977 to 1997. lkcause (b)(I) (iii) and "shared sacred or secular 
at leasl Mr. Edwin Murse and some ritual activily encompassing mosl of Ihc 
members of his eXh:nded family group" (b)(I)(vi). 
participaled in affairs oflhe 1169 joinl 
pctitioner frolll 1977 untillhc mid-
1990's, the 30 gatherings in the I:hart 
Ihat span this 18 or 20 year period arc 
relevant to 116913. At Ic<lSI formally, 
these 30 gatherings wcre organized by 
both the Ilassan<llllisco and 
Chaubunagungalllaug Bands, whieh 
werc cooperating al the lime. 

I I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Amllysis Conclusion 

Nearly ~II of the galherings lisled in Ihe Docs not Illeet (b). 
abovc doclIlllcnt appear to be annual 
fairs. For examplc, cach year fj'Olll 

1990 to 1997, only one evenl- "Annual 
Native American Indian Fair" - is 
listed. There is no evidence thaI sueh 
evenls, which were open to the public 
and :lIlendcd by lJIany non-Nipnllles, 
were evenlS during which Nipmllcks 
socialized wilh olle 'lI\olhcr. Only lour 
urthe galhcril1g~ during thi, period Ill"Y 
have been essentially Nipllluck evenls. 
These events took place during Ihe 
Ilcrilld i"rom 1979 to 19!!2 ami arc 
labeled, "Tribal Meeting - closed 10 Ihe 
public," "constitutioll and by-laws 
signcd hy council chiefs," "Annual 
Mecting," and "mceting/election." If 
Ihe pctitioner were (0 provide additional 
evidence, such as lists of members of 
#698 who participated in or even 
attended these gatherings, the petitioner 
might be able to demonstrate that the 
relationships COJ1Jlecting individual 
members, if such relationships existed 
at all, were significant, that there \\(as 
infonnal social interaction among group 
members which existed broadly; and 
perhaps even that these gatherings show 
the existence of shared sacred or secular 
ritual activity that encompassed most of 

I the group. . 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band orthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc ronn or Evidcnce Description Rule Il'recedent 

1977 Minutes of "Joint This document cOlltains a list of 19 No rule 01' precedcnt; included for 
Meeting: Legal Heirs people who ilttended the meeting, which informational purposes only. 
of Hassanamisco, and was organized by Zara CiseoBrough. 
the Nipmucs," dated Attendees were Joseph (Waltcr) Vickers 
51\4177. Jr.; Anna Mays; Sheila Cisco; Samuel 

Cisco; Charlie Richardson, Carol 
Palavra; Robin Palavra; Brent Palavra; 
Walter Vickers Sr.; Emma White; 
Marylou Willoughby; Lois Ann Wilcox; 
Horace Cisco; Lillian Wells; Charlie ~ 
lIamilton; Carol Vickers; Robin 
Vickers; Pam Vickers; and Michelle 
Vickers. The document alludes to 
efforts to obtilin Grafton Stnle Ilospitnl 
land, organize a fair, establish an Indian 
Center in Worcester "for all the natives 
in the Worcester area," and respond to a 
recent article ill a newspaper that was 
said to have slaled that all Nipmues were 
dead. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Neithcr Mr. Morse 1I0r any member of Does 110t meet (b). 
his extended family appears on the 
alte~i1dance list of this meeting. It is 
likely that, by the Spring of 1977, Mr. 
Morse had not yet joined the Nipmuck 
grouJlthat later became #69. 

CBN-V001-D005 Page 249 of 351 



- 55 -
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WcbstcrlDudley, 1#69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

l>atc 

1977 

Forlll of E vidcnce 

Interview with 
Edwin W. Morse Sr., 
7/22/98. 

I>escription 

Mr. Morse claims that it was aruund 
1977, which was when he WilS 49, that 
he "started to push forward as 
Chaubunagungam:lug. " 

Exeen)! frolll !nlflscript: 
Mr. Morse: "Dack then [in the 1920'5 
and 1930's when he was a child], we 
knew we was Ch<lubunagungamaug. 
We knew we came from South 
Woodstock, CT. We knew that W:IS ill 
Dudley. So, uh, but we had nobody to 
do anything. And then when we got 
older wc fOllml out everything we had to 
know. About 21 years ago. That's 
whcn we started to push forward as 
Chaubllnagllngamaug. But we didn't 
know Ilh. And then, as far as joining 
anything we - Zara's sister - she was 
giving out, I think it was $175 for 
clothing, S 125 for food to all Nipmueks. 
You go down there, and you sign your 
name on the dotted line, and you were 
automatically on the tribal roll" 
(emphasis ours). 
BIA: "So she was just signing up 
anybody who came by?" 
Mr. Morse: "Anybody that came by. 
Said they was a Nipmuck." 
BIA: "And they got the food and 
clothing and also were just signed up?" 
Mr. Morse: "Yep." 

Rule 1l' .. credent 

To meet criterion (b), a petitioner mllst 
demonstrate that its members comprise a 
"distinct community." 

As evidence that the petitioner meets the 
definition of community set forth in 83.1, 
the regulations state, among other things, 
"The persistence of a 1I(lI/lc(l. collCClil"c 

IlIdiulI ie/elltity continllously ovcr a 
periou of more than 50 years, 
notwithstanding changes in name" (b) (I) 
(viii) (cmphasis mine). 

Under (11)(2), "a petitioner shall he 
considered to have provided sufllcient 
evidencc of community at a given point 
in timc if evidence is provided to 
delllonstrate" that "Therc arc distinct 
cOlllmunity socinl institutions 
eneompnssing most of the members, 
such as kinship organizations, fornlal or 
informal economic cooperation, or 
religious organizations" (b)(2)(iv). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

This statcmcnt culminates in the event 
of his joining this group, which Mr. 
Morse said was in 1977 when he was 
49 years old. In the statement, Mr. 
Morse strongly suggested that, during 
the half-century from the enrly 1930's 
to 1977, thcre was no Nipmuck 
organization or (lssocintion of which he 
and 1110st future members ofll69B werc 
a part, and there were no Nipmuck 
activities or expressions or a colketive 
Nipmuck identity or which hc and most 
futurc members of 1169U were a part. 
Mr. Morse seemed to sug.g.est, in short, 
that during these decades there W.IS no 
distinct Nipmuek community, or at lenst 
one th:lt included him and most future 
members of his group. This statement 
rollowed his brief description of his 
childhood in which hc implied that, to 
the best of his knowledgc, did not 
involve Nipmucks beyond members of 
his extended family. The point should 
also be made that, in the statement 
quoted here, Mr. Morse mentioned 
"Zara's sister." According to #69A 
genealogies, Zara CiscoBrough was an 
only child. 

Conclusion 

Negates (b). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule II' .. ccedent 

1977 letter to Mrs. The letter requested a date to present the As evidence that the petitioner meets the 
Mitchell from Zara petition to Governor Dukakis or Mrs. definition of cOllllllunity set forth in 83.1, 
CiscoBrough, Mitchell herself. The enclosed petition the regulations state: "significant social 
Chairman, dated was said to contain the nalllcs of a relationships connecting individual 
9/6/77, with number of Nip mucks "who arc vitally membcrs" (b)(I )(ii) and "significant 
cnclosures; interested in Nipmuc New Town rates of informal social intcraction which 
enclosures include a Creation." This project involved a exist broadly among the members of a 
petition. proposed transfer of land not in usc by group" (b)(I) (iii). 

the state of Massachusetts to the 
Nipmucks for settlement. The projcct "To Illect the requiremcnts of the 
was spcmheaded by Zma Cise{IBrough. rl'gulations, the petiti'Jller 1I1l1s1 be l110re 
The petilion contained the names of 37 than a group of descendants with 
individuals. One of thcse individuals C0l111110n tribal aneeslry who have lillie 
\\'~s Edwin Morse. or no social connection with c;lch olher. 

Sustained interaction and signili.:ant 
social relationships mllst exist among the 
Illeillbers of the group. Intcrnclion Illllst 
be shown to have been occurring on a 
regular basis, over a long period of time, 
Interaction should be broadly distributed 
among the membership. Thus a 
petitioner should show that there is 
significant interaction and/or social 
relationships not just within immediate 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This uoeullIent pro\'iues the earliest Docs not llIeet (b). 
evidence of the involvement of Mr. 
Morse, who later became "chief for 
lifc" of #69B, in Nipmuck matters. It 
also provides thc carl iest evidence of 
the social interaction of Mr. Morse with 
a Nipn~uck from another family line. 
This said, it should be pointcd out that, 
although this UOelll11ent suggests that 
Mr. Morse p;lrticipated politically in a 
Nipmuc group amllhat he may have 
cnjoycu infurmal social interaction with 
members of (In organized Nipilluc 
grollp, il docs nol dCl110nstrale Ihat slIeh 
political participation or social 
interactioll existed broauly among 
members of the petilioning group. 

I I I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebstcrlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

J)ate Form of l~videnee Description Rule I Precedent 

1975 Rosier of illlemlces ill This doellllleni gilve no illllicalilln of II a: As evidence Ihalthc lJ<:tilioncr Illcds the 
mceling on 6/8/78. nature of Ihe mecting. It did imlieatc definition of comlllunity sct forth in 83.1, 

Ihat 49 people were presenl. Zara the regulations state: "significanl rales of 
CiseoOrough, then leader of what laler informal soci:!1 inler:Jclion which exist 
became #69, is onlhe list of :lItendecs, broadly among the members of a group" 
as is Edwin Morse Jr., Edwin Morse Sr., (b)(I) (iii). 
and other Morses. 

"To Illeel the requirements of the 
regulalions, Ihe petitiuner musl be morc 
Ihan a group of dcsccndants wilh 
CO\lllllllnlribal anc",II"), who II;" C lilt Ie 
or 110 social conllcctioll wilh each Olla:r. 
SlIsl:lilleti inleractioll allli signi fic:lIll 
social rel:lti(ln~hips Illilsi c~isl alllong Ihe 
members of Ihe group. Inleraclioll mw;t 
be shown 10 havc bcen occurring 011 a 
regular basis, over a (ong period of lime. 
Inleraclion should be broadly dislributed 
among Ihe membership. Thus a 
petitioner should show lhal there is 
significant interaclion and/or social 
relationships not just within immediate 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

I I I "A petitioner may also be denied if there 
I I I is insufficient evidence t.'lat it meets one I i i ; or more of the critcri&" {R3.6{d}}. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis C(Jllclll~i(J/I 

This ooclIlllenl shows Ihat, by 1978, Docs notmccl (b). 
Iherc was at leasl some social 
interaction of at least some Morse 
family members with at least some 
Nipmueks of di ffcrent family lines. As 
sudl, Ihe doclIl1lentl)rovides some very 
weak positive evidcnce of (b) for the 
late 1970's. To slrenglhen its casc that 
il meelS (b) for Ihe laic 1970's,lhe 
petilioner should provide addilional 
inl"llnn:ltiol1 or dOL"ll111cntation ahOlll 
Ihis mceting. 

I 
I I I 
I I I I I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc 

1979 -
1980 

i979 -
eariy 
1980's 

form of Evidence 

Interview with Glen 
Wayland Heath and 
Bert Edwin/Edson 
Hcath,7/23/98. 

interview with 
Edwin W. Morse Sr., 
7/22198. 

Dcscril)lioll 

Glen I leath s(lid that it was not until 
after he got married, which he said was 
when he was about 40 years old, that he 
met Mr. Morsc. 

Exce ... )t frolll Transcrillt: "Thcn, I got 
marricd. I had some friends that kncw 
Chief Wise Owl. That's how Imct him. 
That was '79 or 'SO ... [When I mct 
him, I said,) "I would like to, uh, join the 
uh, jDin his tribe." [Then Wise 0,,1 
said,) "The first thing is that [you need 
to] gct whatever you [can] get saying 
that you are who you sny you arc." 

Within at most a fcw years of the abovc 
con\'ersation, Glcn Ilcath and l11any of 
his family (thruugh Glcn's submission of 
their papcrwork) werc enrollcd in 116913. 
By 1991, G len was serving 011 the tribal 
council. 

Mr Mnrc:p ,.Itlirnflotl .hGt nIh .. " .t.. ... 
•• _-- •• _---- --_ •••• _- ... _-, .............. & ... 

council meetings of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Council 
(the organization antecedent to petitioner 
#698) first "started," as he put it. in 
1979, they were attended by 50 to 60 
members. . 

Rule 1 Precedcnt 

As evidence that the petitiuner meets the 
definition of community sct furth in 83.1, 
the rcgulations state: "significant social 
relationships connccting individual 
members" (b)(I)(ii) and "significant 
ratcs of informal social interaction which 
exist broadly among the members of a 
group" (b)(I) (iii). 

"To meet the requirements Df the 
regulations, the petitiuner lIIust be Illore 

than a groUJl of descendants with 
common tribal ancestry who have lillie 
or no social connection with each other. 
Sustained interaction and signilicalll 
social relationships must exist among the 
mcmbers of the group. Interaction Illust 
be shown to have been occllrring on ,1 
regular basis, over a long period of time. 
Interaction should be broadly distributed 
among the membership. Thus a 
petitioner should show that there is 
significant interaction and/or social 
relationships not just. within immediate 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

I 
I l-.. r. :: ... :dCiiCC that thi: ~:itiviic, iiicct~ the; 

definition of community set forth in 83.1, 
the regulations state: "significant social 
relationships connecting individual 
members" (b)( I )(ii) and "significant 
rates of infonnal social interaction which 
exist broadly among the members of a 
group" (b)(I) (iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

This statement suggests that it is likely 
that Mr: Heath and his family mcmbers 
had littlc to no significant social 
relationships with othcr futurc 116911 
group mcmbers until 1979 at thc 
earliest. As the lIeath family is onc of 
only three extcnded families tllilt 
comprise the 1/6913 group other than the 
extcndcd family of Mr. Morse and is 
thus a significant p,lI"I of tile petitioning 
group, this 5tat<:I1H.:l1t ur 1\1r. l!cath 's 
provides some negative evidel1ee fur 
the period before the late 1970's. 

Two additional points should be llIade 
about this quote frol11 Mr. lleath. First, 
Mr. Ilcath married in 1964, much 
earlier than is implied in his statement. 
Second, other evidcnce in the rccord 
indicates that Mr. Heath's namc did not 
appear on any #69 membership lists 
prior to 1995. 

I 
I A \;ulIUDuniiy musi De more Ihan an 

extended family with close kinship ties. 
The petitioner as then defined was not 
the same group as the membership of 
the current petitioner #69B. 

Conclusion 

Negates (b). 

I I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date 1'01'111 of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1980's Interview with Mr. White stnted that he did not meet As evilkm:e that the petitioner meets the 
Kenneth Leroy Mr. Morse until the 19&0·s. definition of community set rorth in 83.1. 
White, 7(25(98. the rcgulations state: "significant social 

relationships connecting individual 
members" (b)(I )(ii); and "signilicant 
rates of informal social interaction whidl 
exist bro:ldly among tile members of a 
group" (b)( I) (iii). 

"To lI1eet the requir~I\l~\lI~ of the 
n:guLitillns, the pctitil.ncr nllIS( hc Illun: 

thall a glllllJ! of desccndants with 
ellll\lllOn tribal am:cstry \\'ho have lillIe 
or no ~ocial conncction with eneh other. 
Sust~il\ed intcraction and signi licant 
social relationships JJlllst exist ~llIong the 
memhers of the group. Intcrnctinn mllst 
he shown to have been occurril1~ on a 
regular basis, over a long period of time. 
Interaction should bc broadly distributed 
among the membership. Thus a 
petitioner should show that there is 
significant interaction and/or social 
relationships not just within immediate 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 

I I I I 
1992,5). 

I I 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I An:llysis COllclusion 

Ir Mr. While did not meet Mr. Morse Negates (b). 
1I1ltiithe 1980's, Mr. White did notillcet 
Mr. Morse until the decade during 
which he (Mr. White) was in his hlte 
30's and early-4Q's. In light of this 
statement by Mr. White, as~ell as the 
similar statement by Mr. I /cath (sec 
~bo\'c), if there exists evidence that 
members of thc Ileath fmnily and(or tIll: 
White family were indeed intcr:lcting 
lI'ith flllllrc members of IUilJB other (han 
Mr. Morse antllllelt1ber~ of his 
extended family during this period, the 
Ilctitinner should slIhmit this evidencc. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc 

1980 -
1998 

!980's 

Form of Evillcnce 

Interview with 
Edwin Morsc, Jr., 
7/22/98. 

Vanni.'" na"''''ftflnAP .. -- ..... - ..... _'O ......... ., __ 
articles submitted by 
Ron Little Crow 
Henries in 1995; 
articles appeared in 
The Worcester 
Telegram, The 
Patriot, and The 
Webster Times, 
among other 
newspapers. 

Description 

When asked about "the 1II0st important 
issues that the council has dealt with:' 
Mr. Morse, Jr. said: " ... discussing how 
many kids needed toys for Christmas or 
how many families needed Christmas 
dinners. That's what we've been doing 
for 20 years [which would have been 
from about 1978 (but see below) to 
1998). Before we did it, my aunt [Edith 
E. IlopewellJ did it ... for about 10 
ycars [whiLh would have bccn frolll 
about 1968 to 1978)." At that point in 
the intervi.::w, Mr. Edwin Morse, Sr., 
who was intcrviL'\\'cd at the samc Silllll~ 
as Mr. Edwin Morse, Jr., c1arilied that it 
was in 1980, not 1978, that hc started 
making food .lIld toy distributions at 
Christmras time. 

events organized by #698 or in which 
members of #698 participated, including 
powwows, food distributions, a film 
showing, and a parade. 

nule II'rcu:t.lcnt Issue I Analysis 

As evidcnce that the petitioller meets the It is possible that these distributions can 
definition of cOlllmunity set forth in 83.1, provide evidence of cOlllmunity for all 
the regulations state: "significant social or part of the period sinee the late 
relationships connecting individual 1960's, which is when it is alleged that 
mcmbers" (b)(I)(ii) and "significant Ms. Hopewell began the distributions. 
rates of informal social interaction which As it now stands, however, for the 
exist broadly among the members of a period prior to the 1980's, there is 
group" (b)(I) (iii). almost no cvidence ill the record that 

thesc distributions were even done ill 
"To I11c~tthe requircments orthe the context ofheing NipJ11Uck. Iftlie 
regulations, the petitioner Inu~t hL' 111(;1'<: petitiollcr wish.::s to usc these 
than a group of deseelldants with distributiolls to help show that it mcets 
COIl1I1IOI1 tribal ancestry who have lillie (b) for all or part of the period li·om thc 
or no social L"olilleetion with e:lrh other. late 1960's to the late 1')<)0's. the 
Sustained interaction and signilieallt petitioner should submit additional 
social relationships must exist among the documcntation of these activities. This 
mcmbers of the group. Interaction mllst documcntation might include 
bc shown to hrave been occurring on a documClltatioll of the number of group 
regular basis, over a long period of time. mcmbers who helped make the 
Interaction should be broadly distributed distributions and documentation of how 
among the membership. Thus a funds were raised, particularly if these 
petitioner should show that there is funds came from group members. If 
significant interaction and/or social appropriate, the petitioner might orient 
relationships not just within immediate its submission toward trying to show 
families or among close kinsmen, but that these annual distributions 
across kin group lines and other social expressed significant social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within relationships and/or infonnal social 
narrow social groups, such as small kin interaction that existed broadly among 
groups, do not demonsttate that members members of the group. 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

& ___ .~..J ____ .. t._ .... I_ •• ,* •• 1 I .... , t., ..... 
n.:) II;VIUIlt:U\"'C LJUIL we !'CUlIUIIC. IIlCC1S tllC I tnougn mese newspaper anlCles 00 OOf 

definition of community set forth in 83.1, 
the regulations state: "significant social 
relationships connecting individual 
members" (b)(l)(ii) and "significant 
rates of infonnal social interaction which 
exist broadly among the members of a 
group" (b)(I) (iii). 

demonstrate that the recorded activities 
encompassed most of the group, they 
do show that, during the 1980's, there 
existed activities that encompassed at 
least a portion ofthe group. To 
demonstrate that it meets (b) for the 
1980's, the petitioner might submit 
evidence that shows that a predominant 
portion of the group was involved in 
these activities during the 1980's. 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (b). 

itself, but provides 
evidence 'whieh can be 
used in combination with 
other evidence to 
demonstrate (b). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date 

1980's 

F orJll of Evidence 

Interview with 
Kenneth Leroy 
White, 7/25/98. 

Description 

Mr. White, who has served on lhe 
governing body of the petitioning group, 
was asked whcn he first came into 
contact with Mr. Edwin Morsc, Sr. Mr. 
White responded that it was whcn he 
was "very young" by which he meant 
lhat it was whcn he was in his late 30's 
and early 40's. Mr. White explained 
that, during the decade that he Illet Mr. 
Morse, which, he said, was the dccal1c or 
till: 19~O's, his bwther and father used tIl 
go 0\'1.:1' 10 Mr. Mur~e's house fur the 
purpose of visiling nut simply thc Morse 
family hilt Mr. !'Ikin Morse himself. 

, 

Rule fr.-credent 

As evidence that the petitioncr nH;cls the 
definition of community sct forth in 83.1, 
the regulations stale: "significant social 
rC\;ltionships connecting individual 
members" (b)( I )(ii); and "significant 
rates of informal sucial interaction which 
e.>(ist bmadly alllong the members or a 
grollI''' (b)( I) (iii). 

"To IllCL·t the rcquin:nll.:nts (lrtile 
n:glll:r:i(lll.;, the petitiolllT IIII1~t he' 11101'1.: 

than a gr'llip Ill' descclldants with 
1:0111111011 tribal ancestry who han: lillk 
pr no SI)Ci:II conllection with c:lcil olhl'r. 
::iustaillcd ilileractiun alllJ siglliljGlIll 
social relatiollships Illust exist among the 
II1cmbers of the group. Interact inn l11usl 
be shown to have been occurring on a 
regular basis, over a long period of tillie, 
Interaction should be broadly distributed 
among the membership. Thus a 
petitioner should show that there is 
significant interaction and/or social 
relationships not just within immediate 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
aeross kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

IsslIe f AII:ll)'sis 

This statel11<.:nt by Mr. White is 
significant both negatively and 
positively. Although it provides 
evidence that Mr. White did not even 
meet Mr. Mo[~e, Sr. lIntilthe 1980's 
when he was hIlils fatc 30'~and carly 
40's, illliso providcs cvidence Ihat, 
during thc 1980's, there was at Icast 
some inrormal social interaction among 
g.ruup IlIcmbers, and Illat sllcll 
illll'r:ldiull alld social relaliollships \\'LTC 

not just within imlllcdiate rami lies or 
amung close kinsmen, but acruss kill 
grollp lines. To strenglhen ils casc Ihat 
illlicels (b) for thc 19l1U's, the petilioner 
shuuld submit material and 
doculllcnt:llion to show that the social 
interactions that connccted individual 
members during this decade werc 
broadly distributed alllong the 
membership and that thc social 
relationships that existed within the 
group were relationships that were 
signi ficant. 

Conclusion 

Docs not mec\ (h). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WcbstcrlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form or E\'idence Description Rule I Precedent 

1981 Lctter to Zara This leiter was not dated but from its As evidence that the petitioner mcets the 
CiscoDrough from contents it seems to have becn written in definition of community set forth in 83.1, 
Edith Hopewell at 1981. Among other things, this the regulations state: "significant social 
Oxford, n.d. document states, "Enclosed find papers I rebtionships connecting individual 

tried to call you about. They arc very members" (b)(I)(ii); and "significant 
defamitory [ti£] to you and all ollr kind. rates of informal social interaction which 
They arc holding a meeting 7/23/81 at cxist broadly among the members of a 
their father's house in Dudley to form group" (b)( I) (iii). 
their own comlllillees and chief, etc. 
which I know thcy havcn't till: powcr to "To llIect the requireillents <If the 
do, and shc should be told hy you or n:gubtions, the petitiuner IIlU~t he nillre 
someone in :llIthority she is nllt a than a group of descendants with 
"Princcss," her father or anyone closc to eOllllllon tribal ancestry whu havc lillie 
\\'as ncvcr n rhiefns in Ill)' l':lq'." "All or nil social conned inn with each other. 
lhcse pcoph: who arc forllling their own Sust<lincd inlcral:tion and signilieant 
clan as they say needn't ever eomc to me social relationships must exist among the 
ngain for help. I've helped thcill C\'t'ry mcmhcrs of the group. Interact inn must 
year for (j years now ... They havc only bc shown to have becn occurring on a 
admitted to being Indian aftcr they got regular basis, over a long pcriod oftillle. 
$250.00 from the Indian fund ... " Interaction should be broadly distributed 

among the membership. Thus a 
petitioner should show that there is 
significant interaction and/or social 
relationships not just within immediate 
families or among close kinsmen, but 
across kin group lines and other social 
subdivisions. Close social ties within 
narrow social groups, such as small kin 
groups, do not demonstrate that members 
of the group as a whole are significantly 
connected with each other" (Miami FD 

I I I 
1992,5). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This documcnt is important for several Docs not meet (b). 
reasons. First, it provides some 
documentation of the event of the 
creation of the petitioning group in the 
early 1980's, documentation that 
accompanies other evidence of this 
event, including evidence from 
interviews conducted with 1!C,9U group 
mcmbers. Second, the leller from Ms. 
1I0pe\\'cll suggests that then: may have 
oisted inforlllal sodal illh;raetion 
between group memhers allLl signilie,lIlt 
social relationships eonncding 
intliv itlualmcmbl'rs dtlfing the 19RO's 
and possibly evcn during the latc 
1970's. The document also suggests, 
with the following excerpt, that such 
intemction IllHy have becn broadly 
distributed alllong the group: "AI/these 
people who are forming their own clan 
as they say needn't ever come to me 
again for help. I've helped them every 
year for 6 years now." [emphasis 
added]. The letter does not suggest that 
anyone other than members of Mr. 
Morse's extended family made up "all 
these people who are fonning their own 
clan." 

I I I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

D~'lc Form of EvitJcllcc Dcsc.·jpliull Hule J l'.-cccllcnl 

1981- Interview with When asked whether any othcr As cvidcnee that thc petitioner meets thL: 
1982 Edwin W. Morse Sr., Nipll1ucks participated with Mr. Morse definition of community set [orlh in 83.1, 

7/22/98. in parades, Mr. Morse replied as the regulations state: "significant social 
follows: relationships connecting individual 

members" (b)( I )(ii) and "signilicant 
Excerpt from Trausc";pt: rales of informal sodal interaction which 
Mr. Morse: ';oh, there was our council. exist broadly "mopg the mell1bers of a 
He had a girlfriend at the time - W:lyno group" (b)( I) (iii). 
(?). She had about 8 sisters there with 
her, and thcn we had SpOiled Eagle, 
Wilde,II, Three Dears ... Tlll:re wen: 
some girls. Then: was Eagle llawk from 
Rhode Island. I II: l11arehecJ with his 
d:lII!.'hter. to. glly namcd Tall O:lk, hi, 
wife and kids useu 10 be with us. ThL:re 
Illllch have been at least 40 different 
people. When we walked there was this 
guy - ~agal1lorc from Sioux - Fire 
Ilawk. lie used to walk with us all the 
time. Some of 'el11 were Nipmuck. The 
biggest part of 'em were Nipmuek." 

1984 Nipmuc #69 Pet. The petition researcher asserted that The directive, Changes in the Internal 
Narr. 1984, 191·192. "[s]ince 1978, there has been a dramatic Processing of Federal Acknowledgment 

increase of tribal activity generally, and Petitions, stated that: "The BIA's review 
most notably at Dudley-Webster, among of a petition shall be limited to 
the Chabunagungamaug clan." He evaluating the arguments presented by 
continued: "Within the past five years, the petitioner and third parties and to 
this band (Chabunagunagmaug) has detennining whether the evidence 
been particularly at pains to stress its submitted by the petitioner, or by third 
unique clan identity ... In 1978, the panies, demonstrates that the petitioner 
band fonned its own band council, and meets each of the criteria" (65 Federal 

I I I in 1982, that councii fonnaiiy I Regisier 7052, 2/11/20(0). I I I iJJ~UJvui4ied unde. th~ ~M"''''':; cfth: 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

This sWtcllIcnt of Mr. Morse, Sr. shows 
that, dui·ing the early 1980's, there 
existed I) shared activity in the forll1 of 
parades that encomp:lssed what ll1:ly 
have becn most of the group; and 2) 
informal socialll1lcractiQIl which can be 
presumed to have taken place during 
these activities and which may have 
existed rather broadly among 
Challllllllilgungam<111g Niplllud.;s. i r the 
petitioner wcre to slIbl1litl1latcnai to 
shu\\' thaI llI11stllfthe group 
participated in these lIctivilics, and that 
~lIch acti\'ilic~ werc not intcrtrih:ll in 
'''lillie, it woulcJ ~Irengthcn its CaSCo 

There is evidence in the record whieh 
shows that, since at least 1981, Dudley· 
Webster bas been a center of activity 
for the leaders of #69B, for many of the 
members of this group, and even for 
New England Indians more broadly. 
From the evidence, it is clear that a 
major factor in bringing this about was 
the ronnation of a Nipmuck tribal 
council in the Dudley-Webster area in 
!he laIC: ) 970'5, or the early 1980's at the 

I 1_ .. __ .. L.. ........ CA ....... ~ Unl"C!P Ur I UI\~;:'\, U1 'YU. &JU~ ••• ... a", .... _ ....... . 

I ivlofSe' s decision fCrrr'&3!!Y to 
incorporate this organization under the 
Jaws of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts in 1982 merely reflected 
his and his family's desire to create a 
durable group. 

Conclusion 

Docs 110t meet (0). 

Neither meets nor negates 
(b). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

));Ite Form of EvideJlce Dese.-iptiull Rule I P.-cccdeJlt 

19S4 Nipllluc 1169 Pel. The petition researcher asserted that The directive, Changes in the Internal 
NaTr. 1984, 191-192. there has been a "broadening of the base Processing of Federal Acknowlcdg,l11cnt 

of tribal participation." Petitions, stated that: "The I3IA's review 
of a petition shall be limitcd to 
evaluating the arguments prescnted by 
Ihe pctitioner and third purlies and to 
determining whether the evidence 
sublllilled by the petitioner, ur by third 
parties, demonstratcs Ih,1l Ihe petitioner 
lIIeds each oflhe erilcria" (,5 { ... ·da.d 
/I,·:,;i.\"I£'1' 7052, 2JII120(0). 

1984 Videotape: "Nipmuck This document presents Nipllluck As evidence that the pelitioner meets the 
rn<li:1I1~." Worcester hisl(lry ~nd, 10 a lesser extent, Nipmllck definition of cOllllllunity set forth in R3.1, 
Cable Telel'ision. cOlltemporary life to a general audiellce. the regulations state: "significant riltes or 

There is footage of the land that was informal social interaction which cxist 
donated to thc group in 1982, short broadly among the members of a group" 
interviews with members of the group, (b)(I)(iii) and "shared sacred or secular 
and group events and activities. rilual activity encompassing most of the 

group" (b)(I)(vi). 

I I I I I I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I AlIOllysis Conclusion 

There has indeed been an increase in Neither meets 1101' Ileg,ates 
the number of Nip mucks participating (b). 
in #690 from the time Ihe group was 
formcd in thc late 1970's or carly 1980's 
to the year 1998. Thc group secms to 
have begun with u" nlcmbcrshjp lital 
included only the cxtemled family of 
Mr. Morse. The most current 
mcmhership list (1997), 011 the other 
hal1d, rcfkels Ihe sliccessful recruitmenl 
ollihe pari or IVIr. Morse or illdil'idllals 
li'om several other Niplllllck families, 
millly ofwhlllll Mr. Morse lIill not even 
meet IIntil al least the latc 1970's. 

The tape shows informal social Docs not Illeet (b). 
interaction, and il may show shared 
sacred or secular rilual activity. As 
Stich, it might provide some evidence 
that the petitioner meets (b) for the mid-
1980's. However, there are several 
problems in regard to the evidentiary 
value of the videotape. First, not all 
persons who appear on the tape are 
identified, and thus cannot be 
con finned as members of the 
petitioning group. Second, the tape 
does not demonstrate that the social 
interaction that it documents existed 
broadly among the members of the 
group and that the activity that is also 
documented on the tape, particularly 
the activity that may constirute shared I I 
__ ... __ ..1 __ ... _ ......... 1_ ... ..: ....... J ........ :..,: .. , I I I ~"I\..U VI O)\,.,",u,cu. anu ...... u"" .... uJ, 

I encompassed most of the group. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band orthe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form or E\'idCIICC DesCJ"iptioll Hulc I P,·cccdcnt 

1987 Nipl11l1c #69 Pet. In his very brief disclission of NiplIllick The directive, Changcs in the Internal 
Supplement 1987, 6. social and political activity during the Processing of Fedcr~1 Acknowledgment 

modern period, the petition researcher Petitions, stated that: "The D1A's review 
asserted that, in 1981, the group at of a petition shall be limited to 
Dudley-Webster held its "!irst activity," cvaluating thc argulllents prcsented by 
a powwow. The next year, in 1982, he the petitioner and third parties and 10 

continued, "a benefactor donated a small determining whether the evidence 
piece of land in Thompson, CT {sic] to submilled by the petilion~r, ur by third 
the band." The group at Dudley- p:uties, demonstrates th:1t the petitioner 
Webster, he continucd, now has a mcets <:aeh of the crilnia" ((is /-"c<l('l"1I1 
"NipnllJc school." "As mall)' as 20 Negi.I/'·}" 7052,2/ IIOlllO). 
gather at timcs on the weekends to hear 
lectures. " As evidenec thatth,: petitioncr meets the 

ddinilioll of cOlllnlllllily sel ((.rlll in ~.1.1. 
th..: regulations stal.:: "'I h..:rc arc dlStill.:t 
community social institutions 
cl1col1lp:lssing most of the members, 
sueh as kinship orgnni"ations, formal or 
informal economic euoperation, or 
religious organizations" (b)(2)(iv). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc /,\u:llysis Conclusion 

Through the site visit and other Neither meets nor negates 
doeulllents submitted by the petitioner, (b). 
the petition researcher's statements of 
fact regarding the organization of a 
powow in 1981, the donation of land to 
the group in 1982, and the creation of a 
school by members of#69D were 
con!irllled. Ilad the petitioner 
submillrd :lI1y additional material about 
the NipllI\lck seholll, stich as lists of 
;lllendall\:e, a list of dasses, or a school 
budgd, if :IIlY, it might havc been 
possible to confirm the pctition 
I",'searcher's claim aholltthc nurnlllT of 
NIJllllucks whu a\lcnd c1ass.:s on 
weekends. 
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Cllaubunagungamaug Band orthc Nipmuck Nation, WcbstcrlDudley, 1169B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Datc form of E\'idcnce Description Rulc II'recedent 

1987 Nipmuc 1169 Pet. The pel ilion researcher asserted Ihat The directive, Changes ill the Internal 
Supplcment 1987, 7. there is an "annual Auguslllleelillg at Processing of Federal Acknowledgment 

the reservatioll on Brighain Hill in Petitions, staled that: "The BlA's review 
Grafton." This meeting, he continued, ofa petition shall be limited to 
"involves both bands." The first day, evaluating the arguments presented by 
attendance is restricted to NipllIucs; the the petitioner and third parties :Ind to 
second day, the meeting is "open to the determining whether the evidence 
pUblic." submitted by the petitioner, or by thinl 

parli.::s, dCll1l1nstrah:s that the petitioner 
1IIl'l'1s c;ll'h Ill' the criteria" (651"''/('I'tI/ 
R<'!,;il/l'r 7()52, 2/1II:!OOO). 

, 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

IsSIIC / An:ll)'~is Conclusion 

The petitioner submilled very lillie Ncither meets 1101' negates 
evidencc about Ihe annual August (b). 
meeting that takes place in Grafton (sec 
the proposed finding for petitioner 
1169A for additional information) and 
even less evidence th"tboth bands 
ullendcd these meetings. Tlil'Oligh a site 
visit, whieh occurred :after the two 
bands had split, it was eonfirmctiti1:lt 
there \l'cre anllual meetings for I/(,'J/l 
til:!t took place for the pcrilld flUlll 1 ')') I 
to 1<)% ill the Dudley-Webster area allll 
that at least olle of these meetings _. the 
meclin!,! in I C)l)(j - "',IS attendcd hy 
SUllle members of both bands. Without 
udditional information or 
<locllll1cntntion from the petitioncr. 
IloIVel'l'r, this aspect of the petitioner's 
arguments cannot be adequately 
evaluated, 1I0r can the extent to which 
these meetings encompassed most of 
the group be detennined. To establish 
that these meetings took place before 
1991 and after 1996. that they involved 
both bands, and that they encompassed 
most of the petitioning group, the 
petitioner should submit additional 
evidence and documentation of these 
gatherings. such as lists of group 
members who have volunteered their 
services for these events and/or lists of 
members who attended these 

I gatnenngs. 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Dalc Fonll of E,·idcllce Dcscription Rule I Prccedcnt 

1987 NiplllllC 1169 Pet. Thc petition n:sean:her c1aimedthatthc Thc directive, Changes in the Internal 
Supplement 1987, 7, annual August meeting in Grafton is Processing of Federal Acknowledgment 
10. "supplclllented by more informal Pctitions, statc·d that: "The BlA's review 

gatherings" (p. 7). Later, under thc of a petition shall be limited to 
hcading of prescnt-day Niplllucks and evalualing the argumcnts prescntcd by 
thc group as a whole, he referred to the petitioner and third parties and 10 

mcetings ill gencral. I1ere he argued tll:lt dctcrmining whether the evidence 
thc group's mcetings an: "frequent and submilted by the petitioncr, or by third 
wcll-attcnded" (p. 10). partics, dClllonstr;llcs Ihat the petitioner 

mccts cadI of the niteria" ((,5 [,·tI .. r,,1 
/{l"gi.I/'·" 7052, ::!,'\ 1/2000). 

ll)iiR Videotape: "Wedding This doellillent provides footage of;l As evi,lcl1ce that thc pL,titinncr mects the 
Chid I{cll Fux: SC\'t NiplIIlI<.:k g;Jtherillg in I~l)o that detilllllull ul eUlI\llIullity set tun" ill oJ.I, 
19,1988." included a powwow thaI culminated in the regu\;ltiolls state: "significant social 

the wedding of Edwin Morse, Jr., then a relationships connecting individll;ll 
1If>9B coullcillllclII!Jer and now nn mcmbers" (b)( I)(ii); and "signi lic;]nt 
ufficcr uf 116913. rates of infurmal social interaction which 

exist broadly among the members of a 
group" (b)(I) (iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis Conclusion 

The petitioner submitted almost no Neither meets nor negates 
lIocument:liion ofthcse morc informal (b). 
gatherings. Therefore, the claim of the 
pctition rcseareher that such Illeetings 
arc frequent and well-attended could 
not be assessed. Thc petitioncr should 
submit cvidcncc ofthcsc gathcrings and· 
mcetings to show that itmcets (b) for 
thc period during which these evcnts 
ar~ alkged to ha,·c taken plan:. 

From the t;lpe, it is impossible to Docs not meet (h). 
luelllify whieh illoiviouals arc thc 
leadcrs of#69B, with the cxception of 
Edwin Morse, Jr., or cven which nrc 
members of thc group. Particularly 
since Nipmuck Icadcrs have described 
their gatherings as open to the public 
and intertribal in nalure (sec Interview 
with Lucyann Swenson, 7/22/98), this 
submission provides no evidence as to 
whether petitioner #69B meets criterion 
(b). If the petitioner wishes to use this 
tape as evidence that it meets (b), it 
needs to provide a written narrative and 
analysis of the gathering that, at a 
minimum, identifies the individuals 
who appear on the tape. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Wcbster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Dalc Form of Evldcnce Descriplioll Rule I Precedent 

1991 Notes doculllcnting This documcnt indicated that the As evidence that the pelilioner llIeets the 
"Annual Nipmuk mceting took place on November 24, definition of cOllllllunity set forth in 83.1, 
[sic] business 1991 and th:.t it was atlcnded by 300 the regulations state: "significant rates of 
Illeeting" at Friendly people. informal social inleraction which exisl 
House, Worcester, broadly among Ihe members of a group .. 
Massachusefls. (b)(J) (iii). 

1995 Copy of The editor is identified .. s Cheryl Magos, As evidence that the petitioner meets the 
Nipmllcspohke. and the city from which the newsletter is definition of community set forth in 83.1, 

sent oul is identified as Branchburg, the regulations state: "significant social 
New Jersey. relationships connecting individual 

members" (b)(l)(ii) and "significant 
rates of infonnal social interaction whieh 
exist broadly among the members of a 
group" (b)(l) (iii). 

I I I 
I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc / An:.lysis 

II is highly probable Ih"l thi5 Hlceling 
cannot be considercd a meeting of the 
currellt petitioner. Rather, it appears to 
be a mceting of another grouP. a larger 
Nipllluc groupcallcd the Nipmuc Tribal 
AcknowledgmcntProjctt (NT A P). The 
evidence suggcsts th<it the 
Ch"ubullagtillgamaug Band, as it 
existed in 1991, had close associatiolls 
with NTA/, \\'ithilllhc hroader conl<:~t 
of pctitioncr 1,'(,1). Thne is evidence 
11 ... 1 NTAP was all organization formed 
by 11(1) to work 011 the petition for 
Federal "c\.;IlC)\\"\c,lglllcnl; there is also a 
wrillell clailll from a 116'.1U leader that 
NTAI' is, or at cert .. i" dates has been, a 
f.,ctioll or the I"rgcr Nipllluc group 
(Swcnson ;1110 Magos to UtA 3/10/9-1). 

The editor noted that the newsletter is 
not affiliated with #69B (or #69A, or, 
for that matter, #69). Even so, the 
newsletter probably is sent to more than 
a few members of #l69B and therefore 
may serve to help connect members of 
the group with one another. In the 
absence of additional infonnation, such 
as mailing lists, lists of group members 
who have made submissions to the 
newsietter (such as letters to the editor), 
and other data that indicate that the 
newsletter provides a vehicle through 

I which the recipients act as a 
I .. _I ... > 
I CUUUIIUIIIl y, UIC nCW:>ICUCl uvc;~ nUL 

provide evidence that the petitioner 
meets (b) for the mid-1990's. The . 
petitioner is invited to submit additional 
information and documentation about 
the newsletter if it believes that the 
newsletter can provide evidence, which 
is unlikely, that it meets (b) for the mid-
1990's. 

Conclusion 

Does not llIeet (b). 

Docs not meet (b). 

I I 
I I 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WcbstcrfDudlcy, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

nate Form of Evidence Dcscril)tilln Rule II'reccdcnt 

1995 Information provided The information was about No rule or pn:celknt; included for 
by Ron Lillie Crow NiplIIlIcsjJu""e, as well <IS other lopics. informational Jlurposes only. 
Henries, 1995. 

1996 Interview with According 10 Mr. Morse. ahout 3,000 As evidcnt'c th~t the petitioner Illeets the 
EJwin W. ~h)rs<: Sr., people ull<:mlcd Ihe Niplllllck gathering ddinirionllf community sel fonh in 113.1. 
7/22/98. during whieh Rj~ky Swenson gOI Ihe rcglliatioll~ stale: "~hareJ sacreJ 01' 

married. secular rilual activity encompassing most 
of the group" (b)(I)(vi) and "significant 
rates of informal social interactiof\ which 
exist broadly among the members of a 
group" (b)(l)(iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue / Analysis Conclusion 

This inllll"lnation slll:ds some additional Neither meets nor negates 
light 011 the newslella, indicating Ihat, (b). 
I) the newsletter was started as lale as 
1994 and thus cannot provide evidence 
of whether the petitioner meets (b) fur a 
very long period of time; 2) if the 
mailing list even includes members of 
the petilioning group, the mailing li,l 
extends far beyond the boundaries of 
Ihe petitioning group and Ihu5 the 
nL:WSklh:r is of duhious value rur 
evaluating the petitioner; and 3) the 
ncwsletter is not an instrument oCthc 
petitioning grnllp or c\'en of a 
~etitioning group member. 

Mr. Morse did not indicatc how Illany Docs Ilor mcet (/l). 
nf Ihese p'lrlicipanlS were frolll Ihe 212 
members of 116913, nor diJ Ihe petitioner 
submit :l11y information or 
documentation to support the total 
number of attendees. Accordingly. the 
statement does not demonstrate that the 
wedding was a shared sacred or secular 
ritual activity encompassing most of the 
group, or that it shows significant rates 
of infonnal social interaction among 
group members. 
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Chaubunagllngamallg Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule f Prccedent 

1997 Vit!eotape labeled This documcnt prcsellts foolOgc of a As cvidellL:c th;Jtthc pctitioncr mcets thc 
"Homecoming 9113- gathering that took pl;Jce in September ucflllition of comlllunity sct forth in 83.1, 
14/97. Nipmuc of 1997. The gathering was sponsored the regulations state: "significant ratcs of 
Nation - Grafton, by the other Nipmuc petitioner, the informal social interaction which exist 
MA." Nipmuc Nation, tl69A. The tape broadly among the membcrs of a group" 

documents the various activitics that (b)(I)(iii). 
were organized for the childrcn and the 
fact that an outdoor exhibit of 
photographs was scI lip alongside the 
circular clearing that servcd as a dancing 
ground during the evcllt. Abo prcs':lItcd 
in the tape is a woman we:wing, children 
and adulls dancing. and dozens of 
pcople laughing. talking an<l c;lting. 

laiC Interview with Glen Mr. lIeath said tlwt approximately 100 As .:vido.:nce that the petitioner mc<.:\s the 
I 990's Wayland 'Ienth and people come to NikkolllO, one of the definition of community set forth in 83.1, 

Bert Edwin/Edson larger gatherings hosted by #698. When the regulations state; "shared sacred or 
Heath,7/23/98. asked whether the attendees arc "coming secular ritual activity encompassing most 

from all tribes," Mr. Heath said: of the group" (b)(I)(vi); "significant 
"There's all tribes. It's an intenribal social relationships connecting individual 
thing ... We've had people from all the members" (b)( I )(ii); and "significant 
way from Arizona [and] Idaho." He said rates of informal social interaction which 
that they have had as many as 200 exist broadly among the members of a 
people at some events. group" (b)(1 )(iii). 

I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis CUIIl'iusilln 

From thc tapc, it is impossible to Docs 1I0tlllcct (b). 
identify which individuals arc the 
leader~ of #69B or even which arc 
members of the group. Particularly 
sinee Nipmuek leaders have elsewhere 
described thcir-gathcri!l!;s as open to the 
public and intertribal in nature (see 
Interview with Lucyalln Swcnson, 
7122/98), il cOtlld 110t be determined 
whcther this was a tribal activity. Sincc 
th~ sep"ratiun bctll'ecli petitiuncr II(,')J\ 
lind 1169B IHld taken place in May of 
J 996, il did nol appear thM a #69A 
homecoming held on Ihc l1:tss;)llalllisco 
Reservalion provided evidence 
pertinent to the issue of whcther 116913 
meets crilcrion (h). 

It is possible, thuugh unlikely, that Dues not lIIeet (b). 
Nikkomo ceremonies constitute shared 
sacred or secular ritual activity. If so, 
the petitioner should submit additional 
material clearly to demonstrate this and 
to show that suc,h ceremonies 
encompass most of Ihe group. Mr. 
Heath's statement that Nikkomo 
ceremonies are intertribal raises 
questions about the extent to which 
these ceremonies connect individual 
members with one another as opposed 
to simply connecting some group 
members with outsiders. During the 
response period, the petitioner may 

I wish sr--cifica!!y to address these 
I _ .. __ .! __ _ 

, '"lUt;;~UUil3. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

lJatc Form or Evidcnce Dcsnil'tiull Rule / Precedent 

late IntervielV with Glen Mr. I Icath brieOy disl:ussed "namin!; As cvidenee that the Jlditiom:r llIeds the 
1990's Wayland I1eatll and ceremonies"that, he said,l:urrently takl.! ddinition of l:Ollllllllllity set forth ill 83.1, 

Bert Edwin/Edsoll place during some of the large the regulations stnte: "shared sacred or 
lIeath,7123/98. gatherings that arc hosted by 11698. I Ie secular ritual activity encompassing most 

said, "Some of the people - the natives- of the group" (b)(1 )(vi); "significant 
that have been named there .... e not sociul relationships l:onnecting individual 
Nipmuck, but they re(luested Ih;lt they members" (b)(I)(ii); and "signilil::1111 
be named, their nnlive name." rates of informal social interaction whieh 

exist broadly mllong the members of a 
group" (h)(I)(iii). 

laIc Interview with Glen Mr. 1(C':lIh said thai durin!! sOll1e orlhe . As evidence III:ll the petitioner mcets the 
1\I\lU'5 Wayland JJealh and galherings hosled by 116'.113. Ihc "young dcJinition of eonllllllnily sel fon" in 0.1.1, 

Dert Edwin/Edson people" arc instructed about, for the regulations slate: "significant sodal 
Hefllh,7/23/98. example, ho\\' 10 tend the firc and what relationships connecting individual 

Ihat IIIcans. Iii.: c.\plaillc,l: members" (b)( I )(i i). ;l1Il1 "siglli lieanl 
rates of informal social interactioll \\ hich 

Excerpt frolll Trunscrillt: cxist broadly among the mcmbers of u 
"It's a cultural thing ... But again, it's group" (b)(I) (iii). 
intertribal because it's more than just 
Nipmuek. There are certain people that 
are friends of Wise Owl and.Loving 
One. They're friends of the band. 
They're there and they'U a/ways be 
welcome there. Federal recognition or 
whatever is not going to change their 
ability to come and set with us. That'll 
be there ... We just don't work that way 
[excluding people)." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

It is possible, though ulllikely, that Docs not mcd (b). 
these naming een:lllonics arc shared 
sacred or secular ritunl activities. Ifso, 
they do not appear to encompass most 
of the group, and they may even be 
activitics lhat are oriented toward 
outsiders. The petilioner is strongly 
cneouraged to submit additional 
information and documentation about 
these ceremonies ir Ihl' petitiollcr 
helic\ es llial 1I\\:y Illighl help shuw Ihal 
it meets (11) Ii II' the 1')')0'5. 

This hricr desniption or #(i91l Docs nol lllel'l (h). 
galherlngs suggests Ihat there llIay have 
existed social relationships connecting 
individual memhers and informal soci;rl 
inlcr;I(1 ion hem'cCIl members during Ihe 
late I 'NO's. Mr. Ileath's slatemeillthat 
these gatherings were "intertribal" 
raises serious questions about the extent 
to which the activity described 
connected members ofthe group with 
one another as opposed to simply 
connecting some members of the group 
with non-members. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudlcy, #69B: Criterion 83.7(b) 

Date ForllJ of Evidence Description nulI'I Prccedent 

late Interview wilh When Ms. Swenson wus asked abollt As evidence Ih;11 Ihe petilioner me..:!s Ihe 
1990's LlICY:1Il11 Swenson, "the powwow Ihal YOll have in definilion of eomlllunily sel forlh in 8]. I, 

7122/98. Seplember" and asked her how she the regulalions slale: "sign; ficanl social 
would "characterize it," she replied, "It's relationships connecting iildividual 
an intcrtriballhing, and there arc Indians members" (b)(I)(ii), and "significanl 
from all over inviled." She Ihell added, rates of informal social inleraclioll which 
"Dut it's also like a family gathering exist broadly among Ihe members of a 
'cause that's how we used 10 have il." group" (b)(I) (iii). 
When asked, Ms. Swenson said Ihat 
2.000 [leople allend Ihese gatherings, 50 
of whom an: Niplllllck. 

laiC Inlerview with Mr. White claimed thai 50 to 75 people As evidence that Ihe petitioner Illeds the 
1990\ Kenneth Leroy on average cOllie to "the ccrelll(lIlies." definition of cOl\lnlllnity set forth in 83.1, 

While, 7/25/%. When asked, ht.: c\;liIllCd Ihal alh:nut:cs Ihe n.:gubliolls statt.:: "sigllilicalll s(lei;11 
at thcse gatherings arc "mostly rc\;llionships cOllllecting individual 
Nipllluck." "There arc some 1I0n- members" (b)(I)(ii); and "significant 
Indians that come just to sec what it's rates of infonual social interaction which 
aboul," he continued. "[But it's) Mostly exist broadly among the members of a 
Nipmuck." group" (b)(l) (iii). 

IsslIe J J\lJalysis Conclusion 

This brief description of;1 1169B Docs nol me..:! (b). 
gathering suggesls Ihal Ihere may have 
exisled social relationships eonnecling 
individual members and informal social 
interaction belween members during Ihe 
laIc 1990's. Ms. Swenson's slalelllent 
Ihat these galherings were "intertribal," 
however, raises serious questions, 
questions that arc mentioned above, 
~h()tlt the extcnt to which these 
!:ath':J'illgs s<':J'I"l:d 10 COIIII.:.:1 ml:llI!JcJ':i 
or the group with one another rather 
than simply connccting sUllle IIII'm bel's 
of (he group wilh IlIlII-memhers. 

Unlike at \casllwo olher #6913 leaders Docs nol mecl (b). 
who were interviewed, Mr. White 
~lIggestcu that ollisidcrs werc 1I0t lilt.: 
majority of allenl1ces at large 116913 
gatherings and were not a focus of these 
events. If the pctilioner were to submit 
evidence to resolve the conflicting 
evidence, evidence of members of the 
group who attend these gatherings (e.g. 
attendance lists), it might be able to 
show that these gatherings encompass 
most of the group, involve significant 
social relationships connecting 
individual members, and involve 
infonnal social interaction which exists 
broadly among members of the group. 

Recommendation: The petitioner has not demonstrated the existence ofcommuniiy from historical times to the present; specii'icaliy, from i&'1i 10 [he preseni. 

therefore does not meet the requirements of criterion 83 .1(b). 

440B:VEDeMarce/ved: SI 1 4/0 1 :20S-3592:A:\CHRTBDFTsmall.69b.wpd 
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CHAUBUNABUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTERIDUDLEY, PETITIONER #69B: PROPOSED FINDING 
- SUMMARY CHART 

CRITERION C - The petitioner has maintained politicallnOuence or authority over its members as an autonomous entity from historical times until 
the present. 

Summary of the Evidence: The petitioner, #69B, asserts continuity from the historical tribe of the Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nipmuck Indians (also known as the 
DudleylWebster Indians, or the Pegan Indians). Petitioner #69B was originally part of a joint petition submitted by a broader group of Massachusetts Nipmucs, which was 
assigned #69. The current petitioner broke with the broader group in May 1996 and prefers to use the spelling "Nipmuck." The other Nipmuc petitioner, the Nipmuc Nation, 
now #69A, asserts continuity not only with the Chaubunagungamaug Band which was located on a reservation property in the Town of Dudley, later the Town of Webster, in 
Worcester County, Massachusetts, but also with the Hassanamisco Band of Granon, Massachusetts, and with descendants of other bands and "praying towns" that existed in the 
17'h century but subsequently ceased to exist as organized entities. To the extent that petitioner #69A also asserts continuity from the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, the 
charts prepared for evaluation of petition #69B will also be relevant for evaluating #69A. They will not be prepared in duplicate for #69A, but will be appended to evaluation of 
that petition. 

The regulations provide that political process "is to be understood in the context of the history, culture, and social organization of the group" (25 CFR 83_.1, 59 FR 9293). The 
precedents in prior positive Federal acknowledgment decisions pertaining to New England tribes indicated that for the time span from the colonial period to the 19'h century, 
evaluation of political influence or authority had not been tied to the specific fonns of evidence listed in 83.7(c}, but rather was evaluated much more briefly, and generally, 
under the provisions of the definition of political influence or authority in 83.1. The relevant language in 83.6 follows: 

Evaluation of petitions shall take into account historical situations and time periods for which evidence is demonstrably limited or not available. The 
limitations inherent in demonstrating the historical existence of community and political influence or authority shall also be taken into account. Existence of 
community and political influence or authority shall be demonstrated on a substantially continuous basis, but this demonstration does not require meeting these 
criteria at every point in time ... " (83.6(e)}. 

The directive. Changes in the Internal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment Petitions, stated that: "The BlA's review ofa petition shall be limited to evaluating the arguments 
presented by the petitioner and third parties and to determining whether the evidence submitted by the petitioner, or by third parties, demonstrates that the petitioner meets each 
of the criteria" (65 Federal Register 7052, 2/11/2000). Petitioner #69B has not presented any specific arguments pertaining to how it meets criterion 83.7(c). The following 
analysis, therefore, reviews the pertinent evidence in the record created by petitions #69, #69A. and #69B as it pertains to the historical Nipmuc tribe in the early contact period, 
the historical Chaubunagungamaug or DudleylWebster Band. for the period from 1682 through 1891. and the petitioner's immediate antecedents from 1891 to the present, for 
the purpose of detennining whether petitioner #69B meets criterion 83.7(c). 

For the earlier period, it did not make sense to divide the documentation by decade, but rather by much broader developmentai stages. The isoiaied poiitil:ai documents must 
aiso be interpreted in iighi oi the generai continuity of the band's population as shewn by a ,vide variety of Qther documents (sec t.hilft tecl-u-,iC(i: r~pvrt).l 

'Throughout the chart for criterion 83.7(c). the boldface listing, for example (e)(I)(U), in the column "fonn of evidence" does not indic~te thilt .the ite":, of evidence 
under analysis met the criterion under that form of evidence. Rather, it indicates the BIA researcher's detennination of t.he categorr .or type ~f eVidence mto which the document 
discussed could best be construed to fall. Technical problems associated with the table fonnat ofthe chans do not penon the repetlllon of thiS footnote on every page of the 
charts. 
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2 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, 1169B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Erideuce Description Rale I PrecedeDt 

1630- (83.1) Salwen 1978. Original documents generated by " ... making decisions for the group which 
1675 Russe1l19S0, Massachusetts colonial authorities substantially affect its members, and/or 

Mandell 1996, representatives of the Society for the representing the group in dealing with 
Bragdon 1996; Propagation of the Gospel in New outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). 
Johnson 1995; England; historical narratives, mainly by "Aboriginal Mohegan leadership was provided 
Humes 1952, Reese modem anthropologists, pertaining to by a chief sachem who made decisions in 
c 1980; Connole colonial contact and giving limited consultation with a council consisting of 
1976; Dacey 1995; infonnation, only from an external influential tribal members of similar social 
Savage 1996 viewpoint, concerning the aboriginal rank" (Mohegan PF 1989,5); "The political 
Massachusetts political structure. structure was organized around sachems, 
Archives, Colonial leaders drawn from high-ranked families" 
Records of The most extended series of relevant (Narragansett PF 1982, II); "Aboriginal 
Massachusetts; records is that generated by Wampanoag leadership was provided by an 
Gookin J 836, Massachusetts, consisting ofthe hereditary chief or sachem who made decisions 
Gookin 1972; microfilmed records in the in consultation with a council of male elders, 
Hoadley 1868, Massachusetts Archives and the war captains ... , and spiritual advisors ... " 
Hoadley 1870, published series of Massachusetts (Gay Head PF 1987, 10); "'n the early contact 
Hoadly 1873; Colonial Records. Some relevant period, i.e., the 1600's, the Miamis consisted of 
O'Callaghan 1854. material is also to be found in tbe a series of independent tribes of related peoples 

published Connecticut colonial records ... The tribe consisted of a series of village-
and the New York colonial documents. based bands led by distinct village chiefs" 

(Miami PF 1990, 7). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conduslon 

The comments tend to be general, as in This meets (c) for 
Salwen's statement: "The native groups the undifferentiated 
that lived west of the fringes of European Nipmuc historic 
settlement, in northern Connecticut and tribe as a whole, 
Rhode Island, central Massachusett9, and predecessor group to 
southern Vermont and New Hampshire, the later Chaubuna-
are the least known of any of the southern gungamaug or 
New England Indian societies. The local DudleylWebster 
groups of the Connecticut River valley in Band, for the period 
Massachusetts and the so-called Nipmuck priorto 1637. 
people of Massachusetts and northern 
Connecticut and Rhode Island appear to 
have spoken a southern New England 
language that the French called Loup ... 
This classification would probably cover 
most of the local groups listed as 
Nipmuck and Pocumtuck by Swanton .. " 
(Sal wen 1978, 173-174). 

Precedent does not required detailed 
information concerning the internal 
political processes of the historic tribes 
which were predecessors of petitioners in 
the early contact periods. 
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3 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley. #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of EvideDce DescrlptloD Rule I Precedent 

1630- (83.1) Leach 1958, "There were other units. in the interior co ••• making decisions for the group which 
1675 Salwen 1978. and on the western Connecticut coast. substantially affect its members. and/or 

Russell 1980. that seem to have normally functioned as representing the group in dealing with 
Bourne 1990. almost completely independent local outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). 
Johnson 1995, communities, without lasting political "Aboriginal Mohegan leadership was provided 
Mandell 1996. ties to any of their neighbors. Names by a chief sachem who made decisions in 

like Nipmuck ... sometimes appear in consultation with a council consisting of 
the literature as designations for large influential tribal members of similar social 
"tribes" or "confederacies" (Speck rank" (Mohegan PF 1989,5); "The political 
I 928a:pl. 20; Swanton 1952), but this structure was organized around sachems, 
usage does not seem to fit the leaders drawn from high-ranked families" 
seventeenth-century situation. At best, (Narragansett PF 1982, II); "Aboriginal 
some of these names may reflect Wampanoag leadership was provided by an 
linguistic or cultural homogeneity, but hereditary chief or sachem who made decisions 
the scarcity of evidence makes even in consultation with a council of male elders, 
linguistic identification difficult in most war captains ... , and spiritual advi~ors ... " 
cases (Day 1962, 1969)" (Salwen 1978, (Gay Head PF 1987,10); "(n the early contact 
173). period, i.e., the 1600's, the Miamis consisted of 

a series of independent tribes of related peoples 
" ... the Nipmucks were a loosely ... The tribe consisted of a series of village-
organized people residing in scattered based bands led by distinct village chiefs" 
villages, each separate group having its (Miami PF 1990, 7). 
own sachem. Although these various 
rulers might confer on important matters 
from time to time, there seems to have 
been no single, clearly defined, over-all 
structure of government for the entire 
tribe" (Leach 1958,73). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Politically. the Nipmuc at the time of This meets (c) for 
early contact did not have a tightly- the undifferentiated 
structured governmental system. 'Nipmuc historic 
Scholarsh~ve provided varying tribe as a whole, 
descriptions oflhepolitical organization predecessor group to 
of the prehistoric and early historic the later Chaubuna-
Nipmuc. One modem scholar has stated gungamaug or 
that, " ... the Nipmucks ... added up to Dudley/W cbstcr 
not much more than the changing sum of Band, for the period 
whichever interior villages chose to work prior to 1675. 
together at a given time" (Bourne 1990, 
126). 

The Federal acknowledgment regulations 
do not require that a historical tribe at the 
time of first contact have had a formal 
centralized governmental structure above 
the band or village level. 

The precedents clearly indicate that the 
acknowledgment process allows for the 
combination and division of tribal 
subgroups and bands during the colonial 
period. 
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4 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1630- (c) Gookin 1836, Historians and anthropologists have "The petitioner has maintained political 
1675 Gookin 1972; Eliot made a number of general statements influence or authority over its members as an 

n.d. in indicating that the 17th-century Nipmuc autonomous entity from historical times until 
Massachusetts were not wholly independent, such as the present" (83.7(c». "First, the crAG 
/listoricai Society lohnson's commentlhat, "Apparently, argued that the Mohegan had once been subject 
Collections, 3n1 the Nipmucks had losl some of their 10 the Pequot Indians for a few years in the first 
series, vol. 4; Lamed tribal autonomy when certain of their halfofthe 17th century; ... [and therefore] the 
1874,1:4; Bragdon villages began paying tribute to the MT did not meet the 'autonomous entity' 
1996,25; Russell Pequot, Narragansett, Massachusell and requirement of Criterion c. . .. [T)he time 
1980,187. Pennacook" (Johnson 1995, 28). For period during which the Mohegan lived with 

example, Lamed's comment that in the the Pequot is so brief as to be inconsequential" 
17th century, the Wabbaquassets in what (Mohegan PF 1989, 26-27); "Evidence 
is now Woodstock, Windham County, indicates that the Narragansett community and 
Connecticut, owed a varying allegiance its predecessors have existed autonomously 
to the Pequots, to Uncas of the since first contact, despite undergoing many 
Mohegans, or to the Narragansetts, modifications" (Narragansett FD, 48 Federal 
depending on who was in power (Lamed Register 292/10/1983,6177); in discussing the 
1874, 1 :4) or Bragdon's statement that defeat of the Narragansett in King Philip's 
"the Pequots did have influence among. War, 1675-1676, "A substantial number of the 
.. the Nipmuck as far as Quinabaag (near survivors combined with the Niantics ... " 
Dudley, Massachusetts)" (Bragdon 1996, (Narragansett PF 1982,2). 
25). "Apparently, even a few Nipmuck 
sagamores paid allegiance to the 
Wampanoag sachem" (Johnson 1995,9). 
From another perspective, Russell 

commented that, "the power of the 
Mohawks by no means ended at the 
Connecticut River. Their emissaries 
collected tribute among the scattered 
Nipmuck villages of central 
Massachusetts, ... (Russell 1980, 187). , 

I I I 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The issue for this report is whether the This meets the 
subjugation of Nipmuc bands in the 17th "autonomous entity" 
century to various other New England requirement of (c) 
Algonquian tribes has significant impact for the 
for Federal acknowledgment. That is, undifferentiated 
does it matter whether, in the first half of Nipmuc historic 
the ·17th century, some or a II of the tribe as a whole, 
Indians of the Nipmuc country may have predecessor group to 
owed some kind or allegiance to the the later Chaubuna-
Narragansett, the Mohegan, or the gungamaug or 
Wampanoag. The question of DudleyfW ebster 
"autonomy" from other tribes in the Band. 
colonial period was addressed by the AS-
IA in the Mohegan final determination 
(which was issued under the 197825 
CFR Part 83 regulations and quotes from 
that version). 

Evidence indicates that the Nipmucs 
whose status was controverted among the 
Narragansett, Mohegan, and Pequot from 
the 1650's through the 1670's were 
mainly the Wabaquasset, those in the 
region of Quinebaug in modem 
Connecticut (Lamed 1874, 1:4,6; Hoadly 
1868,305; Hoadly 1870, 10,101-102, 
395-396). 

, , I 
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5 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Description 

1668- (83.1) Almost the Historical records and narratives 
1869 entire body of indicating that the Nipmuc leader~, 

historical data including the sagamore of 
submitted in Chaubunagungamaug, executed a formal 
connection with act of submission to the English in May 
petitions #69, #69A, 1668 (Mass. Archives 30: 146; Place of 
and #69B is in some Small Stones, 5-6), and that after King 
way relevant to this Philip's War, the Chaubunagungamaug 
topic. Sec reservation was under the direct 
particularly Gookin administration of Massachusetts, first as 
1836, Gookin 1972; a British colony and then, after the 
Hoadly 1873, Lamed American Revolution, unlillhe 1869 Act 
1874, I; Leavens of Enfranchisement, as a state. The 
Papers n.d., Daniels discussions of the establishment of the 
1892; Metcalf 1880, "praying towns" by missionary John 
Humes 1952, Leach Eliot also fall generally under this topic. 
1958, Bourne 1990, 
Johnson 1995; Place 
of Small Stones 
(Nipmuc #69A Pet.). 

I I I t I I 

Rule I PrecedeDt 

"The petitioner has maintained political 
influence or authority over its members as an 
autonomous entity from historical times until 
the present" (83_7(c». The crAG argued that, 
"second the Mohegan had their affairs 
governed by a group of overseers appointed by 
the Stale of Connecticut , ... [and therefore] 
the MT did not meet the 'autonomous entity' 
requirement of Criterion c .... , [T]he 
autonomy requirement is solely concerned with 
autonomy from other Indian tribes, not non-
Indian systems of government that were 
imposed on the Mohegan by the state of 
Connecticut ..... (Mohegan PE 1989,26-27). 
"The General Assembly appointed a special 
committee to serve as guardians of Mohegan 
tribal lands beginning in 1719" (Mohegan PF 
1989, 5). "Connecticut continued to maintain a 
guardian system over the Mohegan Indians 
until 1875" (Mohegan PF 1989,6). "Some 
degree of external control was increasingly 
exercised by the Colony of Rhode Island 
during the 17'" century. In 1644, the tribes 
fonnally accepted the authority of the English 
crown, and eonfinned this again in 1663" 
(Narragansett PF 1982, II); "Rhode Island's 
role after 1675 was essentially that of a trustee. 
The tribe remained essentially self-governing, 
but its external affairs were restricted and it 
became generally subject to the protection as 

I we!! as tbe supervision of the colony" 
_. .~ ...... no. I 0,,", ..,\" 1& c: I (Narra~anliClt rF .90k, k/. Th~ ~tate of 

I Massachusetts ifllpCised a guardian system oyer 
the Gay Head Indians between 1781 and 1814, 
... In 1862 the State imposed greater 

• jurisdictional control over Gay Head ..... 
(Gay Head PF 1987,4). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I ADalysls Conclusion 

This very succinct summary is the result This meets the 
of detailed analysis of the material by the "autonomous entity" 
BIA research stafT (see draft technical requirement of (c) 
report). -~- - for the historic tribe --- ~ - and for the --
On the basis of a study of the historical undifferentiated 
records, there is no essential difference in historical Nipmuc 
historical status, in regard to "autonomy," tribe as a whole and 
under criterion 83.7(c) between the for the Dudley! 
situation in which east coast tribes have Webster Indians 
lived on colonial andlor state reservations from the 
under the supervision of state agents establishment of the 
while other tribes have lived on Federal reservation through 
reservations under the supervision of 1869. 
Federal agents. Assignment to a 
reservation does not negate a tribe's 
autonomy. 
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6 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

I 

Date Form of Evidence 

1646- (83.1) Johnson 1995; 
1682 Place of Small 

Stones (Nipmuc Pcl. 
1169A); Humes 1952, 
Reese c I 980; 
Mandell 1996, 
Leavens Papers n.d.; 
Gookin 1836, 
Gookin 1972, Earle 
Report 186 I, Lamed 
1874, I. 

1675- (83.1) Massachusetts 
1676 Archives 30; Humes 

1952; Place of Small 
Stones (Nipmuc Pet. 
#69A). 

I 

Description 

During this period, mission;lrY John Eliot 
established Indian "praying towns" in 
Massachusetts, with Christian leaders 
whom he chose and appointed. The 
praying towns in the region of modern 
Worcester County, Massachusetts, and 
Windham County, Connecticut, wcre not 
begun until 1671 (Humes 1952,8), but in 
the next four years totaled seven (Place 
of Small Stones, 6). One of these was at 
the foot of Lake Chaubunagungamaug, 
or Webster Lake. Gookin specified that 
Chaubunagungamaug, established in 
1672 at the head of the lake, was a "new 
plantation," i.e. not the site of a prior 
Indian village, and "well accommodated 
with upland and meadows" (The Great 
Trail of the Indians n.d., 5; Leavens 
Papers). Gookin described it in 1674 as 
occupied by Black James, and consisting 
of about nine families, constituting 45 
individuals. He described the 
sagamore's wigwam as spacious, about 
60 feet in length and 20 feet in width. 

In regard to King Philip's War, during 
the summer of 1675, several Nipmuc 
sachems provided written assurances to 
the General Court at Boston not to assist 
Philip (Massachusetts Archives 30:169). 
O .. rino th .. r.OIL"':" of th .. WAr !lOme 

I ~ :::i~~t;'~e~ i.;::'s ~~..:--=~-. -~-~.:::~::-.::. -is I mil I U II t;l .... IIlCIU, Willi .. ulhc 
I vioiaieu it Afnollg ille signers, and 

violators, was Black James, the constable 
of the Chaubunagungamaug praying 
town (Humes 1952, 14; Place of Small 
Stones, 9). 

Rule I Precedent 

"Leadership exercised through a church, by 
indigenous ministers, can provide evidence 
under several categorics mentioned in criterion 
83.7(c), such as ... under 83.7(c)(2)(iii) to 
show that 'group leaders andlor other 
mechanisms exist or existed which ... exert 
strong influence on the behavior of individual 
members, such as the establishment or 
maintenance of norms and the enforcement of 
sanctions to direct or control behavior" (MBPI 
FD 1999, 15; "The 25 CFR Part 83 regulations 
do not make any requirement that a petitioner 
have a 'secular government' ... but rather ... 
that the leadership ofa petitioner have political 
influence or authority over the group's 
members in a bilateral relationship" (MDPI FD 
1999, 16). 

" ... making decisions for the group which 
substantially affect its members, and/or 
representing the group in dealing with 
outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

I 

Issue I Allalysls 

Black James was not only the sagamore 
at Chaubunagungamaug, but was also 
appointed by Eliot as constable of all the 
praying towns of the Nipmuc region 
(Larncd 1874,7). As of 1674, these 
towns had a popUlation of just under 400 
persons (Larned 1874, 6-8). The 
scttlement also had a teacher, Joseph 
from Hassanamessit, and the leadership 
enforced the norms accepted by the towns 
(Gookin, 80). 

While the specific site of Black James' 
village may have been a "new 
plantation," a sagamore from 
"Chapnocunco" had transferred land to 
Governor Winthrop as early as 1642, 
according to testimony that was taken 
much later, in 1684 (Leavens Papers n.d., 
82-A). 

During King Philip's War, several actions 
by Black James indicated that he was 
capable of acting independently of the 
status he had as Eliot's appointee, and 
that the members of his band followed his 
initiatives. 

Conduslon 

On the basis of 
precedent, this 
material is adequnte 
to meet (c) for a 
tribe during the 
colonial period. 

Meets (c) for the 
Chaubunagunga-
maug Band for the 
1670's. 

On the basis of 
precedent, this 
material is adequate 
to meet (c) for a 
tribe during the 
colonial period. 

IVIppte. ,,..\ tnrth.-: 
'"--~--~- ,~; ~-- ----

Chaubunagunga
maug Band for the 
1670's. 

I 
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7 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #6~B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Dale Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1681 (83.1), (c)(l )(1) On May 11,1681, the General Court of " ... making decisions for the group which 
Records o/the Massachusetts Bay Colony authorized substantially affect its members, and/or 
Colol1Yo! William Stoughton and Joscph Dudley to representing the group in dealing with 
Massachusetts Bay investigate land titles in Nipmug country outsiders in matters of consequencc" (83.1). 
5; Massachusetts (Records of the Colony of Massachusetts 
Archives 30; Mandel Bay 5:315). In June of 1681, Stoughton "Economic organization is strong evidence of 
1996; Daniels 1880; and Dudley hosted a general meeting of significant political influence and Icadership 
Freeland 1894. the Indians at Cambridge, Massachusetts, because it affects a major part oCthe lives of 

reporting back that they found them group members in ways which are intrinsically 
"willing enough to make claym to the important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). 
whole [Nipmuc) Country but Litigious & 
Doubtfull amngst themselves" (MandelI 
1996,44). The invcstigation continued 
into the autumn, with the commissioners 
IiIc a report to the General Court un 
Octobcr 17. They reported that of the 
Nipmuc Country, the southern part was 
claimed by Black lames and company; _ . 
. (Records of the Colony of 
Massachusetts Bay 5:328-329). As can 
be sccn from the specific provisions of 
the deeds, the "southern part" being 
claimed by "Black James and company" 
included the Nipmuc territory lying in 
what is now Windham County, 
Connecticut. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Ihe documents show the existence of a On the basis of 
group, with an acknowledged leader, in a precedent, this 
position to negotiate with appointcd matcrial is adcquate 
represcnflitives_Qf the colonial authorities to meet (c) for a 
of Massachusetts,with the authority to tribe during the 
cede and hold land. colonial pcriod. 

Meets (c) for the 
Chaubunagunga-
maug Band for the 
1680's. 
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8 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1682- (83.1), (c)(I)(i) Mandell asserted that about 1682, Black " ... making decisions for the group which 
1686 Larned 1874, I; Jamcs led an emigration out of Natick to substantially afTect its members, and/or 

Reese c 1980; resettle Chaubunagunga-maug (Mandell representing the group in dealing with 
Mandcll 1996. 1996, 30, citing Rawson and Danforth outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). 

1809, 134; Mass. Archives 30:279a, 
265). No specific evidence confirms a "Economic organization is strong evidence of 
resettlement from Natick at this date, significant political influence and leadership 
though several deeds associated with the because it afTects a major part of the lives of 
title investigation identified Black James group members in ways which are intrinsically 
by name. important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). 

A 1684 letter of John Eliot's letter did 
indicate that there were Nipmuc 
residents at Chaubunagungamaug 
(Mandell 1996, 36; citing Eliot to Boyle 
185, Mandell 1996, 212n48). However, 
neither petition #69, #69A, nor #69B 
submitted copy of the original letter, and 
no other document indicates that 
Chaubunagungamaug was, in Mandell's 
words, a "stated reserve" in 1684 in 
addition to the three regularly mentioned 
in documents of the General Court. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

An unsupported statement in a secondary Does not meet (c). 
source does not constitute sufficient 
evidence. Mandell's further assertion 
that "Chabanakongkomun [was] far from 
English settlements, and the village did 
not reappear in colonial records until the 
1720s" (Mandell 1996,36) is certainly 
invalid, as can be seen from documents 
cited below from the records of the town 
of Oxford, Massachusetts, and from 
Connecticut records. Black James 
himself may have died by 1686, as a deed 
in that year was signed by his "heirs." 
However, a man bearing this name 
continued to be cited in the records until 
at least 1707. 

Overall, the greatest deficiency in all 
currently published studies of the early 
history of the Nipmuc has been an 
insufficient use of the records of other 
colonies thaI} Massachusetts Bay. In 
particular, the Connecticut records have 
been insufficiently utilized. Because of 
the involvement of the Mohegan in the 
affairs of the Nipmuc resident in what is 
now Windham County, Connecticut, 
there is considerable information 
available from that source. 
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9 
Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

(83.1), (c)(l)(I) During the 1680's, Black James On the Federal level, under the Cohen criteria, 
1682- Shurtleff 1854, participated in a sequence of deed assignment of a tribe or band to a reservation 
1686 Daniels 1880; transactions which led to the later creates a legal presumption that such a tribe or 

Daniels 1892; establishment of the Chaubunagung- band existed at the time of the action. 
Records of the amaug or DudleylWebster reservation as 
Colony of it existed from the 1730's through the The Mohegan, Narragansett, and Gay Head 
Massachusetts Bay, 1870's. The two sale deeds, dated tribes also retained certain portions of 
Seriea I, Vol. 5; February 10, 1681/82, were formally aboriginal territory. 
Massachusetts delivered May 19, 1682, at Natick 
Archives 30; (Daniels 1880, 36; Freeland 1894, 124; " ... making decisions for the group which 
Freeland 1894; A Freeland 1894, 128; Shurtleff 1854, substantially affect its members, and/or 
Place of Small 5:365-368). Black James and Company representing the group in dealing with 
Stones (Nipmuc Pct. reserved from the sale "a certain tract of outsiders in matters of consequencc" (83.1). 
#69A). five miles square in two parcels" (Place 

of Small Stones 21-23; Records oflhe 
Colony of Massachusetts Bay 5 :341-
343). The first parcel was on the 
Quinebaug river at Maanexit, three or 
four miles south of 
Chaubunagungamaug, and thus within 
the bounds of modern Connecticut. The 
other tract of land, at Quinnatisset, was 
four or five miles southeast of Maanexit, 
in the present town of Thompson, 
Connecticut (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 
1984,50). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

These materials regularly name the 
leaders whom the colonial authorities had Meets (c) for the 
appointed and with whom the colonial Chauhunagunga-
authorities were dealing, though maug Band for the 
providing only minimal information 1680's. 
about internal political processes. 

For explanatory analysis of the border 
dispute between Massachusetts and 
Connecticut in this region which led to 
Massachusetts' purchasing and granting 
lands which are now comprised within 
the boundaries of Connecticut, see the 
draft tcchnical report for petition #698. 
The lands purchased by Stoughton and 
Dudley were soon regranted by them to 
other speculators and to settlers. For this 
process, see also the draft technical report 
for petition #69B. 

On the basis of precedent, this matcrial is 
adequate to !Deet 83.7(c) for a tribe 
during the colonial period. 
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Chaubunagungamaug )land of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence 

1682- (83.1), (c)(I)(i) 
1686 Shurtleff 1854, 

Daniels 1880; 
Daniels [892; 
Lamed 1874, I; 
Temple, Records of 
Oxford; Records of 
the CololIY of 
Massachusetts Bay, 
Series I, Vol. 5; 
Massachusetts 
Archives 30; Sliffolk 
Deeds Liber XII 
1902, Freeland 1894; 
A Place of Small 
Stones (Nipmuc Pel. 
1i69A). 

-

Description 

The best description of the exact 
dimensions and locations of the 
territories reserved for Black Jamcs and 
Company was provided by the legal 
survey of the land. Although the survey 
was made in October 1684, after the sale 
of part of the territory, it was nonetheless 
made in the name of the original grantee: 
"Chaubunagungamaug, surveyed in 
October 1684, to Black James and 
others. It extended west from Chaubuna-
gungamaug pond (from which the Indian 
town here took its name), over Maanexit 
river (French river). Nearly all this tract, 
with other lands between the towns of 
Oxford and Woodstock, became the 
property of Joseph Dudley, and after-
wards fell to his sons, the Hon. Paul and 
William DUdley. Part of this Indian land 
is now within the limits of Thompson, 
Ct., and part in Dudley" (Freeland 1894, 
128). The survey showed a: "Plat of 
five miles square; one running from the 
west side of Chaubungagung-amaug 
Pond over Mayanexit River containing 
11,000 acres; complement of the other 
plat of five thousand to sixteen thousand, 
surveyed by John Gore, one at 
Quinnatisset and the other at Mayanexit" 
(Daniels 1892, 5-6n6; citing Mass. Col. 
Rec.5:488). 

~4. .. subsmntial pvition ufthis feser-yed 
territory fell within the modem 
Connecticut boundaries (Lamed 1874, 
1:14). These reserved tracts were later 
confirmed to Black James and Company 
by the General Court on June 20, 1685 
(Daniels 1892, 5-6n6; citing Mass. Col. 
Rec.S:488). By that time, however, they 
had already sold a substantial portion of 
them. 

I 
I 
I 

Rule I Precedent 

On the Federal level, under the Cohen criteria, 
assignment of a tribe or band to a reservation 
creates a legal presumption that such a tribe or 
band existed at the time of the action. 

The Mohegan, Narragansett, and Gay Head 
tribes also retained certain portions of 
aboriginal territory. 

" ... making decisions for the group which 
substantially affect its members, and/or 
representing the group in dealing with 
outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

This land was not a "reservation" in the 
modern sense of tile word, which implies 
the cxistence of a trust relationship 
between an Indian tribe and the Federal 
Government, which holds title to the 
reservation on behalf of the tribe. Rather, 
"reservation" in these deeds explicitly 
meant only that the sellers were 
withholding part of the territory from 
sale, and intended that they themselves 
should have it in fee simple, with all the 
rights implied by that, including the right 
to sell it at will. The "reservation" in the 
second deed of February 10, 1681/1682, 
stated: "Reserving always unto 
ourselves, our heirs and assigns, out of 
the above said grant, a certain tract of 
land five miles square, at such two places 
as we shall choose, to be wholly at our 
own use and dispose." In accordance 
with the temlS of this "reservation," on 
April 28, 1682, a deed of Black James 
and Company conveyed to Stoughton and 
Dudley half of the reservation of five 
miles square. This deed and the follow-
up documents giving consent and seisin 
during 1685 and 1686 provide the best 
evidence of who was comprised in the 
"company" of Black James (Temple, 
Records of Oxford, 549-550; Daniels 
1892,755-756, Suffoiic Deeds Liber XlI, 

On the basis of precedent, this material is 
adequate to meet (c) for a tribe during 
the colonial period. 

Conclusion 

Meets (c) for the 
Chaubunagunga-
maug Band for the 
1680's. 

I 
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11 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley. #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1693 (c) Reese c1980; In 1693, in connection with the military Neither rule nor precedent; included for 
Mandell 1996; Mass. activity associated with King William's infornlational purposes. 
Archives 30. War, "the legislature of Massachusetts 

Bay enacted the first law governing 
Native People as persons different from 
all others. It granted the Governor and 
his council the authority to appoint 
special commissioners (overseers) to rule 
over Native People" (Reese c 1980, [30]. 

Reese also stated that in 1694, the "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
General Court of the Province of system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 
Massachusetts Day enacted legislation (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
"for the better rule and government of 
the Indians in their several places and 
plantations" (Reese c 1980, [30]). "One 
ycar later the legislature reconfirmed the 
restrictions for Hassanamisset and 
imposed the same on 
Chabanakongkomun" (Mandell 1996, 
39-40; citing Mass. Archiyes 30:358-59, 
368, Mandell 1996, 212n59). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Ana'ysis Conclusion 

This 1693 had no immediate impact upon Neither mects nor 
the Chaubunagungamaug Dand, which ncgates (c). 
apparently was not assigned guardians 
under its provisions. 

Mandell stated that in 1694 the provisions 
were applied to Chaubunagungamaug, 
but if this was the case, petitions #69, 
#69A, and #69B presented no relevant 
documentation prior to 1735/1746. The 
1734 deed of sale discussed below did not 
involve the participation of guardians or 
overseers. 

For possible later application of the 1693 
act, see below in the discussion of 
developments in the 1730's. 
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12 
Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date ,Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1702 (c) Province Laws The Act read in part: "to the intent the No rule or precedent; included for 
1701-1702, Chapter native Indians might not be injured or informational purposes. 
II. defeated of their just rights and 

possessions, or be imposed on and 
abused in selling and disposing of their 
lands, and thereby deprive themselves of 
such places as were suitable for their 
settlement and improvement, did, by an 
act and law [of June 4, 1685) ... inhibit 
and forbid all persons purchasing any 
lands of the Indians without the licence 
and approbation of the general court, ... 
[be it enacted] That all deeds ... , titles 
and conveyances whatsoever, of any 
lands, tenements of hereditaments within 
the province, as well for tenn of years as 
forever, ' .. obtained from any Indian or 
Indians by any person or persons 
whatsoever, at any time or times since 
[1633], without license or approvation of 
the respective general courts ... oLshall 
hereafter be ... procured from any 
Indian or Indians, by any person or 
persons whomsoever, without the 
license, approvation and allowance of the 
great and general court or assembly of 
this province for the same, shall be 
deemed and adjudged in the law to be 
null, void and of none effect ... 
(Province Laws 1701-1702, Chapter II). 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Disposition of Indian lands in Neither meets nor 
Massachusetts was controlled by the negates (c). 
legislature and the General Court. On 
June 26, 1702, published June 28, the 
legislature passed "An Act to Prevent and 
Make Void Clandestine and Illegal 
Purchases of Lands from Indians" 
(Province Laws 1701-02, Chapter II). 

I I I 
I 

, 
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13 
Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

(83.1) Conkey, Very little secondary scholarship is No rule or precedent; included for 
1702- Boissevin and available to illuminate Nipmuc infonnational purposcs. 
1783 Goddard 1978; development in the 18th century. In 

Mandell 1996; 1978, the Smithsonian Handbook's 
Grumet 1996, treatment provided one paragraph each 
Calloway 1997. for Natick, Dudley, and Hassanamisco 

between King Philip's War and the mid-
19th century (Conkey, Boissevain, and 
Goddard 1978, 180). Daniel R. 
Mandell's Behind the Frontier: Indians 
in Eighteenth-Century Eastern 
Massachusetts (Mandell 1996) does 
focus primarily upon the coast and 
Natick, treating central Worcester county 
only incidentally and largely ignoring 
those Nipmuc who lived south of what is 
now the Massachusetts-Connecticut 
border. This is also true of Mandell's 
chapter (Grumet 1996). The recent 
collection edited by Colin G. Calloway 
(Calloway 1997) contains little Nipmuc 
data, with none for this specific period. 
The limited nllMe of synthetic 
secondary scholarship for the period 
following King Philip's Wllr requires 
detennination of the developments 
almost entirely from archival documents, 
which can be somewhat supplemented 
by local histories of the Worcester 
County towns in which Nipmucs resided. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

There was documentable continuity Neither meets nor 
betwccn the pre-King Philip's War and ncgatcs (c). 
post-King Philip's War populations of the 
Nipmuc settlements in Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, and Windham County, 
Connecticut, although the overall Indian 
population was much smaller. Some 
Nipmuc had returned to 
Chaubunagungamaug by 1681 and some 
individual Indian families re-settled their 
private landholdings in Worcester county. 
Throughout the) 8th century, the 
Connecticut Nipmuc continued to 
intermarry with the Worcester County 
settlements. This process is documented 
not only by the records of Natick and the 
rescrvations, but also evidenced by vital 
records kcpt by the towns and churches of 
the region and the land records of 
Suffolk, Middlesex, and Worcester 
Counties, Massachusetts, and Windham 
County, Connecticut. As individuals, 
these re-settlers were not all necessarily 
"praying Indians," as evidenced by the 
baptisms ofNipmuc Indian adults in the 
church records of the 18'" century. 
'However, all the families seem to have 
been close associates of the prominent 
"praying Indian" leaders of Eliot's day. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1707 (83.t), (c)(I)(i) Black James and Company apparently " ... making decisions for the group which 
Nipmuc #69 Pet. retained the second half of the substantially affect its members, and/or 
Narr. 1984,50; reservation made in the 1682 deed, representing the group in dealing with 
Dresser 1900; approximately 8000 acres, until 1707, outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1); 
Mandell 1996; when "the remaining full moiety of the "Besides the monarch, there was influence 
Suffolk Reg., Deeds, five miles square consisting of 8000 from advisors and councilors drawn from the 
Libro 26, Folio 215; acres" was sold by Black James et al. to high-ranked families, had been the traditional 
"In the Matter of the William Dudley for 10 pounds, because pattern" (Narragansett PF 1982, II); "No 
Dudley Indians, of the "great love and good will, esteem reference to the sachemship could be found 
Brief, Before the and affections" which they bore toward after 1687, ... However, there is evidence that 
House judiciary Joseph Dudley and his family, reserving the Gay Head Indians continued to maintain 
Committee of to themselves, thcir heirs and some political influence and authority over 
Massachusetts," descendants forever, the right to fish, their members" (Gay Head PF 1987, 10); 
c 1890; History of hunt, and "on great ponds or rivers "There are scattered references to specific 
Dudley n.d. necessary for their support" (Nipmuc Miami leaders in French and English 

Pet. NaIT. 1984,50; Dresser 1900, 117; documents prior to the late 1740's" (Miami PF 
see also Mandell 1996, 39 citing "In the 1990,7). 
Matter of the Dudley Indians, Brief, 
Before the House JUdiciary Committee "Economic organization is strong evidence of 
of Massachu-setts," eire. 1890, significant political influence and leadership 
photocopy, Nipmuc Tribal because it affects a major part of the lives of 
Acknowledgment Project, Worcester, group members in ways which are intrinsically 
Mandell 1996,212058). important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). 

The petition submissions for #()9, #()9A, 
and #69B do not include an actual copy 
of this deed. According to Suffolk 
County, Massachusetts, records, Joseph 
Dudley did not re-sell any of these lands 
prior to his death on April 2, 1720; his 
sons Paul Dudli;"· and WHliaiu Duulc I. ' .. ' .' . ,y, 

I oegan sellmg them to pro~~r!!'!e sett.ers 
I in i 72 i (HiSrory of Dudley, 106). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

It is not clear from the documents On thc basis of 
whether the 1707 "Black James" was the precedent, this 
same individual who had provided material is adequate 
leadership for this settlement prior to to meet (c) for a 
1686, or whether by 1707 the phrase was tribe during the 
regarded as a title. Collectively, colonial period. 
however, the group was the same, had 
leadership, and was making collective Meets (c) for the 
decisions. Chaubunagunga-

maug Band for the 
The deed reserved to the Indians, the 1700-1720 period. 
heirs and descendants forever, the right to 
plant, hunt, and use such parts as would 
be necessary for their support. The 
motivation for the sale is not known. In 
light of the substantial restrictions on 
Indian movement, hunting, and fishing 
imposed by the Massachusetts General 
Court during Queen Annc's War, 1704-
1708 (see the draft technical report for 
Petition #69B, BAR), the Indians may 
have seen little advantage retaining title 
and some protection in Dudley's holding 
it. The attorney for the Dudley Indians in 
1890 asserted that this deed had never 
received the approbation of the General 
Court (Brief 1890). The land conveyed 
to Joseph Dudley in this 1707 deed 
comprised more than half of the territory 
of the town of Dudley when it was 

I I incomorated Eddv 1912b'. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence 

1724 (83.1), (c)(l)(i) 
Nipmuc #69 Pet. 
Narr.1984,50-51; 
"In the Matter of the 
Dudley Indians" 
Brief c.1890; 
Leavens Papers n.d.' 
Sale of Indian Land 
at Webster 1887; 
Dresser 1900. 

The 1890 brief 
referenced Suffolk 
County, 
Massachusetts, deeds 
(this land fell in 
Suffolk County prior 
to the formation of 
Worcester County): 
Suffolk Reg. Deeds 
Lib. 26, Fo\. 215; 
Suffolk Reg. Deeds, 
Lib. 37, Fo!. 269; 
also Worcester Reg. 
Deed, Lib. 49, Folio 
313,317; Worcester 
Reg. Deeds 8.59, 20. 

Description 

-According to the petitioner, on April 9, 
1724, William Dudley conveyed by deed 
to the Nipmuc Indians title [sic) to a tract 
of land approximately one mile square 
(640 acres) which was part of their 
former reservation, "to plant and 
improve," henceforth to be reckoned as 
the only reserve and exception in the 
deed of 1707. This square mile 
extended from a brook at the northeast 
comer of Isaac Newell's farm, south to 
the north line of Paul Dudley's Manexet 
farm (Nipmuc Pel. NaIT. 1984,50·51). 
For a fairly extensive study of the 
location of this square mile, based on 
copies of old deeds held by the heirs of 
William Dudley, see an extensive letter 
to the Webster Times by a local historian 
(Eddy 1912a ill Leavens Papers). 

The petitioner did not submit a copy of 
this deed. A newspaper article at the 
time of the sale of the Dudley reservation 
lands stated: "William Dudley allowed 
the Indians to improve land south of 
Powder Hom Brook, 'so much west of 
the road from Woodstock to Oxford as 
said Indians may have occasion for 
subsisting cattle, not exceeding 15 acres, 
for a period of20 years, and for such 

I further time as may he agreed upon'" 
I (Sale ot !nd!!!..'! !.A!OQ ~f Wensler i887i 

Rule I Precedent 

" ... making decisions for the group which 
substantially affect its members, and/or 
representing the group in dealing with 
outsiders in mailers of consequence" (83.1). 

"Economic organization is strong evidence of 
significant political influence and leadership 
because it affects a major part of the lives of 
group members in ways which are intrinsically 
important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

The printed series of Suffolk Deeds 
terminates in 1684; transactions 
subsequent to that date must be searched 
in microfilms of the original decd books. 
The BfA does not have information at 
present whether this conveyed to the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the 
Nipmuc Indians as an entity, or to 
specific individuals. A subseql,lent, 1763, 
deed by Joseph Dudley's heirs to Edward 
Davis indicated that the 1724 transaction 
was a lease to the Indians (Daniels 1892, 
774· 775; citing Worcester Records 
XLIX, 314; sec also Dresser 1900, 118) 
rather than a title deed as asserted by the 
petitioner (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Narr. 1984, 
50-51). 

The petition assertion offec title may bc 
based on the argument advanced in the 
1890 brief: "In 1763, the Heirs of Dudley 
and guardians of the Indians persuaded 
the Genl. Court to make sale of the same, 
alleging they held the fee. While as a 
matter of fact the fee was in the Indians, 
less 200 (201) acres, see Court Records 
Book 24, Folio 543, Sect'y State's Office. 
_ .. " (Brief c. I 890, 2). 

Conclusion 

In the absence of 
copies of the 
primary sources, 
which are extant and 
are obtainable from 
public record 
repositories, the 
statements in the 
secondary sourceS 
arc not sufficient to 
demonstrate that the 
historical tribe 
antecedent to the 
petitioner meets (e) 
for the 1720's. 
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16 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1734 (83.1), (c)(I)(i) One of the most extensive sources of " ... making decisions for the group which 
Dresser 1900; information pertaining to this period substantially affeet its members, and/or 
Conant 1893; results from thc desire of thc desire of representing the group in dealing with 
Leboeufand Dudley, expressed at a town meeting outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1). 
Wakefield 1929; held January 30, 173311734, to build a "Besides the monarch, {here was influence 
Woreester County meeting house on the Indian Joshua from advisors and councilors drawn from the 
Registry of deeds Pegan's old field (Dresser 1900, 117; high-ranked famiHes, had been the traditional 
1738, 10:230, Conant 1893,99). The deed for land on pattern" (Narragansett PF 1982, II); "No 
10:236. top of present Dudley Hill, Dudley, reference to the sachemship could be found 

Massachusetts, was dated March 20, after 1687, ... Howcver, there is evidence that 
1733/1734 and recorded August IS, 1738 the Gay Head Indians continued to maintain 
(Worcester County Registry of Deeds some political influence and authority over 
1738, 10:230). It was then known as their members. These people periodically 
"Pegin Hill." The four acres were to be petitioned the General Court of the Province of 
used for the purpose of a church, meeting Massachusetts Bay between 1727 and 1781, 
house, and training ground and werc and the Corporation for the Propagation of the 
accepted by vote of the town meeting on Gospel bctween 1711 and 1776" (Gay Hcad PF 
March 27 (Leboeuf and Wakefield 1929, 1987, 10); "There are scattered references to 
6). It was surveyed on June 19, 1738 specific Miami leaders in French and English 
(Worcester county Registry of Deed documcnts prior to the late 1740's" (Miami PF 
1738, 10:230), the land constituting an 1990,7). 
irregular triangle at the northwest comer 
of the Indians' square mile ofland (copy "Economic organization is strong evidence of 
of Chandler's Survey in Leboeufand significant political influence and leadership 
Wakefield 1929). A partial copy of the because it affects a major part of the lives of 
deed shows the signers, largely with the group members in ways which are intrinsically 
surnames Pegan and Quitticus important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). 
(Worcester, ss; A true photostatic copy 
of record, of Worcester District Registry 
of Deeds, Book 10, page 236. Survey 
made 10 JUfl"a 171Sl· N;" ........ ~ H.t.:OD "" • , -,v, • .,., .. u .... TTVJ.u 

Suppi. 3i28i97). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

At present, the title relationship between Does not meet (c). 
the 1734 deed for the four acres in 
Dudley to the reservation land mentioned 
in the 1724 William Dudley deed has not 
been clarified. It is possible that the land 
included in the 1734 deed could have 
been the private property of the Pegan 
family: the records of the settlement of 
the estatc of Samuel Pegan in the years 
following 1735 certainly imply that the 
family were private landholders in fee 
simple. 

Other Indian families, not mentioned in 
the above deed, were apparently residing 
in the area on the 1730's. A survey of a 
road from the East Village to Dudley 
Hill, laid out by the selectmen on March 
17, 1737, mentioned as a landmark not 
only "the Indian land" in general, but "a 
pitch pine near Collicom's wigwam" in 
particular (Leavens Papers). Several of 
the 1734 signers were living in 
Thompson Parish in the Town of 
Killingly, now within the borders of 
Windham County, Connecticut. 

It is not clear that the sale described in 
this deed demonstrates political authority 
or influence within a tribal entity. 
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17 
Chaubuniagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Dale Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1735- (83.1); (c)(J)(i) Samuel Pegan was the man described by "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
1757 Now and Then Mandell as having left Natick during the system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 

c.1932; I 720's to "join his relatives" at (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
Massacflusells Chaubunagungamaug (Mandell 1996, 
Archives 31, 265- 84). He was dead by November 19, "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
266; 268-269; 1735, when two of his sons, Jonathan insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
Massac!wsells Pegan and Isaac Pegan, on behalf of the of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
Archives 32, 6-7; heirs, petitioned for a General Court 
Massachusells Acts order for the sale of the estate (Mass. 
lIlId Resolves XII, Archives 31 :265-266, 268-269). 
1735-36,208; Subsequent records include documents 
Mandell 1996. such as the January 1739/40 memorial of 

John Chandler Esq. & Mr. William 
Lyon, upon the petition of Jonathan & 
Isaac Pegan, two of the sons of Samuel 
Pegan of Dudley, Indian (Acts arid 
Resolves 659; MA State Archives, Mass. 
Archives 31,265-270). 

Petition of Jonathan & Isaac Pegan for 
themselves and the rcst of the children of 
Samuel Pegan late of Dudley, Indian, 
deed., left lands in said place; had a lot 
of about 68 acres in Natick unimproved, 
request to sell the unimproved (Mass. 
Acts & Resolves XlI, 1735-36,208). A 
few years later, lhe 1757 will of Abigail 
Quittocus of Dudley named several of 
these children of Samuel Pegan as her 
cousins (Dresser 1900, 118-119; Now 
a.tld Then c!932 67\. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

After nearly a quarter-century of very Does not mect (c). 
sparse mentions, the Indians residing in 
the vicinity of Dudlcy reappeared in the 
Massachusetts colonial records beginning 
in approximately 1735. 

The various guardians of the Indians 
living at Dudley mentioned in the records 
prior to the Act of 1746 were presumably 
appointed by the governor of the colony 
under the Act of 1693. However, no 
records were located pertaining to the 
selection and appointment of guardians 
for the Chaubunagungamaug Band, or for 
a group of "Dudley Indians." During the 
1730's, all of the Dudley Indians 
appearing in the Massachusetts records 
held land at Natick. From a legal 
standpoint, they may have appeared in 
the records under guardianship because of 
the Natick connection. The records to 
individual families and provide no data 
concerning internal political authority or 
influence at Chaubunagungamaug. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1746- (c) Reese c1980; In 1746, an act of the Massachusetts Bay "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
1758 Mandell 1996; legislature called "I3ettcr Regulating the system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 

Massacllllsells Indians" provided for the appointment of (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
Archives 31, 564- three people for each plantation to act as 
564a; 31, 567; 33, guardian. "The guardian had the power 
64-66. of a justice of the peace and could tease 

out land on the plantation not in use by 
Native People" (Reese c 1980, [36]). 
According to Mandell, the act 
authorized, "the appointment of three 
guardians for each native enclave in the 
colony. These guardians were given the 
power not only to act as justices and to 
manage the community's account, but 
also to take land that the Indians were 
not using and lease it to white famlers or 
cattlemen. Guardians were to submit 
annual reports to the court--few of which 
arc extant, if they were ever submitted. 
Three men were elected by a joint 
meeting of the Governor's council and 
assembly for eight Indian communities 
(or cluster ofsmall enclaves): ... 
Grafton and Dudley; ... As a result, 
Dudley, Mashpee, and other Indian 
enclaves in the commonwealth suddenly 
found their land and fortunes controlled 
by outsiders (Mandell 1996, 144). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Under the 1746 bill, Grafton Does not meet (c). 
(Ilassanamisco) and Dudley 
(Chaubunagunamaug) were paired. In 
subsequent years, however, the two 
groups came to have different guardians, 
although there is no record of a formal 
separation by legislative act. Further 
measures concerning the sale of Indian 
lands were passed in the spring of 1748. 
The 1746 measure was elaborated on 
June 12 and 13, 1758, by a bill providing 
that there be three guardians near every 
Indian plantation to allot lands to the 
Indians and guard against trespass; also, 
to regulate incomes and expenditures in 
behalf of the tribes; and that no sale or 
lease of Indian property was to be made 
except by consent of the guardians (Mass. 
Archives 33:64-66). 

While providing some background 
information concerning tribal continuity, 
these acts in' themselves provide no 
information concerning the nature of 
internal political authority or influence at 
Dudley or among the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band Indians. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1746- (c) Acts & Resolves The records of the Massachusells "A petitioner may also bc denied if there is 
1783 XIV,39; legislature providc a full rccord of the insufficient evidence that it mects one or more 

/I·fassacllllselts men who werc chosen as guardians of of thc criteria" (83.6(d». 
Archives 32, 350; 32, the Dudley Indians betwecn 1746 and the 
453; 33, 76; Journals Revolution. Ifcollections of the private "The appointment of o'verseers for the Eastern 
of the HOllse of papers of any of these individuals exist Pequot reservation by the colony of 
Representatives of in manuscript repositories, it is possible Connecticut in itself provides data about the 
Massachuselts 1770- that they might contain additional continuous existence of the tribal entity, but no 
17711978,148; information on specific information about internal political 
JOllrnals of the ChaubunagungamauglDudley in the mid- leadership or influencc" (Eastern Pequot PF 
Houseaf 18th century. 2000,104). 
Representatives af 
Massacllflsells 1773-
1774,1981,108. 

1758 (83.1), (e)(I)(i) On June 12 and 14, 1758, on petition of " ... representing the group in dealing with 
Massachusetts Nanny Pagan and other Dudley Indians outsiders in matters of consequence" (83. I). 
Archives 33, 61-63; complaining of the unjust actions oflheir 
Acts & Resoh'es 221. guardians and requesting the discharge "No reference to the sachemship could be 

of the said guardians and appointment of found after 1687, ... However, there is 
new men, the General Court passed an evidence that the Gay Head Indians continued 
order for the investigation. Signers of to maintain some political influence and 
the complaint were: Joseph Pagan, authority over their members. These people 
Samuel Pagan, Eleazer Pagan, Hannah periodically petitioned the General Court of the 
Quitticus, Nanny Pagan, Mary Pagan, Province of Massachusetts Bay between 1727 
Esther Pagan, Deborah Pagan, Pashants and 1781, and the Corporation for the 
Pagan, and Sarah Pagan (Mass. Archives Propagation of the Gospel between 1711 and 
33:61; see also Acts and Resolves 221). 1776" (Gay Head PF 1987, 10); "The 
The specific complaints were that their appointment of overseers for the Eastern 

I I I 
guardians had deprived them of many Pequot reservation by the colony of 
rights and overcharged them in a list of I Connecticut in itseif provides data about the I I 
!leo!s. A {'omminee lilal hearu iile 
complaint advised an investigation and 
the Court appointed a committee to go to 
Dudley and investigate (Mass. Archives 
33:61-63). 

No record of report of the investigation 
at Dudley has been located. 

I Ciiii,iiiuiiw c;ds:::nce cf the !db!! en!!!)', b!.!! nf) 
specific information about internal political 
leadership or influence. However, the 
initiative of the Eastern Pequot Indians in 
requesting particular persons as overseers, 
combined with the signatures on the petitions, 
indicates that the Indians on the Lantern Hill 
reservation did at this time have internal 
political processes" (Eastern Pequot PF 2000, 
104). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

The appointments in themselves provide 
no information conccrning the leadership, 
or internal political influence or authority, 
of the Chaubunagungamaug Band, or 
Dudley Indians, for which they were 
assigned as guardians. 

The 1758 signers denied that they signed 
a 1757 petition and mentioned the 
guardian's "taking away grass & fruit of 
Jonathan Pagan's plantation anno 1756 at 
that time Joseph Pagan had Jonathan's 
power of attorney during his absence in 
his Majestie's service" (Mass. Archives 
31:61). This power ofattomey from one 
relative to another again implies that the 
Dudley Indians had long been 
accustomed to handling their legal affairs 
and real estate without guardianship. 

Such occasional petitions have been 
accepted in prior positive 
iicknuwlcd--nent decisions as nrcvidino I!">' t' co 
At1p.ijnate documentation concerning 
political leadershipi 
influence and internal political processes 
for the later 17'" and 18'" centuries. 

Conclusion 

Docs not mcet (c). 

On the basis of 
precedent, this meets 
(c) for the 
Chaubllnagllnga-
maug B:lI1d for the 
1750's. 
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20 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form or Evidenc:e Desc:rlptlon Rule I Prec:edent 

1763 (c) Daniels 1892, On January 31, 1763, the heirs of Joseph "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
774-775; Dresser Dudley sold to Edward Davis of Oxford, system over the Mohegalllndians until 1875" 
1900, 118; Brief Massachusetts, one square mile, (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
c.1890, 2; Worcester "adjoining the Meeting-hollse in the 
ReeordsXLlX,314; town of Dudley," being that which "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
Acts & Resolves William Dudley leased [sic] to the Indian insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
1762-1763, Ch. 184, natives April 9, 1724, excepting for said orthe criteria" (83.6(d». 
1/29/1763; Mandell Indians 200 acres on the east side thereof 
1996. . .. so long as they shall continue to 

improve the same. agreeable to a resolve 
of the General Court. Jan .• 1763., etc." 
(Daniels 1892, 774-775; citing 
Worcester Records XLIX., 314). 

"In 1763, the Heirs of Dudley and 
guardians of the Indians persuaded the 
Gen\. Court to make sale of the same, 
alleging they held the fee. While as a 
mailer of fact the fee was in the Indians, 
less 200 (20 I) acrcs, sec Court Records 
Book 24, Folio 543, Sect'y State's 
Office. . .. In that sale 20 pounds was 
paid and 9 pounds per year thereafter 
until the $500.00 was paid in by act ... " 
(Brief c. 1890. 2). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conc:luslon 

A recent scholar has described these Docs not meet (c) 
transactions as follows: " ... the Dudley for the 1760's. 
guardians persuaded the General Court to 
allow William Dudley's heirs to purchase 
[sic; the transaction was a sale] two-thirds 
of the remaining reserve ... The Indians. 
they told the court. no longer farmed the 
tract. and so had broken the stipulation on 
the lease obtained three decades before 
from Dudley ... The court agreed to the 
proposal, and in exchange the Dudley 
heirs [sic; the payment was to come from 
the purchaser. Edward Davis] were to pay 
fifty pounds into the Indians' aecollnt 
(controlled by the guardians) and nine 
pounds each year as long as the Indians 
'improved' the remaining land" (Mandell 
1996, 149-150; citing Acts & Resolves 
1762-63, Ch. 184,29 Jan. 1763). 

Aside from the misinterpretations in the 
above passage, the documents contain no 
data concerning political authority or 
influence. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1768- (c) Massacllllsc/lS Thesc guardians' reports reported on "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
1774 Archil'cs 33, 463; 33, disbursements of Dudley funds and system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 

5 I 8-520; 33, 551- indicated the names of the beneficiaries. (Mohegan PF 1989,6). "Group representatives 
552; Journals of the did not petition the General Assembly between 
House of 1872 and 1899. There is little explicit 
Representatives of evidence of political activity during this period 
MassachusellS /77 J- ..... (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
/7721979,147; 
Journals of the "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
House of insufficient evidcnce that it meets one or more 
Representatives of of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
Massachllsells 1773- The 1793 resolve on the petition of 
17741981,179,193. Thomas Pegan (Massachusells Resolves 

J 793,622) indicated that his lands had 
Acts alld Laws ofthc been "set off' 10 him approximately 
Commol/wealth of 1777, but that in the intervening years, 
Mussacllllsetts 1792- he had not received any income from the 
1793,622, Resolves guardians for their rent. BIA researchers 
I 793--January found no record of any "set ling off' of 
Scssion, chaptcr the Dudley lands to individuals during 
37A" [not printed in the period 1768-1785. 
previous editions]; 
Acts and Lows of Ihe 
Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts 1792-

. 
1793.475. 

1775- (c) No pertinent The only documentation in the record for "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
1785 documentation. this period is the military records of insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 

individual Indian men from the Dudley of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
settlement. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

These documents provided somc 
background dnta on tribal continuity, but 
no information on internal political 
influence or authority within the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Dudley 
Iridians. 

Petitions #69, #69A, nnd #69B hnvc not 
presented documents to reflect the 
existence ofintemal political authority or 
influence within the Chaubuna-
gungamaug Band, or the Dudley Indians, 
for this period. BIA researchers located 
none on a survey of published records, 
and have not ascertained whcther there 
was no such documentation for this 
period, or whether the petitioners have 
not submitted such documentation as may 
exist. 

Petitions #69, #69A. and #69B have not 
presented documents to reflect the 
existence of internal political authority or 
influence within the Chaubuna-

I -·--~-~u- D~_~ ~ ..... - n"d'-" 'n.1I·~n< 5WIlSlUllQ ,5 .... cauu, ua u .. '" &JU .""] ............... "", 

, for this p;;riod. RIA rcsc&.--chers located 
none on a survey of published records, 
and have not ascertained whether there 
was no such documentation for this 
period, or whether the petitioners have 
not submitted such documentation as may 
exist. 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (c) 
for the 1760's and 
early 1770's. 

Does not meet (c) 
for the later 1770's 
and early 1780's. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.1(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1786- (c) Dudley Appointments of guardians and "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
1849 Guardians' Accounts guardians' reports. From the date of the system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 

(Nipmuc Pel. #69A 1797 sale, the Dudley guardians' (Mohegan PF 1989, 6). 
Supp!.); Worcester accounts were examined by the 
County, selectmen of the town of Dudley until 
Massachusetts, the establishment of Webster in 1832. 
Probate Records; The accounts henceforth were reviewed 
Nipmuc 1169 Pc\. by the Selectmen of Webster. 
NaIT. 1984,53, 78; 
Acts alld Resolves Beginning in 1803, the accounts began to 
Passed by the list the names of more individual 
General Court of beneficiaries. See the draft technical 
Massachllsetts 148, report for petition #69B for year-by-year 
135; Reso!l'es of the summaries. 
General Court 1838, 
674; Briggs Report 
1849,44; Acts alld 
Resolves 1849, 
Chap. 21. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

For a more detailed discussion of these Does not meet (e) 
documents, sec the charts for criterion for 1797-1849. 
83.7(b). While providing some 
background data on tribal continuity, they 
do not name leaders or provide any 
infornlation concerning political authority 
or influence within the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band or the 
Dudley/Webster Indians during the first 
half of the 19'h century. 
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23 
Chaubuoagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1797 (83.1); (e)(I)(i) On June 7 (Brief e.1890, 3, SJys June "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
M:lIIdcll 1996; Brief 17), 1797, al\ of the 200 acres ofland system over the Mohegan IndiJns until 1875" 
c.1890; which remained after the sJle of 440 (Mohegan PF 1989,6); "Economic 

acres to Edward Davis in 1763 was organization is strong evidence of significant 
conveyed to Levi Davis, of Charlton, to political influence and leadership because it 
satisfy debts of $300 owed by the affects a major part of the lives of group 
Indians. The deed was signed by the members in ways which are intrinsically 
guardians, Lemuel Corbin, Mark Dodge, important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25); "The 
and John Healy. On his part, Levi Davis group has acted as a community to defend its 
deeded to the Commonwealth a different land" (Tunica-Biloxi PF 1980, 4). 
tract of land in Dudley Township of26 
acres, 58 rods and agreed to pay, or "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
secure the payment of, $667.00 (Brief insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
c.1890, 3, says $1,667) plus interest into of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
the state treasury for the benefit of the 
Indians. The sale was completed June 17 
(Nipmuc Pet. NaIT. 1984, 53, 78). 

By this 1797 transaction, the physical 
locale of the Dudley Indians' land base, 
which since at least 1724 had been in the 
immediate neighborhood of the church in 
the Town of Dudley, Massachusetts, was 
transferred to a site near Lake 
Chaubunagungamaug which would, with 
the establishment of Webster in 1832, 
fall into a different town (Webster was 
constituted from what had been the 
eastern portion of Dudley and a small 
part of Oxford). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

There is no copy of the actual deed in the Docs not meet (c) 
record. for the 

ChJubullJgung-
Mandell indicated that in the late 18th amaug Band or 
century, the status of the Dudley Indians' Dudley Indians for 
land base underwent a major change, in the 1790's. 
that, "All but 26 acres were sold to cover 
debts and to 'give the Town Liberty to act 
and dispose of[the Indians') Interests as 
they do with their other Poor'" (Mandell 
1996,168; citing John Chamberlain, 
Dudley, to the Massachusetts legislature, 
in doculllents relating to Unpassed Senate 
Legislation, no. 2151, 12 Feb. 1796, 
Massachusetts Archives; Mandell 1996, 
23In26). 

This is not an accurate description of the 
land transactions, which sold all the 
former land, purchased 26 acres, and 
relocated the Indians. 

The documents reflect only the actions of 
the guardians and the purchaser, and 
provide no infonnation about the opinion 
of the Indians, nor do they provide 
infonnation concerning political authority 
or influence within the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band or Dudley 
Indians. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1814 (c) Nipmuc #69 Pct. At the time of the 1797 salc, the Dudley "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
Narr. 1984, 80. guardians still received, as annual system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 

income, the payment agreed to at the (Mohegan PF 1989,6) "Group representatives 
1763 sale. It was not until 1814, did not petition the General Assembly between 
pursuant to a resolve of the legislature, 1872 and 1899: There is little explicit 
that the heirs of Edward Davis agreed to evidence of political activity during this period 
pay to the Commonwealth the sum of . __ " (Mohegan PF 1989, 6). 
$500 pounds in commutation of the 
annual sum due from the estate "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
stemming from the 1763 purchase. The insufficient evidence that it mects one or more 
intcrest on this 1814 commutation of the criteria" (83.6(d» .. 
payment was to be paid annually out of 
the state treasury to the guardians of the 
Indians until such time as the Dudley 
Indians should become extinct (Nipmuc 
Pet. NaIT. 1984,80). 

The petition gave a date II years later 
for this commutation payment, 
attributing it to June 24,1825 (Nipmuc 
#69 Pet NaIT. 1984, 80). 

• 
The total of both trust fimds amounted to 
$2,199.84. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The two scts of late 19th-century DOl:S not mcet (c). 
disbursement records pertaining to the 
Dudley Indians resulted from these two 
separate funding sources: one set was for 
the funds resulting from the 1797 land 
sale; the other set was for the capital in 
the interest-bearing fund resulting from 
the various stages of the Edward Davis 
sale between 1763 and 1814. 

The documents reflect only the actions of 
the guardians and the purchaser, and 
provide no information about the opinion 
of the Indians, nor do they provide 
infonnation concerning political authority 
or influence within the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band or Dudley 
Indians. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

I 840's (81.3), (c)(l)(i) One piece of hearsay evidence names " ... making decisions for the group which 
Bergner c.1990. two leaders on the Dudley/Webster substantially affect its members, and/or 

reservation in the first half of the 19'h representing the group in dealing with 
century. In his reminiscences concerning outsiders in matters of consequence" (83.1); 
the author George Washington Sears "There are scattered references to specific 
(1821-1890), who was bom in the Miami leaders in French and English 
Oxford Gore near what would later be documents prior to the late 1740's" (Miami PF 
the Webster town boundary: "There was 1990, 7); "There is limited evidence of some 
a remnant of the NIPMUCK tribe still in continuity of leadership as well" (Mohegan PF 
existence, about thirty-six, where they 1989,6). 
spent most of their time hunting, fishing, 
making baskets, setting snares for rabbits "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
and grouse. Old Ja-ha was the head man insufficient evidence that it mcets one or more 
of the tribe and he was past ninety years of the criteria" (83 .6( d». 
old. 

The best indian [sic) of the 
tribe was INJUN LEVI as the whites 
called him, but to his tribe he was known 
as NESSMUK. Their reservation was on 
Nipmuck-pond now owned by the 200 
Sportsman Club. 

NESSMUK was probably 
twenty- twenty two years old and George 
Sears was about five years old ... 
Those indians [sic) passed away. When 
George went back to look for Nessmuk's 
grave, no one knew the spot" (Bergner 
c.1990; Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 
3/31/1997,1890 folder). 

I I I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

Both of the individuals named in this 
account could be verified from other 
records. "Old Ja-ha" was probably Luke 
laha, b. 1771, Shrewsbury, 
Massachusetts--d. 1841, Webster, 
Massachusetts (see Nipmuc GTKY file, 
BAR). The allribution of leadership 
status to him is somewhat verified by the 
1840 Federal census, which apparently 
listed the entire population of the 
reservation, II males and 12 females, 
under his name as head of household 
(NARS M-704, Roll 201,1840 U.S. 
Census, Worcester County, 
Massachusetts, Town of Webster, Frame 
0069). 

"INJUN LEVI" was probably Levi Jaha, 
b. 1814, Dudley, Massachusetts--d. 1873, 
Dudley, Massachusetts (sec Nipmuc 
GTK Y file, BAR). These dates are 
compatible with the estimates provided 
by Bergner. 

Although these retrospective memoirs 
named the two men, they provided no 
information concerning their activities, or 
how political authority or influence was 
exercised within the petitioner'S 
antecedent group in the J 840's. The 
material does not in itself provide 

I suffiCient eVidence that the 
I Ch3ubun3g'.!ngameug Hand met K~. /(c) 

in the 1840's, but in combination with 
other material in the record, provides 
supporting data for the conclusion that 
the Chaubunagungamaug Band met 
83.7(c) through 1869. 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (c). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date 

1849 

Form of Evidence 

(c) F.W. Bird, W. 
Griswold, and C. 
Weekes, "Repol1 of 
the Commissioners 
Relating to the 
Condition of the 
Indians in Massachu-
setts," 1849 House 
Document 46," in 
Mass. Legislative 
Reports of /849, 
Boston: Wright & 
Pottcr, 1850 (Briggs 
Report 1849); 
Doughton, Unseen 
Neighbors 1997; 
(Nipllluc #69 Pet. 
Supp!. 1987, 
Attachment 4); Plane 
amI Button 1993. 

This report was cited 
by Plane and Button 
as the "Bird Report." 
The preface was 
signed by Massachu-
setts Governor 
George N. Briggs on 
February 21, 1849, 
and it is ordinarily 
,..itp.,..t Q'-' tha Q ... ;,..".~ I :: .......... w...lI u."" ~, ·515&> 

I J(eport. 
I 

Description Rule I Precedent 

Plane and Button described.it as an "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
investigation commissioned by the systcm over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 
Legislature in 1849, led by Francis W. (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
Bird (Plane and Button 1993,590) .. 
"Thc men who scrvcd on thc Indian 
commissions in the ycars from 1849 to 
1862 had strong links to the abolitionist 
and radical Republican camp" (Planc and 
Button 1993,592). "Francis W. Bird, the 
chair of the 1949 [sic] commission and a 
member of the 1869 commissioh, was an 
illustrious Massachusetts Republican and 
a close advisor to thc statc's Radical 
Republican Senator, Charlcs Sumner" 
(Plane and Button 1993, 61In38). 

As far as is known, the original notes 
kept by these commissioners are not 
extant. With the exception of Natick, 
they identified 847 Indians in the state, 
including Chappaquiddick, 
Christiantown, Gay Head, Fall River or 
Troy, Mashpee, Herring Pond, Grafton 
or Hassanamisco, Dudley, Punkapog, 
and Yarmouth (Briggs Report 1849,5-
6). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

Concerning the Dudley/Webster Indians, 
the Briggs Report found a total of 48 
individuals, about hnlfofwhom "live on 
the territory," which was described as 
about 30 acres in Webster. The 
commissioners were aware that the 
original land in the centcr of the town of 
Dudley had been sold "some ycars sincc" 
and "the present territory purchased for 
them" (Briggs Report 1849, 42-43). 
These comprised about II families: 22 
males, 21 females, 2 unknown, 40 
natives, 8 foreigners [non-Indian 
spouses]. The agc distribution 
compriscd: 6 under 5; 7 5-10; 8 10-21; 
21 21-50; 5 50-70; lover 70, aged 74 
(Briggs Report 1849,43). For further 
description, see the charts for critcrion 
83.7(b). 

The 1849 Briggs Report did not mention 
a leader for the group or provide any 
infonnation concerning its internal 
structure, political authority, or political 
influence (Nipmuc #69 Pet. Supp\. 1987, 
I). It did list the amount of money that 
the state had provided toward the group's 
support since 1843, a total oU1805.50 
which included S250.00 for five years' 
salary for the guardian (Briggs Report . . 1H49,43). The matenal does not 10 
: .. __ I.t' ____ .!~ _ _ ._.lr._~_._ .. _ • I .1 ••• 
U.3~1l P1U¥'UC aUUJl .. n;IU CVIUCU\;C U1C:ll un: 

Chaubunagungamaug Band met 83.7(c) 
in the 1840's, but in combination with 
other material in the record, provides 
supporting data for the conclusion that 
the Chaubunagungamaug Band met 
83.7(c) through 1869. 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (e). 
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Chaubumigungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1857 (e) Reso/I'cs of On May 29, 1857, the Massachusetts "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
1857, Cil. 80. legislature passed a resolution to require system over the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 

all Indians claiming support orthe (Mohegan PF 1989,6); "Group represcntatives 
Commonwealth, to residc upon the land did not petition the General Assembly between 
set apart for their usc, and under the 1872 and 1899. There is little explicit 
guardian's immediate supervision (cite). evidence of political activity during this period 
On November 28, 1857, the following ... "(Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
entry occurred: "please pay to the order 
of C.R. Ransome the sum of one hundred "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
and twenty five and 11/100 dollars on insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
account of appropriation for the building of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
houses for the Dudley Indians per 
Resolves of 1857, Ch. 80" signed by 
Selectmen of Webster. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This act and payment werc in connection Does notmect (c). 
with a project whercby the portion orthe 
Dudley Indians who werc rcceiving 
public assistance (thc "State PalJpers") 
were moved from the 26-acre reservation 
to one aere "on the public highway,about 
half a mile from the principal village in 
Webster," and "more directly under the 
public eye, where a healthy public 
sentiment could have its sanitary 
influence, and where the civil authority 
could have a more direct supervision over 
them" (Earle Report 1861, 103). The 
new lot was described by Earle as only 
1/4 mile from the 26 acres and 
"convenient ofaceess to it" (Earle Report 
1861,103). The larger lot remained held 
for the Indians by the state (Nipmue Pet. 
Narr. 1984, 88-89). 

The documents contain no data 
concerning the opinion of the Indians in 
regard to this move, nor any material 
pertaining 10 political influence or 
authority within the group. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1859- (c) Earle Report It was compiled by John Milton Earle, "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
1861 1861. Massachusctts Commissioncr of Indian system over the Mohegan Indians unlil 1875" 

Affairs, in response to an April 6, 1859, (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
act of the legislature. Earle's 
correspondence and notes, compiled "A petitioner may also be dcnied if there is 
during his investigation, primarily in insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
1859 (Earle Papers), are at the American of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
Antiquarian Society in Worcester, 
Massachusetts, and provide background 
information beyond that in the published 
report (Earle Report 1861; sometimes 
cited in the secondary literature as 
Massachusetts Senate Rcport No. 96, 
1861). 

The purpose of the investigation was, to 
a considerable extent, to ascertain the 
dimensions of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts' financial responsibility 
for the Indians residing within its 
boundaries. He summed up the financial 
aspect with the comment: "From this it 
will be seen that there are only three 
tribes, whose poor are now dependant on 
the treasury of the State for their support. 
These are, first, and largest in amoWlt, 
the Dudley tribe" (Earle Report 1861, 
14). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The published report began with a Docs 110t llIeet (c). 
definition: "The Dudley Indians, so 
called, arc a remnant of thai portion of 
the Nipmugs, called the Pegan tribe, 
which formerly inhabited the track [sic) 
of land in Worcester County, now known 
as Charlton, Dudley, Sturbridge, Oxford, 
Southbridge, and Webster, with portions 
of some of the adjoining towns" (Earle 
Report 1861, 101). Earle's summary 
indicated that he was not fully aware of 
the various land transactions pertaining to 
the reservation nor of the disposition of 
the funds that had accrued to thc Dudley 
Indians' guardians from the Edward 
Davis estate (Earle Report 1861, 102). It 
appears that he did not have access to thc 
~,!ardians' accounts. He knew about the 
reservation land of26 acres and 28 rods 
and the lot of one acrc bought for them 
by the commonwealth in 1857 (Earle 
Report 1861, 102-103). 

He identified the total number as 94 
individuals, including those who had left 
the reservations and obtained legal 
settlement in various towns. See further 
discussion in the charts for criteria 
83.7(b) and 83.7(3). The report did not 
name leaders and provided no 

I I I information concemino no!itica! I or 
iniiuence or !!!!mority. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1861 (c) Earle Rcporl Earl wrote: "As will be inferred from "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
IS61. what h;)s ;)Iready been stated, this tribe system over the Moheganlndialls until 1875" 

has no municipal, religious, or (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
educational organization. The better 
portion of them, scattered in various "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
towns, belong to '" municipal insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
orgnizations, and have the benefits of of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
religious and educational institutions, 
such as are common to those in their 
condition of life. Those who reside on 
the reservation, though subject to the 
legal disabilities oflndians, enjoy the 
benefits of the public schools of the 
town, and have the usual opportunities 
for religious worship and instruction, so 
far as they choose to avail themselves 
thereof' (Earle Repor11861, 105). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Earle's recommendations were in favor of Docs not meet (e). 
ending the guardianship exercised by the 
Commonweallh: "the number now 
residing there [on the reservation J is 
thirteen, a reduction of nearly one-half in 
eleven years. Of those remaining, seven 
vary from 40 years of age to 75, two of 
them being unmarried females between 
40 and 50 years of age. There is but one 
young married couple, and but four 
children, two of whom are boys of 17 and 
12 years of age. The former of these 
earns his own living and the latter will 
soon be able to \cam his. Under these 
circumstances, no good reason can be 
perceived, why all who are now minors 
should not, as fast as they come of age, 
be placed on the same legal footing, as all 
other residents of the Stale, who are born 
upon its soil" (Earle Report 1861, \06-
107). 

Insofar as this report addressed the issue 
of the existence of political influence or 
authority within the tribe, it indicated that 
there was none. 
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Chaubunagun.maug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1861- (e) GuanJians' The guardian's reports continued to be "Connecticut continucd to maintain a guardian 
1870 accounts and reports filed regularly througholltthe Civil War system over the Mohegan Indi;Jns until 1875" 

(Nipllluc Pet. #69A years, and are supplemented by a record (Mohegan PF 1989, 6). 
Suppl. 4/21/97, book maintained by the Town of 
Public Document Webster for the "Remnant of the Indians "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
No. 31 1867; Public of Webster." insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 
Document No. 31 of the criteria" (83.6(d». 
1868; Public 
Document No. 31 
1869; Nipmuc Pet. 
#69B supp!. 3/28/97, 
Public Document 
No. 361861, Public 
Document No. 36 
1862; Public 
document No. 35 
1863; Public 
Document No. 32 
1864); Remnant of 
the Indians of 
Webster (Nipmuc 
Pet. #69A SuppJ. 
412111997, original 
at the American 
Antiquarian Society, 
Worcester, 
Massachusetts). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

These documents provided some Docs not meet (e). 
background data conccrning tribal 
continuity, but did not namc leaders or 
address the issues of political influence or 
authority. 

For more extensive discussion of these 
documents, sec the charts for criterion 
83.7(b). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of tbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1869 (83.]); (c)(l)(i) III short, this was detribalizalion "Connecticut continued to maintain a guardian 
Massachusctts Act of legislation. On Junc 23, 1869, as a system ovcr the Mohegan Indians until 1875" 
Enfranchisement; delayed follow-up to the (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
Plane and Bulton recommendations of the 1861 Earle 
1993; Nipmuc #69 Report, Indians were granted state 
Pet. NaIT. 1984,95. citizenship in Massachusetts (Nipmue 

Pet. NaIT. 1984,95; for morc extcnsive 
information, see Plane and Button 1993). 
The act provided that the state board of 
charities should take charge of both the 
house and all property associated with it 
in the town of Webster, formerly used by 
the Dudley Tribe of Indians. The act 
gave the board the option of either 
leasing the house and land to the tribe on 
terms similar to those upon which they 
had occupied it, or of selling both at 
public auction (Nipmuc Pet. NaIT. 1984, 
96; Massachusells Statutes 1869,780, 
Chaptcr 463, Section 5). In August 1870 
W£, I 869?), the multi-family tenement 
house in Webster was sold, pursuant to 
Section Five ofthe Act, to Thomas 
McQuaid [McQuade I, for S 1790.00. The 
funds were paid into the state treasury 
and the remaining Indians, formerly 
inhabiting the premises, were moved to 
the town of Dudley and accommodated 
and supported at the state's expense until 
January I, 1870 (g£) (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 

I I 
1984,97). 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This act provided no data concerning Docs not Illeet (c). 
political infiuence or authority within the 
affected tribes. 

I . . 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band orthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1870- (c) No pertinent There is no documentation in the record "A petitioner may also be denied if there is 
1886 do(;ulllentation. for this period which addresses criterion insufficient evidence that it meets one or more 

83.7(c). of the criteria" (83.6(d)). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Petitions 1/69, 1/69A, and #69B have not Docs not meet (c) 
presented documents to reflect the for 1870-1886. 
existence of internal political authority or 
influence within the Chaubuna-
gungamaug Band, or the Dudley Indians, 
for this period. BIA researchers located 
none on a survey of published records, 
and have not ascertained whether tliere 
was no such documentation for this 
period, or whether the petitioners have 
not submitted such documentation as may 
exist. 

For information concerning the group that 
can be derived from Federal census 
records and the reminiscences in the 
Leavens Papers, see the charts for 
criterion 83.7(b). 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of tbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

188(,- (c) Disbursement The largest body of docLllllentation "Economic organization is strong evidence of 
1891 Records, 1886- I 891; concerning the Dudley Indians between signilicJnt political influence and leadership 

Sale of Indian Land the Civil War and the 20th century was because it affects a major part of the lives of 
at Webster 1887; gcnerated by the various court suits group members in ways which are intrinsically 
Brief c.1890. aimed at obtaining a per capita important" (Snoqualmie PF 1993,25). 

disbursement of any remaining property 
or trust funds held on their behalf by the "It must be shown that there is a political 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. On connection between the membership and 
December 22, 1886, F.M. Morrison, leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
attorney for the Pegan Indians, filed a maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
petition at Probate Court in Worcester the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
seeking permission to authorize the sale among the membership. If a small body of 
of the remaining 26 acres, 58 rods left in people carries out legal actions or makes 
Worcester County. The sale was agreements affecting the economic interests of 
authorized by the Probate Court on this the group, the membership may be 
date, as provided in Section Three of the significantly affected without political process 
Act of Enfranchisement. The court going on or without even the awareness or 
appointed two commissioners to handle consent of those affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
the sale, Charles E. Stevens and Thomas 15). 
Harrington. both of Worcester (Nipmuc 
Pet. Narr. 1984,96,98-99). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conduslon 

If the documentation submitted in regard Docs not meet (c). 
to this lawsuit had containcd data 
indicating the procedurcs by which the 
Pcgan Indians who were beneficiaries of 
the suit had organized to engage a lawyer 
and pursue the issue, it would provide 
valuable data concerning the group's 
political authority and intluence for the 
late 1880's and early 1890·s. 

Even in the absence of that, it provides 
some supporting evidence that there was 
political authority and influence, or at 
least some measure of organization, 
among some of the dcscendants of the 
Pegan Indians in the late 1880·s. 
However, it also shows that this did not 
comprise the entire group of descendants 
ofthosc Dudlcy Indians alive in 1869, 
since ancr the original disbursement list 
was drawn up in 1887, new claimants 
continued to appear and be added for 
over two years. For further discussion of 
the lists, see the charts for criterion 
83.7(e). 

As the record stands, the evidence in 
iiself is not sufficient to meet (c). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1891- (e) No written There is no written documcntation -in the " ... reprcsenting the group in dcaling with 
1978 documentation. rccord concerning political authority or outsiders inmattcrs of consequence" (83.1). 

influence for this period. "There are internal conflicts which show 
controvcrsy over valucd group goals, 
properties, policies, processes and/or 
decisions" (83.7(c)(I)(v». 

"There are no c1earcut, significant examples of 
the exercise of political influence or authority 
among the Indiana Miami between the early 
1940's and the late 1970's an exercise of such 
influence or authority was no demonstrat<;d by 
alternate means" (Miami FD 1992,4). 

" ... there is no evidence of any effort to 
maintain a functioning tribal governing body 
and little evidence of individual political 
leadership between the early 1940's and 1967" 
(Mohegan PF 1989,6). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Neither meets nor 
disproves (c). 
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ChaubunagungamaugBand ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

I 940's Interview with Mr. Morse was asked about what, ifany, " ... there is no evidence of any eff0l1 to 
- early Edwin W. Murse Sr., interaction he had had with other maintain a functioning tribal governing body 
1970's 7/22/98. Nipmucks during the period from the and little evidence of individual political 

1940's to the early 1970's. Mr. Morse leadership bctween the early 1940's and 1%7" 
said that during that period, it was (Mohegan PF 1989,6). 
difficult to remember the Nipmueks with 
whom he might have interacted at 83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
gatherings and parties for the lollowing corporations or groups of any character that 
reason: have been formed in recent times may not be 

acknowledged under these regulations. 
Excer~t from Transcri~t: 
Mr. Morse: "because back then, I wasn't 
interested in that [Nipmuek stuff], so I 
never paid much attention [to who was 
or was not a Nipmuck). If! did back 
then, I coulda gave you a book and you 
woulda been able to read it and have 
anything you want. But I wasn't 
interested in that. Just like Mr.Hcnries -
Crow Henries - when 1 iirst met Walter. 
.. He wasn't doing nothin' as far as 
Native American people are concerned. 
I don't know what he told you, but he did 
a lot of reading ... just like I did. I did a 
lot of reading because I had to. So that's 
why I know what's going on. Ifit wasn't 
for books, [unintelligible1 be no place." 

• 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

In this statement and others that he made Ne~ates (c). 
in the interview, Mr. Morse strongly 
suggested that, during the period from thc 
1940's to the early 1970's, he and other 
future members of #698 with whom he 
was acquainted during these decades did 
not identify as Nipmuck (though many 
were aware that they were descended 
from Nipmuek), and, more important for 
an evaluation under (c), he implied Ihat 
these Nipmuck did not constitute a group. 
If, as Mr. Morse suggests, there was no 
#69B group during this period, the 
petitioner could not have maintained 
political influence or authority over its 
mcmbers as an autonomous entity for at 
least the period from the 1940's to the 
early 1970's. The statemcnt by Mr. 
Morse, then, provides some negative 
evidence for the period from the 1940'5 to 
the early 1970's. 
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36 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterfDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence 

1977 - Table ofNipmue 
1997 Gatherings and fairs 

I \cld at 
Ilassanamesit in the 
20,h Century. 

1977 Minutes or "Joint 
Meeting: Legal 
Heirs of 
Hassanamisco, and 
the Nipmucs," dated 
5114177. 

Description 

Table Six of this document covered the 
years from 1936 to 1997. In addition to 
other information that is not relevant to 
this discussion, the chart lists in 
chronological order 30 gatherings that 
took place from 1977 to 1997. Because 
at least Mr. Edwin Morse and some 
members of his extended family as it was 
defined above participated in affairs of 
the #69 joint petitioner from 1977 until 
the mid-1990's, the 30 gatherings in the 
chart that span this 18 or 20 year period 
are relevant to #69B. At least formally, 
these 30 gatherings were organized by 
both the Hassanamiseo and 
Chaubunagungamaug Bands, which were 
cooperating at the time. 

This document contains a list of 19 
people who attended the meeting, which 
was organizcd by Zara CiscoBrough. 
Joseph (Walter) Vickers Jr.; Anna Mays; 
Sheila Cisco; Samuel Cisco; Charlie 
Richardson, Carol Palavra; Robin 
Palavra; Brent Palavra; Walter Vickers 
Sr.; Emma White; Marylou Willoughby; 
Lois Ann Wilcox; Horace Cisco; Lillian 
Wells; Charlie Hamilton; Carol Vickers; 
Robin Vickers; Pam Vickers; and 
Michelle Vickers attended. The 
,.I,...,.. ......... ""' ......... 11.~...I ........... _&r' .... ~ ........ .-L • .,...!_ 
u",",uun .• IAIL GIIUU..,., lU ",llva L., lU UULdIlI 

Grafton State Hospital lanli, Orean;? .... 
fair, establiSh an Indian Center in 
Worcester "for all the natives in the 
Worcester area," and respond to a recent 
article in a newspaper that was said to 
have stated that all Nipmucs were dead. 

Rule I Precedent 

As evidence that the petitione!" mects (c), the 
regubtions state: "There is widespread 
knowledge, communication and involvement in 
political processes by most of the group's 
members" (c)(I)(iii); and "Most of the 
membership considers issues acted upon or 
actions taken by group \caders or governing 
bodies to be ofimportanee" (e)(I)(ii). 

As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
regulations state: "There is widespread 
knowlcdge, communication and involvement in 
political processes by most of the group's 
members" (c)(l)(iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Nearly all of the gatherings listed ill the Docs not meet (c). 
above document appear to be annual 
fairs. For example, each year from 1990 
to 1997, only one event - "Annual Native 
American Indian Fair" - is listed. There 
is no evidence Ihat such events, which 
were open to the public and attended by 
many non-Nipmues, were anything other 
than recreational. Only four of the 
gatherings during this period may have 
been more than recreational. These 
events took place during the period from 
1979 to 1982 and are labeled, "Tribal 
Meeting - closed to the public," 
"constitution and by-laws signed by 
council chiefs," "Annual Meeting," and 
"meeting/election." 

Neither Mr. Morse nor any member of his Docs not meet (c). 
extended family appears on the 
attendance list of this meeting. It is likely 
that, by the Spring of 1977, Me. Morse 
had not yet joined the Nipmuck group 
that later became #69. 
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37 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1977 Interview with Mr. Morse claims that it was around " ... there is no evidence of any effort to 
Edwin \Y. Murse Sr., 1977, which was when he was 49, that he maintain a functioning tribal governing body 
7/22/98. "started to push forward as and little evidence of individual political 

Chaubunagungamaug. " leadership between the early 1940's and 1967" 
(Mohegan PF 1989, 6). 

Excerl!t from transcril!t: 
Mr. Morse: "Back then [in the 1920's and 83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
1930's when he was a child], we knew corporations or groups of any character that 
we was Chaubunagungamaug. We knew have been formed in recent times may not be 
we came from South Woodstock, CT. acknowledged under these regulations. 
We knew that was in Dudley. So, uh, 
but we had nobody to do anything. And 
then when we got older we found out 
everything we had to know. About 21 
years ago. That's when we started to 
push forward as Chaubunagungamaug. 
/3ut we didn't know uh. And then, as far 
as joining anything we -Zara's sister-she 
was giving out, 1 think it was $175 for 
clothing, $125 for food to all Nipmucks. 
You go down there, and you sign your 
name on the dotted line, and you were 
automatically on the tribal roll." 
BIA: "So she was just signing up 
anybody who came by?" 
Mr. Morse: "Anybody that came by. 
Said they was a Nipmuck." 
BIA: "And they got the food and 
clothing and also were just signed up?" 

, Mr. Morse: "Yep." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Here Mr. Morse further discussed events Negates (c). 
that occurred during the decade of the 
1970's, the decade during which Mr. 
Morse joined a Nipmuck group for what 
he strongly suggested was the first time in 
his life. In so doing, Mr. Morse provided 
additional evidence that the petitioning 
group - the group of which he is a leader 
- does not meet (c) for at least the period 
before 1977. In describing the event of 
his joining the group that later became 
#69, an event whieh Mr. Morse said 
occurred in 1977 when he was 49 years 
old, Mr. Morse strongly suggested that, 
during the half-century from the early 
1930's to 1977, there was no Nipmuc 
organization, association, or comlllunity 
uf which he and most future members of 
#69/3 wcre a part, and there were no 
Nipmuc activities or expressions of a 
collective Nipmuc identity of which he 
and most future members of#69B were a 
part. The statement quoted here followed 
Mr. Morse's brief description of his 
childhood in which he implied that, to the 
best of his knowledge, did not involve 
Nipmuc beyond the members of his 
extended family. 
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38 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1977 Leller to Mrs. The Jetter requcsts a date to present As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
Mitchell from Zara petition to Governor Dukakis or Mrs. regulations statc: "There is widespread 
Ciscol3rough, Mitchell hersclf. Enclosed pctition was knowledge, communication and involvemcnt in 
Chairman, dated said to contain the names of a number of political processes by most of the group's 
9/6/77, with Nipmues "who are vitally interested in members" (e)(l)(iii); and "Most of the 
enclosures; Nipmuc New Town Creation." This membership considers issues acted upon or 
enclosures include a project involved a proposed transfer of actions taken by group leaders or governing 
petition .. land not in use by the state of bodies to be of importance" (c)(I)(i i). 

Massachusetts to the Nipmucs for 
settlement. The project was spearheaded 
by Zara CiscoBrough. The petition 
contains the names of 37 individuals. 
One of these individuals is Edwin Morse. 

1978 Documcnt of a There is no indication of the nature of As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
meeting of the the meeting. The roster indicates that 49 regulations state: "There is widespread 
Hassanamisco people were present. Included is Zara knowledge, communication and involvement in 
Council (Nipmuc CiscoeBrough, as well as members of the political processes by most of the group's 
Tribal Council, Morse extended family (Edwin Morse members" (c)(l)(iii). 
Hassanamisco Band, Sr.; Edwin Morse Jr., Dolly Swenson, 
Minutes 6/8/1978). Ruth Bessette, Shirley Lomba, Joseph 

Lomba, Diane. Tina, and Rickey Rigney; 
Ralph and Ryan Walley; Elizabeth 
Morse, Kimberly Santana, Ruth Morse. 
Edith Half Moon Hopewell, Lucille 
"Billie" Walley. Dorothy Prince, Ralph 
Walley III, Dawn Walley; JODi, Nicole, 
Elizabeth, Jose, and Ralph Santana). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

This document provides the earliest 
evidence of the political participation of 
Mr. Morse, who later became "chief for 
life" of1l69B, in Nipmuek mallers. More 
specifically, it suggests that Mr. Morse 
considered at least one issue acted upon 
by a group leader during this period to be 
of importance. Though.this document 
demonstrates that Mr. Morse participated 
politically in a Nipmuck group in the late 
1970's, it does not demonstrate that such 
political participation existed broadly 
among members of 116913. In addition, 
though the document shows that Nipmucs 
took an interest in Nipmue affairs, the 
group referenced in the document was not 
the petitioning group. 

At a minimum, this doculllcnt suggcsts 
that Edwin Morse Jr., Edwin Morse Sr., 
and other descendants of Elizabeth 
(Hemies) Morse were beginning to 
participate politically, as well as possibly 
socially. with members ofa Nipmuc 
group. This document does not 
demonstrate, however. that the Morses' 
participation in this meeting shows that 
the petitioner meets (c) for this period. 
Most important, the document does not 
show that this participation encompassed 
must of the petitioning group Of thai ine 
attendee!! from thp. ~II~!!! #69B ~h~ 
attended were representing any 
organization antecedent to the current 
petitioner. . 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (c). 

Docs not llIl:ct (c). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1979 Interview with Mr. Morse stated that when the council As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
Edwin W. Morse Sr., meetings for #698, which were (and arc) regulations state: "Most of the membership 
7/22/98. open to all members, started, they used considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 

to have 50 or 60 people eOllle to the group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
council meetings. importance" (e)(J)(ii); and "There is 

widespread knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by most of 
the group's members" (e)(l)(iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

If the number of members attending the Docs not meet (c). 
Chaubunagungamaug meetings in 1979 
was as large as 50 or 60, it would suggest 
that many potential members of#69B 
considered issues acted upon or actions 
taken by group leaders and the new 
Chaubunagungamaug Clan governing 
body to be of importance, and Ihallhere 
may have been widespread knowledge, 
communication and involvement in 
political processes by many of the 
group's members. However, the limited 
documentation from the period docs not 
provide any sign-in sheets or other 
evidence to support Mr. Morse's 
recollection of the numbers. The 
numbers attending a few years later were 
not this large. 
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40 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

prior Interview with Glen Glen Heath said that it was not uljtil after 83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
to Wayland Ilcath and he got married, which was when he was corporations or groups of any character that 
1979 Deli Edwin/Edson approximately 40 ycars old, thnt he mct havc been formed in recent times mny not be 

Henth,7/23/98. Mr. Morse. acknowledged under these regulations. 

ExcerDt from Transcril!t: 
"Then, I got marricd. I had some 

friends that knew Chief Wise Owl. 
That's how I met him. That was '79 or 
'80 ... [When I met him, I said,] "I 
would like to, uh, join the uh, join his 
tribe." 

[Then Wise Owl said,] "the first thing 
is that [you need to] get whatever you 
[can] get saying that you are who you 
say you are." 

Within at most a few years ofthe above 
conversation, (jicn Ile<Jlh allll many of 
his family (through Glen's submission of 
their paperwork) were enrolled in 11698. 
By 1991, Glen was serving on the 
group's governing body, and his 
extended family was one of only three 
extended families other than that of Mr. 
Morse comprising 11698. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

By Mr. Heath's own account, he and 
mcmbers of his extcndcd family did not 
even meet Mr. Morse until 1979 at the 
earliest. As such, it is likely that they had 
little to no significant political 
relationships with other future #69B 
group members until 1979 at the earliest. 
As the Heath family is one of only three 
extended families that comprise the #69D 
group and is thus a signi ficant part of the 
petitioner, this statement ofMr. Heath's 
strongly suggests that the petitioner may 
not meet (c) for the period before the late 
1970's. Similarly, in another B1A 
interview, Mr. Kenneth Leroy White, 
who has also served on the #69B 
governing body and, more important for 
our purposes, is a member of one of the 
other two extended families that comprise 
/l69B other than the family of Mr. Morse, 
stated that he did not meet Mr. Morse 
until the 1980's, which was when Mr. 
White was in his late 30's and early 40's. 
It is, of course, possible that Mr. White 
and Mr. Heath knew one another - and 
NOT Mr. Morse - before the 1970's, and 
that the extended families of Mr. White 
and Mr. Heath were pan of a Nipmue 
group that could be considered, instead of 
the Chaubunagungamaug Clan, the 
-redeCeSSOf of#69B. l' In me submitted 
mHt~ri~'. dlJri!!g the fi~!rl vi~it, !!!!d duri!!g 
phone conversations, however, at no 
point was there any indication that this 
might be the case. If this is the case, the 
petitioner is strongly encouraged to 
submit evidence to demonstrate it. 

Conclusion 

Negates (c). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description 

1980- (c) Articles of Sce description under criterion 83.7(d). 
1983 incorporation and 

by-laws. 

1980 - Interview with When asked about "the most important 
Inte Edwin W. Morse Sr., issues that the council has dealt with," 
1990's 7/22/98. Mr. Edwin Morse Sr. said, "The biggest 

and most important thing was gelling 
fedcral recognition." Mr. Edwin Morse, 
Jr. added, "Other things would be 
discussing how many kids necdcu toys 
for Christlll<ls or how many families 
needed Christmas dinners. That's what 
wc've been doing for 20 years [which 
would have been from about 1978 (but 
see below) to 1998}. Before we did it, 
my aunt [Edith E. Hopewell] did it ... 
for about 10 years [which would have 
been from about 1968 to 1978]." At that 
point in the interview, Mr. Edwin Morse, 
Sr. clarified that it was in 1980 that he 
started making food and toy distributions 
at Christmas time. 

I I I 

Rule I Precedent 

83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
corporations or groups of any character that 
have been formed in recent times may not be 
acknowledged under these regulations. The 
fact that a group that meets the criteria in 
§ 83.7 (a) through (g) has recently incorporated 
or otherwise formalized its existing 
autonomous political process will be viewed as 
a change in foml and have no bearing on the 
Assistant Secretary's final decision. 

As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
regulations state: "Most of the membership 
considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 
group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
importance" (e)( I)(ii); "There is widespread 
knowledge, communication and involvement in 
political processes by most of the group's 
mcmbers" (c)( I )(iii); and "The group is ablc 10 

mobilize significant numbers ofmcmbers and 
significant resources from its members for 
group purposes" (e)(1)(i). 

"It must be shown that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
the tribe_ This connection must exist broadly 
among the membership. If a small body of 
people carries out legal actions or makes 

I agreements affecting the economic interests of 
•• 1- _ _ _ • 

I me jU"oup, tiu: flu:mbershij> may be 
I significaniiy aITecit:u without political proccs:; 

going on or without even the awareness or 
consent of thol>e affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
15)_ 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

There is no evidence in the record that 
indicates that the organization of the 
Chaubullagungamaub Band of Nipllluck 
Indians, the predecessor group of 
petitioner #69B, from 1978 through 1981, 
re·presented the formalization of an 
existing autonomous political process. 

The above statement suggests that, from 
1980 to the late 1990's, there existed 
"issues" with which the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band governing 
body has dealt (e.g. a dearth of large 
meals and toys at Christmas). If 
appropriate, during the response periou, 
Ihe petitioner mighl choose 10 submit 
documentation about these "issues" and 
activities, beyond the few newspaper 
clippings that exist about these activities, 
to help show that it meets (c) for all or 
part of the period since 1968, which is 
when, it is alleged, these activities were 
begun. In preparing this additional 
documentation, the petitioner should take 
great care to show that the federal 
acknowledgment effort and/or the efforts 
to provide Christmas dinners were not 
simply acts of a few individuals but 

I rat.lter were consuiere-ti by most of the 
I membersh!p to be o! !mport~f1ce andior 

involved the mobilization of most of the 
membership. The petitioner should also 
take great care to show that the efforts to 
provide Christmas dinners were done in 
the context of being Nipmuck. For the 
period prior to the 1980's, there is almost 
no evidence that these distributions were 
even done in this context. 

Conclusion 

Docs not meet (c). 

Docs not meet (c). 
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42 
Chaubuoaguogamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1980's Various ncwsp;)pcr The ;)rticles document activities and As evidence that the petitioner mccts (c), thc 
articlcs submitted by events organized by #6913 or in which regul;)tions statc:"Thc group is able to mobilize 
Ron Little Crow members of #698 participatcd, including significant numbers of mcmbers and signi ficant 
lIenries in 1995; powwows, food distributions, a film resources from its members for group 
articles appeared in showing, and a parade. purposes" (c)(I)(i); "Most of the membership 
The Worcester considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 
Telegram, The group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
Patriot, and The importance" (c)(I)(ii); and "There is 
Webster Times, widespread knowledge, communication and 
among other involvement in political processes by most of 
newspapers. the group's members" (c)(I)(iii). 

1980's Interview with Mr. White was asked what issues have As evidence that the petitioner meets (e), the 
-late Kenneth Leroy come up for the council. Mr. White regulations state: "Most of the membership 
1990's White, 7/25198. mentioned the issues of "Deer Island," considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 

"the Harbor Islands," and the group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
restructuring of the Massachusetts importance" (c)(l)(ii); and "There are internal 
Commission on Indian Affairs. When conflicts which show controversy over valued 
asked to name and discuss "issues group goals, properties, policies, processes 
internal to the group," Mr. White did not and/or decisions" (c)(1 )(v). 
identify any. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

Though thesc newspaper articles do not 
demonstrate that the recorded activities 
encompasscd most of the group, thcy do 
show that, during the 1980's, there existed 
activities that encompassed at least a 
portion of the group. As such, to varying 
degrees, the articles provide evidence that 
a Nipmuck group (and in some cases, 
#69B in particular) was able to mobilize 
at least some members for group 
purposes, that at least some of the 
members considered issues acted upon or 
actions taken by group leaders to be of 
importance, and that there was at least 
some knowledge and communication 
between leaders, on the one hand, and 
members, on the other, during the 1980's. 
As such, these articles provide some 
cviJence that the petitioner meets (e) for 
thc 1980's. 

Mr. White's identification of#698 
"issues" would be useful to in evaluating 
whether the petitioner meets (c) if these 
issues were coupled with evidence that 
most of the membership considers these 
issues to be of importance. This said, the 
point should be made that the suggestion 
by Mr. White that there may not be any 
issues "internal to the group" raises the 

ssibiii that there may not be any IPO ty 
I : ......... __ 1 ........ _.11:_ .. _ ", __ n° _.. l' I • 

I ..... ""lIta. '"'V .... I"'~. ,-,uuun,;l!) Wlllt.::U snow 

controversy over valued group goals, 
properties, policies, processes and/or 
decisions are often important evidence 
that the petitioner maintains political 
influence or authority over its members 
as an autonomous entity. 

Conclusion 

Docs notmcct (c). 

Does not meet (c). 

I 
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43 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence 

1981 Leiter to Zara 
Ciseo13rough from 
Edith I (opewell at 
Oxford, n.d. (but 
from its contenls, it 
seems to have been 
written about 1981) 

1981- Interview with 
1982 Edwin W. Morse Sr., 

7/22/98. 

Description 

Among other things, this doculllcnt 
states, "Enclosed lind papers) tricd to 
call you about. They are very 
defamitory Ltif] to you and all our kind. 
They are holding a meeting 7/23/81 at 
their father's house in Dudley to form 
their own committees and chief, etc. 
which I know they haven't the power to 
do, and she should be told by you or 
someone in authority she is not a 
"Princess," her father or anyone close to 
was never a chief as in my case." "All 
these people who are forming their own 
clan as they say needn't ever come to me 
again foi: help. I've helped them every 
year for 6 years now ... They have only 
admitted to being Indian after thcy got 
$250.00 from the Indian fund ... " 

When asked whether any other 
Nipmucks participated with Mr. Morse 
in parades, Mr. Morse replied as follows: 

Excerl!t from Transcril!t: 
Mr. Morse: "Oh, there was our council. 
He had a girlfriend at the time - Wayno 
(?). She had about 8 sisters there with 
her, and then we had Sponed Eagle, 
Wildcat, Three Rears .. , There were 
some gaits. There was Eagle Hawk from 
nL_..I ___ 1 __ ...1 , ______ L_..I __ .: .. L L!_ 

n..J1VU~ J.:'ldiIU. ll~ UU1i"'ll~U WUU 111;; 

daughter. A guy named Tall Oak, his 
wife and kids used to be with us. There 
much have been at least 40 different 
people. When we walked there was this 
guy - sagamore from Sioux - Fire Hawk. 
He used to walk with us all the time. 
Some of 'em were Nipmuck. The 
biggest part of ' em were Nipmuck." 

Rule I Precedent 

As evidence that the petitioner meets (e), the 
regulations state: "Most of the mcmbership 
considers issues aeted upon or actions taken by 
group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
importance" (c)(I)(ii). 

83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
corporations or groups of any character that 
have been fonned in recent times may not be 
aeknowledged under these regulations. 

As evidence that the petitioner meets (e), the 
regulations state: "Most of the membership 
considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 
group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
importance" (c)(l)(ii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

The above leuer provides both negative 
and positive evidence with respect to (cl. 
With its suggestion that members 
considered issues acted upon by group 
leaders to be of importance, the letter 
provides some positive evidenee that the 
petitioner meets (c) for 1981. With its 
suggestion that the group may have been 
comprised ofa single extended family in 
1981 and that the group was fonned in 
recent times, the document provides some 
negative evidence. Indeed, the letter can 
be considered documentation of the event 
ofthc ereation of the petitioning group in 
the early 1980's, documentation that 
aecompanies other evidence of this event, 
including evidence from interviews 
conducted with #6913 group mcmbers. 

Though in this statement Mr. Morse 
acknowledges that not all of those who 
"walked" with him in parades were 
members of #69B or even were 
Nipmucks, his statement provides some 
evidence that he, as a group leader, was 
able to raise interest among individuals 
and perhaps even among 
Chaubunagungamaug Band members to 
renresent Indian!> (or nerhans. even I .- ... ".-

I :t'~ipmucks) at public events. Lists of 
I ____ L ____ .L ____ :_: __ .. _~ __ .: .. L 'II.._ 

IIlCUll.JI:ii ~ W UU tJ41U'-'ipilLt;;U Willi iVll. 

Morse in these events, together with other 
infonnation about these events beyond 
the few newspaper articles that help 
document Mr. Morse's participation, 
would strengthen the petitioner'S case. 

Conclusion 

Does not mcet (c). 

Does not meet (e). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, 1Ui9B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1981- Minutes of the The minutes chronicle the As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
1986 "Nipmuck Indian bureaucratization of the group's regulations state: "Most of the membership 

Council" - Webster. leadership and the efforts of group considcrs issues acted upon or actions taken by 
leaders to organize social (and possibly group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
also political) activities for the #69B importance" (c)(I)(ii); and "The group is able 
group as a whole. The minutes describe, to mobilize significant numbers of members 
for example, the successful efforts of the and significant resources from its members for 
tribal council to organize a "Winterfest" group purposes" (c)(I)(i). 
gathering in 1986. These minutes 
indicate that, unlike many of the other "It must be shown that there is a political 
gatherings that the council organized, connection bctween the membership and 
this gathcring was intendcd to be closed lcaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
to the public. The minutes reflect the maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
fact that, during one council meeting the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
(Minutes dated January 13, 1986), it was among the membership. If a small body of 
announced that "nyers" for this people carries out legal actions or makes 
Winterfest gathering had been mailed to agrccments affecting the economic intercsts of 
over 20 addresscs. the group, the membership JIIay be 

significantly affected without political process 
going on or without even the awareness or 
consent of those affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
15). 

83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
corporations or groups of any character that 
have been formed in recent times may not be 
acknowledged under these regulations. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The minutes provide evidence that group Docs not meet (c)., 
leaders considered issucs that they acted but can be lIsed in 
upon and actions that they took to be of combination wilh 
importance; however, to show that most other evidence 10 

of the membership considered these meet (c). 
issues and actions important, the 
petitioner should submit additional 
material. Similarly, the minutes 
demonstrate that group leaders undertook 
efforts to mobilize members and 
resources from members; to demonstrate 
that such efforts did indeed mobilize 
members and resources from members, 
the petitioner should submit additional 
material, such as lists of members who 
attended gatherings. Finally, the minutes 
reveal a group in the process of creating 
itself as a group (c.g. by deciding how 
"Nipmuck" is to be spelled, etc.). In so 
doing, the minutes strongly suggest that 
#69B is the current embodiment of a 
group that was formed in recent times. 
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45 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Descril,tion Rule I Precedent 

1981- Minules of the The minutes dated t)ctober 12, 1984 As evidence th;}t the petitioner meets (c), thc 
19S6 "Nipl11l1ck Indian doclllllent a series of events in which regulations state: "group !cuders and/or othcr 

Council" - Webster. group leaders disciplined a member of mechanisms exist or existed which exeli slrollg 
the group. The events involved a single influence on the behavior of individual 
group member and seemed to have members, sueh as the establishment or 
occurred at roughly the same time, maintenance of nomlS and the enforcement of 
suggesting that the series of events is sanctions 10 direct or control behavior" 
perhaps best treated as a single event. (e)(2)(iii); "group leaders andlor olher 
According to the minutes of this mechanisms exist or existed which settle 
meeting, #69D member, Rusty Lekas, disputes between members or subgroups by 
was proclaiming himself Chief of the mediation or other means on a regular basis" 
Nipmucks, soliciting donations, opening (c )(2)(ii); and "There arc internal conflicts 
Mr. Morse's mail, had posted a notice on which show controversy ovcr valucd group 
his mailbox that indicated that he was to goals, properties, policics, processes and/or 
receive all mail directed to the "Nipmuc decisions" (c)( 1)( v). 
Indian Council," and was found drinking 
and under the influence of drugs while 
on the reservation. When Wise Owl and 
Great Owl found Mr. Lekas drinking and 
under the influence of drugs while on the 
reservation, they "threw him off." At the 
same time. Loving One removed the 
notice that Mr. Lekas had posted his 
mailbox and informed the postmaster of 
the problem. She and Wise Owl then 
went to the courthouse and "swore out" a 
complaint against Mr. Lekas. It was 
reported in the minutes thaI Mr. Lekas 
apologized and wrote out a "promissory 

I 
note" stating that he would not "do such 

I a thin anvrnore." I I g 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The significance of this porlion of the Docs nol meet (c), 
minutes of October 12, 19R4, is that it but can be used in 
reveals an event in which group leaders combination \\'ilh 
disciplined a singlc group mcmber. As other evidence to 
such, the minutes provide some evidence meet (c). 
of individual political leadership and a 
funclioning Chaubunagungamaug Dand 
governing body. To strengthen its case 
that it maintained political influence or 
authority over its members during this 
period, the petitioner might submit 
additional material showing that these 
incidcnccs of disciplining Illcmbers arc 
part of a larger paltem, a pattern in which 
group leaders exert influence on the 
behavior of group members. The 
petitioner might identify and describe, for 
example, norms that group kadcrs might 
uphold, events in which group leaders 
have imposcd sanctions upon membcrs of 
their group, andlor events in which they 
settled disputes between members. 
Concomitantly. the petitioner could 
describe internal conflicts. conflicts 
which show controversy over. for 
example. the ways by which leaders 
discipline members. 
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46 
Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rulc I Prcccdcnt 

1981· Minutes of the The minutes that were datetl November " ... there is 110 evidence orany efrorlto 
1986 "Nipmuck Indian I I, I 985 indicate that at least three maintain a functioning tribal governing body 

Council" . Webster. members orthe council give and little evidence of individual political 
(NipJlluC #69 Pct. presentations and make appearanccs to leadership betwcen the early 1940's and 19G7" 
Response 1987, increase public awarencss of the (Mohegan PF 1989, 6). 
Attachment 3) Nipmueks and the #69B group. For 

example. it was mentioned that, during As evidencc that the petitioner mects (c), thc 
Thanksgiving there were twenty regulations state: "Most of the membership 
programs in which Chief Wise Owl, considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 
Little Star, and Tall Oak participated. group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
The minutes cited above do not only importance" (c)(I)(ii). 
mcntion these events; they also record 
thc rcsults of a votc of thc council that "It must bc shown that thcre is a political 
was made at the November II mecting. connection bctwccn the membership and 
This vote was a votc to make Tall Oak leaders and thus that thc mcmbcrs of a tribc 
the Program Coordinator for all such maintain a bilatcral political relationship with 
events. the tribe. This conllcction Illust exist broadly 

among the membcrship. I f a small body of 
peoplc carrics out legal actions or makes 
agrecments affecting thc economic intercsts of 
the group, the membership may be 
significantly affected without political process 
going on or without even the awareness or 
consent of those affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
15). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issuc I Analysis Conclusion 

The minutes suggest that at least threc Docs not meet (c )., 
group leaders took actions with respect to but can be used in 
their Nipmuck identity that go beyond combination with 
simply attending council mcetings. As other evidcncc to 
such, the minutes provide somc evidcncc mect (c). 
of individual political leadership and 
pcrhaps cven ofa functioning 
Chaubunagungamaug Clan governing 
body for the early 1980's. If the 
petitioncr were to dcmonstrate that the 
prescntations and appearances of these 
leadcrs werc exprcssions of the will of the 
1169B group and not simply thc actions of 
three Nipmuck individuals who also 
happcned to be leaders of thc 11693 
group, the pctitioner might bc able to 
show that, during these events, Icaders 
articulate isslics and take actions that 
most orthe membcrship considers to bc 
of importance. 
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47 
Cbaubunagungamaug Band of tbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Dale Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1981- Minutes of the The minutes dated January 13, J 986 state As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
193(, "NipJlluck Indi;1I1 thaI Little Star reported th:!t 42 families regulations state: "The group is able to 

Council" - Webster. received holiday meals from the cOllncil. mobilize significant numbers of members und 
(Nipmuc 1169 Pel. Toys were given to all the children under significant resources frolll its members for 
Response J 987, 16 in these families. group purposes" (e)( I )(i). 
Attachment 3) . 

"It must be shown that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
among the membership. If a small body of 
people carries out legal actions or makes 
agreements affecting the economic interests of 
the group, the membership m:ly be 
significantly affected without political process 
going on or without evcn the awarcness or 
consent of those aflecteu" (Miami fO 1992, 
15). 

I I I I I 
I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The minutes from Ihis meeting provide Docs not meet (e), 
some evidence of individual political hut can be used in 
leadership and probably even a combination with 
functioning 1169Tl governing body for the other evidence to 
mid-1980's. If the families receiving meet (c). 
meals and toys from the council arc part 
of the petitioning group, and/or if the 
resources for these distributions were 
raised or otherwise provided for by group 
members, the petitioner might be able to 
show that one of the functions of group 
leaders is to redistribute group resources, 
if only during the month of December. If 
the resources for such a distribution do 
indeed come from the membership, the 
petitioner should document the specific 
ways by which Jc:lders mobilize these 
resources from its members. Regaruing 
Ihis portion of the minutes of the J:llluary 
13, 1986, meeting, the petitioner should 
also show that the efforts to provide toys 
and Christmas dinners were not simply 
the acts of a few individuals as 
individuals but rather were acts of 
political leadership. Involvement of the 
membership in these acts, such as through 
the verbal and/or material support of most 
members, is critical to demonstrating that 
most of the membership considered these 
events to be of importance and/or that 
these events involved the mobilization of 

I - ......... I 1IIV"~ of the membershtp. 
----------~------------~ 
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48 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence 

1984 Videotape entitled, 
"Nipllluck Indi:!ns." 

late Interview with 
I 980's Kenneth Leroy 

White, 7/25198. 

Description 

The document presents Nipmuck history 
and, to a lesser extent, Nipmuek 
contemporary life to a general audience. 
There is footage of the land that was 
donated to the group in 1982, short 
interviews with members of the group, 
and group events and activities. 

Mr. White was asked how he was 
selected to be on the council. More 
s _ -ificaUv, he asked \alhetber there had I pee J 

I been an eleciion or whether Mr. \V-hite's 
I famiiy had appointeo him. Mr. White 

said that his family had appointed him. 
[Elsewhere in the interview, Mr. White 
reported that he has twice served on the 
council: he served "for a short time in 
the late 1980's" and then "came back' 
about three years ago," which was in the 
mid-1990's. ] 

Rule 1 Precedent 

" ... there is no evidence of any effort to 
maintain a functioning tribal governing body 
and little evidence of individual political 
leadership between the early 1940's and 1967" 
(Mohegan PF 1989,6). 

"It must be shown that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
among the membership. If a small body of 
people carries out legal actions or makes 
agreements affecting the economic interests of 
the group, the membership may be 
significantly affected without political process 
going on or without even the aW<1reness or 
consent of those affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
15). 

"It must be shown that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders iiild fuus that the members of a tribe 

I . . h'l " .. I I' ... . L I maln~~~!!!! _!.!!e!'a. ~,,!!!C!!. re.l::!:ti~:; .. ;p "i~.u 
the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
among the membership. If a small body of 
people carries out legal actions or makes 
agreements affecting the economic interests of 
the group, the membership may be 
significantly affected without political process 
going on or without even the awareness or 
consent of those affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
15). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

The tape provides some evidence of 
individual political leadership and of a 
functioning #69Il governing body. The 
tape docs not show that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders. The tape could be used by the 
petitioner as evidence that it meets (c) for 
the mid-1980's if the petitioner addresses 
several problems. First, not all persons 
who appear on the tape are identified, and 
thus cannot be confirmed as members of 
the Chaubunagungamaug Band 
antecedent to the current petitioning 
group. Second, the tape does not 
demonstrate that the political influence or 
authority that it claims that 
Ch<1ubun<1gungalllaug Band leaders 
ex.ercised over members of the group 
encompassed most of the group. If, 
during the mid-1980's, the petitioner 
maintained political influence or 
authority over most of its members, it 
should subniit material and evidence to 
clearly demonstrate this. For the 1980's, 
the petitioner might begin this work by 
creating a written narrative to accompany 
the tape. 

The significance ofMr. White's 
statement about how he was selected to 
be on the council is that it su~~ests thaI 
#G9B ~IUUp iCHUC(1) are appointed hy the!f 
extended families to represent their 
family on the group's governing body. In 
so doing, this statement about how the 
group selects its leaders exposes group 
political processes and asserts a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders, particularly in light of the fact 
that several sources corroborated this 
statement by Mr. White. 

Conclusion 

Docs not llIeet (c). 

Does not meet (c). 

I 
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49 
Chaubunagungamaug Band orthe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1987 NiplIlLIC 1/69 Pet. In this unpaginated narrative, unde'r the The directive, Chnngcs in the Internal 
Supplement 1987, topic "Issue #7: Current Political Processing of Federal Acknowledgment 
[9J. Structure:," the petition rcsearcher Petitions, stllted that: "The BlA's revicw of a 

argued, firsl, thaI the chiefs position ill petition shall be limited to evaluating the 
the Chaubunagungamaug Band is arguments presented by the petitioner and third 
inherited. By way of explanation or parties and to determining whether the 
illustration, he added that Mr. Morse evidence submitted by the petitioner, or by 
traces his genealogy back to Black third parties, demonstrates that the petitioner 
James. Second, he stated that the band meets each of the criteria" (65 Federal 
council is elected by the band Regis/er 7052, 2/1112000). 
membership. The terms are two years. 
The petition researcher then briefly 
discussed the larger umbrella 
organization for the band chief and band 
coullcil orthe group that later became 
#69D. The larger "Nipmue Tribal 
COllncil," he argued, has been composcd 
of the two band ehief~; the sachem, who 
presides over all; and two additional 
representatives from each of the two 
band councils. 

I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

The researcher's assertion that the Morse 
family descends from Black Jnmes could 
not be confimlcd, nor could thc statement 
that the historical Chaubunagungamaug 
or DudleylWebster Indians had an 
inherited chieftainship. 

The statemenlS in the lasl two sentences 
of the description (see left) were 
confirmed through interviews. Though 
the governing body mentioned in the 
Nipmuck #69 Pet. Response 1987 is that 
of#69, the statements arc relevant to (c) 
because they do indicate efrorts on the 
part of the Chaubunagllngamallg Band 
(which was then pal1 of 1/69) to establish 
a functioning governing budy. The twu 
claims describcd in sentences three 
through six of the descriptiun arc more 
problematic. 

Mr. Morse ~ been the only one who is 
identified as having held a chiefs 
poSition among the DudleylWebster 
Indians since the 19110 century, when the 
last identified leader was from the Jaha 
family line. The evidence in the record 
does not indicate that any descendant of 
the Sprague/Henries family held such a 
position during the I Silo or 19110 centuries. 
Mr. Marse did !lot !!Ss!!.!!!e the title until 

I the late i 970's or possibly even the early 
I i 980!s~ at which time he WilS IIlU"; thi1J1 

50 years old, nor does the evidence in the 
record indicate that his mother ever 
exercised any political influence or 
authority over any Chaubunagungamaug 
entity larger than her own immediate 
family. 

Conclusion 

Neither me.:!s nor 
negntes (c) .. 
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50 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1983 Videotapelabekd, The document provides fuotage of a (c) The petitioner has maintained political 
"Wedding Chief Red Nipmllck gnthering in 19R5 that included inOuenee or authority over its members as an 
Fox: Sept 19, 1988." a powwow that culminated in the autonomous entity from historienl times until 

wedding of Edwin Morse, Jr. the present. 

As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
regulations state: "The group is nble to 
mobilize significant numbers of members and 
significant resources from its members for 
group purposes" (c)(I)(i) and "There is 
widespread knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by most of 
the group's members" (c)(I)(iii). 

1990's Interview with Mr. Morse stated that tribal council As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
Edwin W. Morse Sr., meetings are open to all members. Then, regulations state: "Most of the membership 
7122/98. he described the scope of member considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 

participation in these events. group leaders or govem!nO bodies to be of o 
imporUia'Ce" (c)(l)(ii). 

I I I .. · ... ,.. .. rn .... rn .... T .. _ ..... __ I ..... 
---- r- •• "" •• iI ......... " ....... 

I 

Mr. Morse: "They [members of#69B] 
can come if they want, but I live so far 
away from everything they don't come .. 
. It's always in our newsletter after the 
meeting. Very few of them come. 
When I lived in Webster [which, he later 
said, was when the council meetings 
started in 1979]. we used to have 50 or 
60 people come to the council meeting." 

United States Department of the Interior. Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

From the tnpe, it is impossible to identify Docs not meet (c). 
which individuals were the leaders of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band, with the 
exception of Edwin Morse, Jr., or even 
which were members of the group. 
Particularly since Nipmuek leaders have 
described their gatherings as open to the 
public and intertribal in nature (See 
Interview with Lucyann Swenson, 
7/22/98), no conclusions can be drawn 
from the tape about whether the petitioner 
exercises political inOuence or authority 
over its members, whether it may be by 

. mobilizing significant numbers of 
members and signi ficant resources from 
members for these gatherings; or by 
demonstrating that, through these 
gatherings, there exists widespread 
knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by 
most of the membership. If the petitioner 
wishes to use this tape as evidence that it 
meets (c), it needs to provide a written 
narrative and analysis of the gathering 
that, at a minimum, identifies the 
individuals who appear on the tape. 

Despite giving notice of the meetings in a Neither meets nor 
publication sent to the homes of members negates (c). 
of#698, by Mr. Morse's own admission, 
few ~Jipmucks attend COiiilCil ffieeiiii-S. 
Tnis suggests that mO!lt of th", 

membership may not consider issues 
acted upon or actions taken by group 
leaders and the #69B governing body to 
be of importance. Of course, other 
factors may explain the low attendance at 
council meetings. If there is/are other 
explanations, the petitioner should 
provide it/them for consideration during 
the response period. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c:) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1990's Letters from Mrs. Together, thc documcnts provide an (c) The petitioner has maintained political 
Janis Weber. account of how Mr. Weber camc to be influence or authority over its membcrs as an 

enrolled in #69D. This account is given autonomous entity frolll historical times until 
by Mr. Weber's wife, who researched the present. 
Mr. Weber's genealogy and contacted 
the BIA for contact infornlation about 83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
#69B. In relating the story of Mr. corporations or groups of any character that 
Weber's enrollment, among other things have been formed in recent times may not be 
Mrs. Weber reports that it was not until acknowledged under these regulations. 
shortly before Mr. Weber was enrolled in 
the group that he became acquainted 
with the group's leader, Mr. Morse. 
(Because Mr. Weber's brother and 
perhaps other of his primary kin came to 
be enrolled in #69D as a result of the 
actions ofMr. Weber, Mrs, Weber's 
aceollllt also implicates the relatiollship 
between the extcndcd family of Mr. 
Wcbcr and the petitioning group.) One 
of the letlers makes reference to the fact 
Ihal, in Seplember of 1996, Mr. Weber 
and his brother were serving on the #698 
tribal council (Weber to 81A 9116196). 

I I I I I 
I I I 

I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

The statement by Mrs. Weber that her 
husband did}lot know Mr. Morse until 
shortly before her husband was emolkd 
provides evidence that the petitioning 
group docs not represent the 
incorporation ora long-standing entity, 
but rather was formed only reccntly, 

, particularly when viewed in the context 
of other evidence which suggests that this 
is the case. In its entirety, the evidence 
suggests that, with the exception of 
members of his own extended family, 
ineluding somc of his sistcrs and their 
children and grandchildren, Mr. Morse 
did 'not know many, ifnot most, of the 
members of#69B much before the latc 
1970's, which was not long before the 
116913 group seems to havc been created. 
The fact that Mr. Weber and his brother 
were able to secure scats 011 thc group's 
governing body only a few short years 
after they met the leaders of #69B 
supports the thesis that the group was 
fonned only recently, while the shori 
dwation of his affiliation indicates that 
the group's membership is unstable. 
Lucyann Swenson shortly thereafter 
stated to the BIA that, "[wJe still haven't 
received our documents, genealogies, 
research papers, old photos, etc .. from the 

I Su~on uffice as we!! as tbe stt.dT Janis 
I W~her ha'l. She is now affiiiaied with the 

Sutton oftlce ... " (Swenson tu Siealils 
n.d., received by BlA 3/3111997). Other 
individuals, in addition to the Weber 
brothers, were also able to secure such 
positions only a few years after joining 
the #698 organization. 

Conclusion 

Ne~atcs (c). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band oftbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, 1#69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1991 List of Nipmue This documcnt is a list ofNipmuc adults As evidence that the petitioner meets (e), the 
adulls attending attending a meeting which was described regulations state: "Most of the mcmbcrship 
annual busincss as the annual business meeting. considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 
meeting 11/24/91 in group leaders or governing bodies to be of 
Worcester, importance" (c)(I)(ii). 
Massachusetts. 

"It must be shown that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
among the membership. If a small body of 
people carries out legal actions or makes 
agreements affecting the economic interests of 
the group, the membership may be 
significantly affected without politicnl process 
going on or without cvcn the awareness or 
consent of thosc affeclcd" (Miami fD 1992, 
15). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This meeting occurred before #6913 split Docs 110t meet (e). 
oIT from #69 and formed their own group 
and may even be a meeting ofa different 
but related group, such as NT AP. This 
meeting is therefore far from an ideal 
event with which to evaluate whether the 
petitioner meets (c). Nonetheless, the 
document does suggest that there was at 
least some interest among Nipmucks in 
isslies raised by Nipmuck leaders. The 
document does not provide evidence that 
there is a politieal connection between the 
membership and leaders, nor does it show 
that political process is going on. If the 
petitioner were to submit additional 
material, such as a description of the 
meeting and how, spel.:ilically, thuse whu 
ulIcndcd the meeting participated, the 
petitioner might be able to usc this 
document as part of the evidence that it 
meets (e) for the early 1990's. Among 
other things, the nature of the group 
hosting the meeting needs to be clarified 
and explained, and a political connection 
between the membership and leaders that 
was articulated, expressed, and even 
produced through group political 
processes needs to be shown. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1994 Letter from Dolly The authors claim that Mr. l\1orsc's As evidence that the petitioner mcets (c), the 
Swcnson and Cheryl group (Chaubunagungamaug nand), Mr. regulations state: "There are internal conflicts 
Magos dated Vicker's group (Hassanamisco Band), which show controversy over valued group 
3/10/94. and NTAP were "factions" ofa larger goals, properties, polices, proccsses andlor 

Nipmuc group. decisions" (c)(I)(v). 

"The bitter, faction-like conflicts of the 1950's 
and 1960's between the organizations 
representing the subgroups provides some, 
largely indirect, evidence that political 
processes may havc cxtcndcd beyond the 
organizations to at least a portion of the 
membership in general" (Miami FD 1992,4). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

Almost no information was received from Neither meets nul' 
the petitioner explaining its relationship negates (c). 
to either Vickers's group (which is #69A) 
or the NT AP group for the period 
following the petitioner'S decision to split 
from #69. Because bitler, faction-like 
conflicts can provide evidence that 
political processes extend beyond the 
organizations to the membership in 
general, and because internal conflicts 
which show controversy over valued 
group goals, properties, polices, processes 
and/or decisions can reveal that a group 
maintains political influence or authority 
over its members, the petitioner might 
choose to submit additional material 
about these groups and the relationship of 
ihcsc groups to #69B. This said, it should 
be pointed out (hat i( is probable that the 
conflicts referenced above arc not 
internal to the petitioning group and thus 
could not be used to show that the 
petitioner meets (c). 
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54 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

lIIid- Interview with Glen Mr. Durt Ilc:lth, who secured a scat on 83.2(c). Associations, organizations, 
1990's Wayland Heath and the tribal council in the mid-1990's corporations or groups of any character that 

Ocrt Edwin/Edson despite the fact th:lt he had not even met have been formed in recent times m:ly not be 
I leath, 7/23/98. Mr. Morse until the late 1970's at the acknowledged under these regulations. 

earliest, which was when Burt was in his 
late 30's, described how he became a (c) The petitioner has maintained political 
council member. influence or authority over its members as an 

autonomous entity from historical times until 
Excerl!t from Transcril!t: the present. 
"Little over two years ago, I went on the 
council. They had some members on 
there that Chief Wise Owl had 
appointed, and they just didn't prove out 
that they were native. Chief Wise Owl 
said, 'I'd rather have a native on there.' 
And that's what we did. I had a meeting 
with the chief. In f<let, we had dinner ... 
And then he brought me [and'!] he said, 
'Guess what'! Council member!' And 
then, [unintelligible] three or four 
months, and then when they made some 
changes on the council, then I was 
broUght on." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The first purt ofMr. Heath's admission Docs not lIleet (c). 
fits with other evidence submitted by the 
petitioner or revealed in interviews, 
evidence which strongly suggests that, 
with the exception of members of his own 
extended family, Mr. Morse did not know 
many, if not most, of the current 
members of#69B before the late 1970's, 
which was not long before #69B appears 
to have been created. The fact that Mr. 
Heath, like his brother and the Weber 
brothers, was able to secure a scat on the 
group's governing body not long after he 
met Mr. Morse supports the thesis that 
the group was fanned only recently. 
Groups that have been formed in recent 
timcs may 1I0t be acknowlcdged under 
the regulations. This said, it should be 
pointed out that other reasons could 
explain the selection of such individuals 
(e.g. wealth, influence). 
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55 
Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1995 Copy of The document identifies the editor of the As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
NipI1I1Ilspo"ke. newsletter as Cheryl Magos. It also regulations state: "The group is able to 

indicates that at least that isslle of the mobilize significant numbers of members and 
newsletter was sent out from significant resources from its members for 
Branchburg, New Jersey. group purposes" (e)( I )(i) and "There is 

widespread knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by most of 
the group's members" (c)(I)(iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The petitioner provided almost no Docs not meet (c). 
information about the newsletter, making 
it almost impossible to evaluate whether 
this document provides positive evidence 
that the petitioner meets (c). Other 
evidence (see Ron Little Crow Henries 
submission of June, 1995), indicates that: 
I) the newsletter was started no earlier 
than 1991 and possibly as late as 1994 
and thus cannot provide evidence of 
whether the petitioner meets (c) for a 
very long period of time during the 
period since 1970, if it can even do so at 
all; 2) if the mailing list even includes 
members of the petitioning group, the 
mailing list extends far beyond the 
boundaries of the petitioning group and 
thus the newslctter is of dubious valuc lor 
evaluating the petitioner; alld 3) the 
newsletter is not an instrument of the 
petitioning group or even of a petitioning 
group member. This raises serious 
questions and doubts as to whether the 
newsletter can be of any use to the 
petitioner in helping show that #69B 
meets (c). 
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56 
Cbaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule 1 Precedent 

1996 Intervicw with According to Mr. Morse, :loout 3,000 As cvidencc thJt the pctitiollcr meets (c), the 
Edwin W. Morse Sr., people attended the Nipmllck gathering regulations state: "Most of the membership 
7/22/98. during which Ricky Swenson got considers issues acted upon or actions taken by 

married. group leaders or govcrning bodies to be of 
importancc" (c)(I)(ii). 

"It must be shown that therc is a political 
connection between the membcrship and 
leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
the tribc. This connection must exist broadly 
among the mcmbership. If a small body of 
people carries out legal actions or makes 
agreements affecting the economic interests of 
the group, the membcrship may be 
significantly afrected without political process 
going on or without evcn the "wan:ness or 
consent of those affected" (Miami I'D 1992, 
15). 

1997 Videotape: This document presents footage on a (c) The petitioner has maintained political 
"Homecoming 9/13- gathering that took place in September of influence or authority over its members as an 
14/97. Nipmuc 1997. The tape documents the various autonomous entity from historical times until 
Nation - Grafton, activities that were organized for the the present. 
MA." children and the fact that an outdoor 

exhibit of photographs was set up 
alongside the circular clearing that 
served as a dancing ground during the 
event. Also presented in the tape is a 
woman weaving, children and adults 
dancing, and dozens of peopie iaughing, I I I taiic:inl' and ..... tirll'. I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

Mr. Morse dill not indicate hoI\' IllJny of Docs not mcet (c). 
these participants were members of1l69I3 
(which has only 212 mcmbers in total), 
nor did the petitioner submit any 
information or documentation to support 
the elaim oflarge attendance. 
Accordingly, the statcment of Mr. Morse 
does not demonstrate, for example, that 
most of the group considered issues 
raised by group leaders to be of 
importance. Likewise, without additional 
description and/or analysis of the evcnt, it 
cannot be concluded that this event shows 
that there is political process going on or 
that members of 11690 lllaint~lin a 
bilateral political relationship with the 
group. The petitioner is invited to suhmit 
such information. 

From the tape, it is impossible to identify Docs not meet (c). 
which individuals are the leaders of #698 
or even which are members of the group. 
Particularly since Nipmuck leaders have 
described their gatherings as open to the 
public and intertribal in nature (see 
Interview with Lucyann Swenson, 
7122/98), no conclusions can be drawn 
about whether the petitioner meets (c) 
from this submission. 

I I I 
I I I 

I I 
I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1998 Interview with Ms. Swenson states th;)t oilly about 50 (c) Thc pctitioner has Ilwintained political 
Llleyann Swenson, people from the membership list of #69B influence or authority over its members as ;)n 
7/22/98. attend the annual powwow at Thompson. autonomous entity frolll historical times until 

the prescnt. 

"It must be shown that there is a political 
connection between the membership and 
leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
among the membership. If a small body of 
people carries oul legal actions or makes 
agreements affecting the economic interests of 
the group, the membership may be 
significantly affected without political process 
going on or without even the awareness or 
consent ofthosc affected" (Miami FD 1992, 
IS). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

There me 212 peoplc on the membership Negatcs (c). 
list. If only 50 attend the powwow, less 
than 25 per cent of the membership 
allcnd what the leadcrship of #693 
considers to be the most important 
Nipmuck event of the year. This low 
attendance of Nip mucks at the group's 
most significant annual gathering is all 
the more striking given than 75 per cent 
of the membership, or 159 Nipmucks, 
live within a ten mile radius of the towns 
of Dudley and Webster, which arc very 
close to the reservation where the 
gathering is held. Ifwe consider only 
those Nipmucks who live nearby as able 
10 attend Ihe gathering, we lind thai as 
Illany as 66 per cent arc not altcnding, 
even though they live as close as a ten 
minute drive from the annual gathering 
and cvell though they receive notice of 
the date and time of the gathering well in 
advance through a newsletter that is sent 
to all members. This raises serious 
questions as to whether the petitioner 
maintains political influence or authority 
over its members. As such, this 
statement provides some evidence that 
the petitioner does not meet (c) for the 
late 1990's. 
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58 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Preccdcnt 

1998 Interview with In the interview audiotapcs with the No rule or preeeucnt; included for 
Edwin W. Morse Sr., seven #698 leaders, Mr. Morse and informational purposes. 
7/22/98. others several times stated that each 

#698 extended family selects a member 
to represent them on the council. By this 
method, it can be inferred that there are 
four families that comprise #69B: Mr. 
Morse's family and the three extended 
families that are represented by Mr. 
Healh, Mr. Hinkley, and Mr. While. Mr. 
Morse did not explain why he listed two 
surnames wilh each individual. Mr. 
Morse explained the situation as follows: 

Execq~t from Transcriut: 
Mr. Morse: "My family it's lIenries and 
Sprague. Big Bear [His name is Glenn 
Heath] - he's got Nickles and Brown. 
His brother, Burl [who is a former 
council member), same people. Don 
Hinkley. He is a Dorris? Actually 
Pegan and Dixon (Or Dorris and Dixon). 
[Doesn't remember which, he said.] 
Then there's Kenny White. He's White 
and Dorris. Then my daughter, Lucyann, 
and her daughter, Dianne Raymond. 
And [Wise Owl's) son." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Iss~e I Analysis Conclusion 

It appears from this statement of Mr. Neither meets nor 
Morse that, at the time of the interview in .negates (c). 
1998, four extended families functioncd 
as political units of the #69B group. 
According to Mr. Morse, at the time of 
the interview these four families were 
represented on the council by I) Mr. 
Morse, his son, his daughter and possibly 
his granddaughter, 2) Mr. Heath, 3) Mr. 
Hinkley and 4) Mr. White. It appears 
from this statement of Mr. Morse that, at 
the time of the interview in 1998, four 
extended families functioned as political 
units of the #69B group. According to 
Mr. Morse, at the time of the interview 
these four families were represented on 
Ihe council by I) Mr. Morse, his son, his 
daughter and possibly his granddaughter, 
2) Mr. Heath, 3) Mr. Hinkley and 4) Mr. 
White. 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of tbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1998 Interview wilh Glen Mr. Glen lIealh has three aunts, Olle of As evidence lhat the petitioner mcets (c), the 
Wayland Heath and whom, he said, did not wish to join 1IG913 regulations state: "There is widespread 
Bert Edwin/Edson because she did not wish to identify "that knowledge, communication and involvement in 
Heath,7/23/98. way," by which he meant as an Indian. political processes by most of the group's 

While his aunt Ethel lives in members" (c)( I )(iii). 
Connecticut, his aunt, Mary, lives in 
California. He said that, despite the fact "It must be shown that there is a political 
that Mary lives in California, she is on connection between the membership and 
the membership list and gets the leaders and thus that the members of a tribe 
newsletter. Moreover, he said that he maintain a bilateral political relationship with 
telephones her at least once or twice and the tribe. This connection must exist broadly 
month to keep her informed of "what's among the membership. If a small body of 
going on," by which he meant of current people carries out legal actions or makcs 
#6913 events and developments. agreements affecting the economic intercsts of 

the group, Ihe membership may be 
significantly affccted without political process 
going on or without even thc awareness or 
consenl of those affected" (Miami fD 1992, 
15). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

According to Mr. I leath, he, who is a Docs 110t meet (c). 
member of tile council as was mentioned 
above, gives and receives information 
about #698 matters from members of his 
extended family, the family whom he 
represents on the council. This provides 
some evidence not only that there exists 
political process in #698 but also that 
political processes, at least among Mr. 
Heath's family, "work" in the way that 
has been described by Mr. Morse, Ms. 
Swenson, and others who were 
intervicwed by the B1A researcher. To 
establish that there is widespread 
knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by 
most of the group's members and not 
simply by members ofMr. Heath's 
family, the petitioner should providt; 
additional information and 
documentation. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band orthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

late Interview \Iith Glen Mr. lIeath said that during some of the As evidence that the petitioner mcets (c), the 
I 990's Wayland Heath and gatherings hosted by 1169D, the "yollng regulations state: "group leaders andlor other 

Bert Edwin/Edson people" are instructed abollt, for mechanisms exist or existed which exert strong 
Heath, 7/23/98. example, how to tend the fire and what influence on the behavior of individual 

that means. He explained: members, such as the establishment or 
maintenance of norms and the enforcement of 

Excerl!t from Transcri~1: sanctions to direct or control behavior" 
"It's a cultural thing ... But again, it's (e)(2)(iii). 
intertribal because it's more than just 
Nipmuck. There are certain people that 
are friends of Wise Owl and Loving One. 
They're friends of the band. They're 
there and they'll always be welcome 
there. Federal recognition or whatever is 
not going to change their ability to come 
and set with LIS. That'll be there ... We 
just don't work that way [cxcluding 
peopk]." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

This brief description of #693 gatherings Docs not meet (c). 
by Mr. Heath suggests that group leaders 
may exert influence on the behavior of 
individual members. If this is the case, 
and there is no evidence that this is the 
case, the petitioner should provide 
detailed descriptions of how, specifically, 
#69B leaders exert this influence by 
describing, for example, the ways leaders 
establish norms, maintain norms, or 
enforce sanctions to direct or control 
behavior. The petitioner should also 
address questions about the extent to 
which the actions described by Mr. Heath 
involve members of the group, questions 
that arc raised by Mr. lIeath's statement 
that thesc gatherings are "intertriba\." It 
is possible that many, if not most, 
individuals being "inl1ucneed" by #6913 
leaders at these (and other) gatherings arc 
non-members. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

lilte Interview with Ms. Swenson described a reccnt event in As evidence that the pctitioner meets (c), the 
1990's Lucyann Swenson, which her father's sister's child, Bradley regulations state: "group lenders and/or other 

7/22/98 (whom she also identified as the son of mechanisms exist or existed which exel1 strong 
"Aunt Billie"), called some elders, influence on the behavior of individual 
"honkies." Ms. Swenson said that, at the members, such as the establishment or 
time, Bradley was serving as an maintenance of nomlS and the enforcement of 
apprentice to a medicine man and had sanctions to direct or control behavior" 
moved to the town of Oxford for that (c)(2)(iii); and "group leaders and/or other 
reason. Ms. Swenson said that she told mechanisms exist or existed which settle 
Bradley that he was no longer needed in disputes between members or subgroups by 
Oxford and that he was no longer mediation or other means on a regular basis" 
welcome in "the circle of elders." Ms. (c)(2)(ii). 
Swenson claimed that, shortly thereafier, 
Bradlcy "quit" #6913, enrolled in #69A, 
and is now "trying to unseat us." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusiol! 

In this statement, Ms. Swenson provided Docs not meet (c). 
an example of an event in which group 
lenders discipline a member. By so 
doing, group lenders seem to be 
maintaining norms and enforcing 
sanctions to direct or control behavior. 
The BIA interviews mentioned only this 
single example of group leaders 
disciplining a member, and from data that 
the petitioner submitted but failed to 
analyze, the DIA identified only one 
other similar example. To show that the 
petitioner has maintained political 
influence or authority over its members 
as an autonomous entity, the petitioner 
should submit descriptions, 
documentation, and analysis of othcr 
similar examples and show that this 
influcnce is being excrcised by lead.:rs 
over most of the membership. If 
appropriate, the petitioner should also 
submit any material that may exist about 
dispute resolution by group leaders. 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent 

l<ltc Interview with In her brief description of thc powwow As evidence that the petitioner meets (c), the 
1990's Lucyanl1 Swenson, in September that is hostcd by ff69D, Ms. regulations state: "group lenders and/or other 

7/22/98 Swenson remarked that there is a "public mechanisms exist or existed which excrt strong 
announcement of the new Indian names influence on the behavior of individual 
ofkids." When asked to describc and members, such as the establishment or 
discuss the "naming ceremony," she said maintenance of norms and the enforcement of 
only that names are "approved by the sanctions to direct or control 
circle of the elders. There are usually behavior"( c)(2)(iii). 
four elders." This body approves or 
disapproves the names, she explained, 
and the ceremony "congratulates on the 
new name." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue / Analysis Conclusion 

The petitioner provided almost no Does not meet (c). 
additional information about these events. 
If, as Ms. Swenson suggests, a body of 
four individuals exercises some authority 
by approving or disapproving names, the 
"naming ceremony" events might provide 
some evidence that the petitioner mects 
(c) for the late 1990's. To use these 
events to demonstrate this, the petitioner 
should provide descriptions of these 
events, preferably in some detail. Given 
the suggestion that "native names" are 
conferred upon non-Nip mucks during 
these events and that the naming 
ceremonies are public and intertribal (See 
Interview with Glcn Wayland Ilcnth and 
fiert Edwin/Edson Heath, 7/23/9S), thc 
petitioncr should also address questions 
about the proportion of ceremony 
panicipants who arc group members and 
the extent to which these naming 
ceremonies are held for the general public 
as opposed to the #698 group. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Dale Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

late Interview with When asked, Mr. White replied that a As evidence that the petitioner Illeets (c), the 
1990's Kenneth Leroy newsletter is published and distributed to regulations state: "The group is able to 

White, 7/25/98. the membership about ollee a 1I10nth. He mobilize significant numbers of members alld 
then added, "We try to get it out once a significant resources from its members for 
month." group purposes" (e)(I)(i); and "There is 

widespread knowledge, communication and 
involvement in political processes by most of 
the group's membe~s" (c)(I)(iii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The petitioner provided almost no Docs notmect (l:). 
additional information about the 
newsletter, making it impossible to 
evaluate whether it provides evidence 
that the petitioner meets (c). It is unlikely 
that this newsletter could be of much use 
to the petitioner in helping show that it 
meets (e). However, if, upon review, the 
petitioner wishes to argue that it meets (c) 
through evidence that includes the 
newsletter, if appropriate it could try to 
show, for example, that the group 
mobilizes members and significant 
resources from members through the 
newsletter. It could document how many 
members are mobilizcd to help distribute 
the publication, to help fund the 
enterprise, and/or to help provide the 
content of issues. It should be noted that 
this newsletter probably is not the 
new letter edited by Ms. Magos but rather 
that of Ms. Swenson, a council member, 
who published and distributed a 
newsletter on behalf of the council (see 
"Minutes of the 'Nipmuck Indian 
Council'· Webster," Nipmue #691987 
Response, Attachment 3). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(c) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule 1 Precedent 

late Interview with When asked whether there were any (c) The petitioner has maintained political 
1990's Kenneth Leroy meetings with the group as a whole, Mr. influence or authority over its members as an 

White, 7/25/98. White replied that the council meetings autonomous entity from historical times until 
are open to the membership, and when the present. 
asked whether "a lot of people" or 
"mostly council members" "usually 
come" to these meetings, Mr. White said, 
"mostly council members." Later, Mr. 
White claimed that 50 to 75 people on 
average come to "the ceremonies," and, 
when asked, Mr. White said .that 
attendees are "mostly Nipmuek." "There 
arc some non-Indians that come just to 
see what it's about," he continued. "[But 
it's] Mostly Nipmuck." 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

In the first part of this portion of the Does not meet (c). 
interview with Mr. White, which 
involved statements about meetings with 
the group as a whole, Mr. White provided 
information about attendance at council 
meetings during the late 1990's that is 
corroborated by statements made by Mr. 
Morse (see Interview with Mr. Edwin 
Morse 7/22/98). Mr. White's statement 
about the proportion of Nipmucks at 
"ceremonies," however, is not 
corroborated by the statements of other 
#69B leaders and may even contradict 
them. If the petitioner were to submit 
evidence, such as attendance lists, of 
members of the group who attended these 
gatherings, the discrepancy betwccn Mr. 
White's account and other accounts 
might be resolved, and, more important, 
the petitioner might be able to show that 
these gatherings encompassed most of the 
group and that they show that the 
petitioner meets (c). 

Recommendation: The petitioner has not shown the existence of continuous political authority or influence since first sustained contact with non-Indian settlers. The petitioner 
therefore does not meet the requirements of criterion 83.7(c). 

440B:VEDeMarcelved:8/14/01:x208-3592:A:\CHRTCDFTsmaIl.69b.wpd 
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CHAUBUNABUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTERIDUDLEY, PETITIONER #69B: PROPOSED FINDING -
SUMMARY CHART 

CRITERION D - The petitioner has submitted a copy of its present governing document, including its membership criteria. 

Summary of the Evidence: The Chaubunagungamaug Band, as a distinct organization, adopted its first by-laws in 1981, entitled "Nipmuck Indian Council by-Laws." The record 
contains an undated revision of those by-laws (Nipmuc Response 1994, Ex. 6) and a third revision attached to the Chaubungagungamaug Band constitution, signed August 9, 
1996, by Edwin W. Morse, Sr. and Edwin W. Morse, Jr. (Nipmue Pet. #698 suppl. 12/10/1996). The predecessor organization of the current petitioner fonnally incorporated 
under the name of the "Nipmuc Indian Council, Inc.," according to the laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, on January 18, 1982 (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, Ex. 20). There was 
a proposed revision of the by-laws in 1993, but no revised governing documents stemming from that initiative were submitted to the BIA. The current governing document was 
developed in July 1996. 

On November 21, 1983,.both Walter Vickers (head of petitioner #69A) and Edwin Morse, Sr. (now the head of petitioner #69B) signed a "Governing Document of the Nipmuc 
Tribe" (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, 200-200b). There is no indication that it was adopted by vote of the membership of either the Hassanamisco Band or the Nipmuck Indian Council Inc. 
[Chaubunagungamaug Band], nor did the document contain any provisions for ratification. In 1993, during the joint petitioning process, another constitution was adopted by an 
electoral process under the aegis of the Nipmuc Tribal Acknowledgment Project (NT AP). Since the current petitioner has withdrawn from the joint organization, these documents 
have not been analyzed on this chart. I 

'Throughout the chart for criterion 83. 7( d), the boldface listing, for example (d), in the column "form of evidence" does not indicate that the item of evidence under 
analysis met the criterion under that form of evidence. Rather, it indicates the BIA researcher's determination of the category or type of evidence into which the document 
discussed could best be construed to fall. Technical problems associated with the table format of the charts do not permit the repetition of this footnote on every page of the 
chans. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(d) 

nate 

1996 

!997 I 

Form of Evidence 

(d) Constitution of 
the Chaubunagunga-
maug Band of 
Nipmuck Indian [sic] 
(DiNapoli to 
Reckord [sic] 
7/1811996; second 
copy 12/10/1996; see 
1169B Minutes 
711111996, Nipmuc 
Pet. #69B supp\. 
6/19/1997). 

Id\ , , Constitutional 
a:nend.:nent, Section 
11, Part A (Edwin 
Morse, Sr., and 
Edwin Morse. Jr. to 
Reckord 1/13/1997). 

I 

Description 

On July 31, 1996, the B1Areceived a 
copy of the "Constitution of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of N ipmuck 
Indian [sic]," accompanied by a cover 
letter (DiNapoli to Reckord 7/18/1996). 
The cover letter was on letterhead of the 
Nipmuck Indian Council of 
Chaubunagungamaug; the document 
itself was undated and unsigned. The 
BIA received another copy of the same 
document, each page containing the 
embossed seal of the Nipmuc Indian 
Council of Chaubunagungamaug, on 
December 10, 1996. The copy received 
by the BlA on December 10, 1996, was 
signed on the by-laws page by Chief 
Wise Owl, Edwin Morse Sr., Chiefof 
Tribe; and Chief Red Fox, Edwin Morse 
Jr., Subchicf of Tribc. It was witnessed 
by Susan Little Flower Kessler, and the 
signatures notarized with a date of 
August 9, 1996, by Rita H. Edwards. 

This may be the constitution referred to 
in handwritten notes, not formal minutes, 
iaken of a #69B council meeting held 
July II, 1996, which mentioned that a 
by-laws and constitution were "being 
written up" (Nipmuc Pet. #69B Suppl. 
6/19/1997). 

rJ."a.~n .. ...t ..... _ ............. .::1 •• I.:: ........... _ ... : .. 1 .... ..1 ..... _ 
_u 5'"'U u ..... IGIUUl 11"""''' ""IIUU";;U IV III 

seat on the #69B council: to be Duli.iS, 

Henries, Pagan, Nichols, Humphrey, and 
StebbinslWheeler. 

I 

Rule 1 Precedent 

For statements concerning current 
govering documents, sec Jamestown 
Clallam PF 1980,4; Tunica-Biloxi PF 
1980,4; Narragansett PF 1982, 15. 

~ ~ 

'1':" ___ ........ ____ ... """ • __ ~ -. ~ , 
rUl :lliIlClIlClIl:; \;UII\;c:rnmg \;urrem 
govc::ming documents, see jamestown 
Clallam PF 1980,4; Tunica-Biloxi PF 
1980,4; Narragansett PF 1982,15. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

The five-page document consisted of a Meets (d). 
preamble and four sections. A one-page 
by-laws, variant from the 1981 by-laws, 
with blank spaces for signatures and 
notarization, was attached to the copy 
received in July. Section I pertained to 
membership; Section II to tribal 
government; Section III to tribal council 
duties; and Section IV to ordinances and 
resolutions. It contained no amendment 
procedures or provisions for adoption or 
ratification. 

The remainder of the documents 
contained in the #69B mailing received 
by the BlA on December 10, 1996, were 
certified with the signatures of the 1169B 
council members, dated November 29, 
1996. There was no council certification 
of the constitution. 

It has been impossible for the BIA to 
detennine whether or not this 
constitution represents a validly adopted 
current governing document for 
petitioner #69B. However, it has been 
submitted by the petitioner. Criterion 
83.7(d) has no requirements for the mode 
by whieh a governing document is 
adopted. 

I __ 
~ . ~ I ... ... ~ ~ . -- . I 11 nas ocen lIOpOsslDle lor me tHA to Meets (rt) 

I determine wh~lher or not this amendment 
represents a validly adopted current 
governing document for petitioner #69B. 
However, it has been submitted by the 
petitioner. Criterion 83.7(d) has no 
requirements for the mode by which a 
governing document is adopted. 

I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band oftbe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(d) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rille I Precedent 

1982 Former governing The pU/poses of the organization ofthc Included for informational purposes. 
doclllllent. Nipmuck Indian Council, as stated in the 

Articles of Organization, were: 
A) To promote social and economic 
growth for all Indians, wilh the attention 
focused on the Nipmuc Indians of the 
Worcester County area. 
D) To promote the preservation of all 
Indian land (e.g., historical cemeteries) in 
the Worcester County area. 
C) To recommend and support 
legislation beneficial to Indian people of 
the Algonquian nation. 
D) To foster and promote the arts, crafts, 
culture, and language of the Nipmuc 
Indian (Nipmuc Pet. 1984, Ex. 20 [I J). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The purposcs orlhe organization, as Neither meets nor 
outlined in the articles of incorporation, negates (d). 
were cultural, and made no reference to 
the Chaubunagung-amaug Dand or to the 
DudleylWebster reservation 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(d) 

Datc Form of Evidence 

1996 (d) Mcmbership 
criteria (constitution 
signed 8/9/1 996 by 
Edwin Morse, Sr., 
and Edwin Morse, 
jr.; Nipmuc Pet. 
#69B Suppl. 
12/10/1996). 

!9!!Z ~..,....."." ... .- .... _--- ... _ ........ :-
.. "'11 .......... 1. i.li"".a.lV\,ooi,;)iiiP 

criteria. 

Description Rule I Precedent 

A. Eligibility. See the detailed For statements concerning application of 
discllssion on the chart under criterion membership criteria, see S:Jmish PF 1982, 
83.7(e). 19; Raniapollgh FD 1996, 18,27. 
B. Application for Membership 
Application for membership shall be by 
completion of an official registration 
form. 
C. Status Verification 
The method for determining Nipmuek 
heritage established for the Chau-
bunagagungamaug Band of Nipmuck 
Indian is hereby adopted as the unifonn 
research procedure to be utilized in all 
cases to identify Chau-bunagungamaug 
Band of Nip muck Indian and to 
detemline if each applicant is of 
Chaubunagllngamallg Band of Nipmllck 
Indian heritage. 
D. Enrollment 
A Tribal Roll shall be maintained on 
which shall be recorded the name of 
every person living who has applied for 
tribal membership and who has been 
certified to be ofChaubunagungamaug 
Band of Nipmuck Indian 
DudleylWebster heritage. All applicants 
whose Chaubunagungamaug Band of 
Nipmuck Indian heritage is certified shall 
be entered on the Tribal Roll of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of the 
Ninmuck !ndiar18. 

Uiider cdiegory 3 concerniiig "ciass of inciuded for informational purposes. 
members," paragraph A) stated: 
"Membership in the Council is open to 
all Nipmuc Indians or descendants of 
Nipmuc Indians who are recorded as 
such on the Tribal Rolls with the 
approval by Majority vote of the Council. 
Documented proof of heritage must be 
submitted and accepted by the Council" 
(Nipmuc Pet. 1984, Ex. 20 [2]). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

The governing document as suhmillcd 
contains the petitioner's membership 
criteria. For section E, Ineligibility, see 
the discussion on the chart for criterion 
83.7(t). 

This 1982 provision did not require that 
applicants be descendants of the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band, nor of . 
fonner residents of the DudleylWebster 
reservation. 

Conclusion 

This meets (d). 

Neither meets nor 
negates (d). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(d) 

Recommendation: The petitioner has submitted a copy of its current governing document, including the membership criteria. The petitioner therefore meets the requirements of 
criterion 83.7(d). 

440B: V EDeMarce/ved:81 14/01 :208-3592 :A:\CHRTDDFTsmaI1.69b. wpd 
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CHAUBUNABUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTERIDUDLEY, PETITIONER #69B: PROPOSED FINDING -
SUMMARY CHART 

CRITERION E - Descent from the historic tribe. 

Summary of the Evidence: In this instance, the historic tribe from which descent is to be shown is the Chaubunagungamaug Band, also called the "Pegan Indians" from a 
prcvalcnt surname in the group, or DudleylWebster Band, ofNipmuc Indians. After 1685, this band was located in the south ccntral portion of Worcester, Massachusetts, on a 
reservation which was established by Massachusetts and which continued as a state reservation until the Massachusetts enfranchisement act of 1869. This reservation, originally 
in the Town of Dudley, was included in the Town of Webster after its creation. 

The petitioner's membership requirements specify descent not only from the historical Chaubunagungamaug Band, or Dudley Webster Band, of Nipmuc Indians, but also from 
two specific documents prepared by the State of Massachusetts: the first in 1861 (Earle Report 1861) and the second in 1890 (Disbursement List 1890). Eighty-seven percent of 
the members of petitioner #69B descend from persons identified as DudleylWebster Indians in the 19th century official records created and maintained by the State of 
Massachusetts and listed as qualifying documents in the petitioner's constitution. Such official state records comprise evidence acceptable to the Secretary under the 25 CFR Part 
83 regulations. 

The administrative record contains limited evidence concerning the band's membership in the 18th century, and extensive additional evidence from State records concerning the 
mcmbcrship of thc petitioner's qualifying ancestors in the DudleylWebster band earlier in the 19th century, including listings on the reports of state-appointed overseers and two 
earlier tribal census (Town of Webster 2/16/1835; Briggs Report 1849). These documents identifying the ancestors as tribal members have been supplemented with submissions 
from, and nIA research in, Federal census records from 1790 through 1920, State and town vital rccords, church records, obituaries, newspaper feature articles, and similar data 
pertaining to andlor demonstrating the descent of the petitioner's current members from the qualifying ancestors. The BIA researcher surveyed all this material and organized it 
according to family lines in a background genealogical report which covers both petitioner #69A and petitioner #69B (Nipmue GTKY 1998, BAR). This background report (with 
privacy data removed) is available for consultation. While the Massachusetts and Connecticut town vital records listings were far from comprehensive for the period from the 
American Revolution to 1849, persons listed on the Dudley disbursement records did appear, while the coverage was more comprehensive after 1849. Since there has been no 
significant controversy concerning the tribal membership of the qualifying ancestors or the nature of the descent lines, these charts do not include an analysis of each individual 
document pertaining to each individual qualifying ancestor.' 

IThroughout the chart for criterion 83. 7( e), the boldface listing, for example (e)(l)(lv), in the column "fonn of evidence" does not indicate that tile item of evidence 
under analysis met the criterion under that fonn of evidence. Rather, it indicates the BIA researcher's detennination of the category or type of evidence into which the document 
discussed could best be construed to fall. Technical problems associated with the table fonnat of the chans do not'pennit the repetition of this footnote on every page of the 
charts. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule 1 Precedent 

1996 (e) "Constitution of A. Eligibility Blood descendants of a "One hundred and eighty six of the tribe's 
the Chaubunagunga- person or persons idcntified as 200 members could prove descent from 
maug Band of Chaubunagungamaug I3and of N ipmuck lists of Tunic as and I3iloxis prepared in 
Nipmue Indian [sic)" Indian as defined through standards the late 1800's and early 1900's" (Tunica-
8/9/1996 (Nipmuc established through the BiloxiFD 1981,46FR 143,38411); 
Pet. #6913 Suppl. Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck "Eligibility bascd on Narragansett Indian 
12/10/1996). Indian as being a descendant of a blood has been further defined and 

Chaugunagungamaug Band of Nipmuck restricted, according to a memorandum 
Indian named on either the 1861 Earle dated October 4, 1979, to require 
Report of the 1890 Disbursement List. applicants for full voting membership to 
C. Status Verification The method for trace their Narragansett Indian bloodlines 
determining Nipmuck heritage back to the 'Detribalization Rolls of 
established for the Chaubunagagunga- 1880-84 .... Given the nature ofthc 
maug Band of Nip muck Indian is hercby 'dctribalization rolls' and the 
adopted as the uniform research circumstances surrounding their 
procedure to be utilized in all cases to preparation, they are considered to be 
identiry Clwubunagungam3ug Band of acccptable as evidence of Nnrragansdt 
Nipmuck Indian and to dctcrmine ifcach Indian ancestry for acknowledgment 
applicant is of Chau-bunagungamaug purposes (Narragansett PF 1982, 16); 
Band of Nipmuck Indian heritage. "The petitioner's membership criterion 
D. Enrollment ... All applicants requires that members descend from an 
whose Chaubuna-gungamaug Band of individual 'who appears on a census of 
Nipmuck Indian heritage is certified shall the inhabitants of Gay Head, 
be entered on the Tribal Roll .... Massachusetts, published in 1871 (Gay 
E. Ineligibility Head PF 1985,7); "Approximately ... 
No person shall be certified a member of percent of the membership can 
the Chaubunagungamaug band of demonstrate that they meet the group's 
Nipmuck Indian while his or her name is membership requirement whieh is 
on the roll of any other Band, whe-ther descent from an individual on a list of 
Federally recognized or not (Nip-mue Mohegan Indians prepared in or before 

, I 
Pet. #698 Suppt !211011996). 

I 1861" (h.1ohegan PF 1989, 12). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

This provision goes strictly by descent, Neither meets nor 
and makes no provision for blood disproves (e); 
quantum or for the maintenance of tribal provided for 
relations. informational 

purposes. 
For circumstances surrounding the 
adoption of these criteria and issues of 
validity, see the discussion under 
Criterion D. 

The provision entitled "Ineligibility," 
apparently intended to prohibit dual 
enrollment, is drafted in such a way that 
any other group can make an applicant 
for membership in #6913 ineligible for 
membership by simply refusing to 
rcmovc his or hcr namc fi'olll the 
membership list, even if they have bcen 
fomlally requested to do so in writing. 
The way this provision is drafted has the 
effect of making a substantial number of 
persons on the #69B membership list 
submitted for acknowledgment 
technically ineligible for acceptance by 
1#6913, as they have also been retained on 
the membership list of#69A (see 
analysis below). 

I I I 
I I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Descrilltion Rule 1 Precedent 

1996- Submissions of Ancestry charts and family group sheets, "Although the group has not attempted to 
1997 genealogical charts; supplemcntcd by extcnsive copies of trace their ancestry any further back than 

census, vital rc\.:ords, vital records and othcr documcntation. the 1871 census, there is documcntary 
and other documents evidence to establish ancestry back from 
(Nipmuc #69B the 1871 ancestor to Gay Head Indians 
Suppl. 2/2411997). who appear on a list prepared in 1792 . _ . 

evidence also suggests that several of the 
1792 ancestors were descendants of the 
aboriginal inhabitants ofthe area at the 
time of English colonization" (Gay Head 
PF 1985,7); "Other Federal, State, and 
local records, such as Federal, State, and 
local records, such as Federal population 
census schedules, 19'b century petitions to 
the State and County made by Mohegans, 
probate records, and vital records, 
corroborate this descent" (Mohegan PF 
1989, II). 

I I I I I I 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis 

The by-laws attached to this constitution, 
signed by Edwin W. Morse Sr. and 
Edwin W. Morse Jr. on August 9, 1996, 
did not provide additional details. The 
first stated only that, "The 
Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nipmuek 
Indians will accept as members persons 
who are direct descendants of 
Chaubunagungamaug Nipmuck Indians 
and recorded as such. Only documented 
proof must be accepted by council as 
noted in our Constitution" (By Laws of 
the Chaubunagungamaug Band 1996; 
Nipmuc Pel. #69B Suppl. 12/1011996). 
A leiter from petitioner 116913 to the BfA 
dated December IS, 1996, enclosed a 
copy ofa two-pag\.: membcrship 
application in use by the group. This 
letter stated: "Our rcquiremen/s for 
documentation into the 
Chaubunagungamaug Band include birth, 
marriage or death certificates along with 
any other supporting documentation 
(family diaries, family Bibles, eel..) For 
all members tracing back to an 
identifiable Nipmuck on one of our base 
rolls, which is either the 1861 Earle 
Report or the 1890 disbursement list 
(Morse and Morse to BINBAR, 
121 15/1996) [original written in all 
capita! !ctters J. 

W't; cequest that these dccu:nents be 
submitted to our council along with the 
application for approvaV verification_ 
The council along with our two 
researchers who are Sue Kessler and 
Moose [Edwin W. Morse, Jr.] will 
inform the applicant in writing via 
certified mail if more information is 
need. The applicant is also informed on 
how to obtain this information. 

Conclusion 

The records used by 
the BIA to examine 
the assertion of 
descent from the 
historic tribe for the 
key ancestors of 
petitioner have been 
the same types of 
record which have 
been used to verify 
descent from a 
historic tribe in 
prior cases. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of tbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / I)recedent 

1996 (c) "Constitution of A. Eligibility Dlood descendants of a No precedcnt: included for informational 
the pcrson or pcrsons identified as purposes. 
Chaubunagungamau Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nipmuck 
g Band ofNipmuc Indian as defined through standards 
Indian [sic)" established through the 
8/9/1996 (Nipmuc Chaubunagungamaug Band of Nip muck 
Pet. #69B Suppl. Indian as being a descendant of a 
12/10/1996). Chaugunagungamaug Band of Nip muck 

Indian named on either the 1861 Earle 
Report of the 1890 Disbursement List. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue / Analysis Conclusion 

Of the persons listed as Dudley/ Neither mects nor 
Webstcr Indians on the 1861 Earle disproves (c). 
Report and the 1890 disburscmcnt list--
the basie qualifying documcnts acceptcd 
by the #69B constitution as providing 
eligibility for membership--the BIA has 
determined that the following extended 
families are known to have living 
descendants. Of them: 

Esther Jaha's line has descendants 
only in #69A; 

Esther Humphrey's line currently has 
descendants only in #69A; a few were 
included on a prior #69B list; 

James Pegan's line has desccndants 
only in #69A; 

James E. Deldcn's line has 
dcscendants only in 69A; 

Lydia Ann (Sprague) Nichols Shelley 
Henries' line has descendants in both 
#69A and #698; 

Betsey (Pegan) White's line has 
known descendants only through the 
Henries family, which also descends 
through Lydia Ann Sprague, as noted 
above: it has descendants in both #ffi9A 
and #698. 

A large numeric majority of the known 
Dudley-Webster descendants remained 
with #69A iit the Ma- 1996 s Iii. More I _ .. y P 

I Iltldl",vlW .. h<:t.-r fArnilv lin .... DrP 
I J - ----- ------~ ---_-----I represented in #ffi9A than in #698. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudJey, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

nate Form of Evidence Description Rule 1 Precedent 

1997 (c) "Constitution of Currcnt inclllbcrs of #690 dcsccm) from "Onc hundred and eighty six orthe tribe's 
the the following qualifying ancestors who 200 mcmber, could prove descent from 
Chaubunagungall1au appeared on the 1861 Earle Report lists ofTunicas and Oiloxis prepared in 
g Band of Nipmue andlor the 1890 disbursement list: the late 1800's and early 1900's" (Tunica-
Indian [sic]" Lydia Ann (Sprague) Nichols Shelley BiloxiFD 1981,46FR 143,38411); 
8/911996 (Nipmue Henries: "Eligibility based on Narragansett Indian 
Pet. #69B Suppl. Through her daughter Hannah blood has been further defined and 
12/10/1996). (Nichols) Brown (descendants also in restricted, according to a memorandum 

#69A): 71 of212 members (none dually dated October 4, 1979, to require 
A. Eligibility Olood enrolled with #69A); applicants for full voting membership to 
descendants of a Through her son Walter S. trace their Narragansett Indian bloodlines 
person or persons Henries (descendants also in #69A): 4 of back to the 'Detribalization Rolls of 
identified as 212 individuals (3 dually enrolled with 1880-84 .... Given the nature of the 
Chaubunagungamau #69A); 'detribalization rolls' and the 
g Band of Nip muck Through her son Winfred circumstances surrounding their 
Indian as defined Henries (desccndants also in 1169A), all preparation, they arc considered to be 
through standards through onc of his daughters, Elizabeth acceptable as evidcnce of Narragansett 
established through Rogers (llenries) Morse: 110 of 212 Indian ancestry for acknowledgment 
the individuals (79 dually enrolled with purposes (Narragansett PF 1982, 16); 
Chaubunagungamau #69A); "The petitioner's membership criterion 
g Band of Nipmuck Descendants of Lydia Ann Sprague's requires that members descend from an 
Indian as being a other children are in #69A or not individual 'who appears on a census of 
descendant of a enrolled. the inhabitants of Gay Head, 
Chaugunagungamau Betsey (Pegan) White. She has Massachusetts, published in 1871 (Gay 
g Band of Nipmuck known descendants only through one Head PF 1985,7); "Approximately ... 
Indian named on great-granddaughter Angenette (Arldess) percent of the membership can 
either the 1861 Earle Henries, wife of Winfred Henries, above. demonstrate that they meet the group's 
Report of the 1890 membership requirement which is 
Disbursement List. descent from an individual on a list of 

Mohegan Indians prepared in or before 
I I I I 

1861" (Mohegan PF 1989, 12). 
--

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

Eighty-seven percent orthe petitioner's Meets criterion 
members descend c.·om ancestors listed 83.7(e) on the basis 
on the qualifying documents and meet of precedent. 
the petitioner'S requirements. 

, 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band oftbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterJDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1997 (c) "Constitution of 1169B has 25 members \\'ho claim "One hundred and eighty six of the tribe's 
the eligibility through:J Donis line that 200 members could prove descent frolll 
Chaubunagungamau appean:d on no Dudley/Webster records. lists ofTunicas and Biloxis prepan:d in 
g Band of Nipmuc The name Polly Dorus did appear on the the late 1800's and early 1900's" (Tunica-
Indian [sic)" 1890 distribution list, but it was not the Biloxi FD 1981,46 FR 143,38411); 
8/911996 (Nipmuc same Polly Dorus who was ancestress of "Eligibility based on Narragansett Indian 
Pet. #698 Suppl. this family line. This is documented by blood has been further defined and 
12/1011996). census records, death records, and restricted, according to a memorandum 

Worcester County, Massachusetts, dated October 4, 1979, to require 
A_ Eligibility Blood probate records. Eleven of these 25 applicants for full voting membership to 
descendants of a persons are dually enrolled with #69A. trace their Narragansett Indian bloodlines 
person or persons back to the 'Detribalization Rolls of 
idcntificd as The final membership list for #69B also 1880-84 .... Given the nature of the 
Chaubunagungamau included one Hazzard/Ransom 'detribalization rolls' and the 
g Band of Nip muck descendant and one Thomas descendant circumstances surrounding their 
Indian as defined (neither dually cnrolled with 1169A). preparation, they arc considered to be 
through standards Neither is eligible for membcrship by acceptable as evidence of Narragansett 
established through 1169 B' s standards. Indian ancestry for acknowledgmcnt 
the purposes (Narragansett PF 1982, 16); 
Chaubunagungamau "The petitioner'S membership criterion 
g Band of Nipmuck requires that members descend from an 
Indian as being a individual 'who appears on a census of 
descendant of a the inhabitants of Gay Head, 
Chaugunagungamau Massachusetts, published in 1871 (Gay 
g Band of Nipmuck Head PF 1985,7); "Approximately ... 
Indian named on percent of the membership can 
either the 1861 Earle demonstrate that they meet the group's 
Report ofthe 1890 membership requirement which is 
Disbursement List. descent from an individual on a list of 

Mohegan Indians prepared in or before 
1861" (Mohegan PF 1989, 12). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

Two of the petitioner's 212 members do Meets criterion 
not have doculllentcd Nip1l1uC ancestry. 83.7(e) on the basis 

of precedent. 
Twenty-five of the petitioncr's 212 
members have documented ancestry 
from Connecticut Indian families 
(Dorus), but not from the Dudleyl 
Webster lists specified in the petitioner's 
constitution as a membership 
qualification. 

However, as noted in the section above 
87 perccnt of the petitioner's members 
descend from ancestors listed on the 
qualifying documents and mcct the 
pC.t it ioner' s requirements. 

I I I 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Dati' Form of Evidence 

I ROI- (c)(I)(ii) Reports of 
11l4'J statc-appointed 

overseers of the 
reservation (Nipmuc 
Pet. #69A Suppl.). 

1835 (c)(t)(ii) Tribal 
census (Nipmuc Pet. 
116<JA Suppl.) 

Dcscription 

Photocopies of Dudley/Webster 
guardians' accounts from thc first half of 
the 19'h century. These reports name, as 
beneficiaries ofthc Dudley/Webster 
funds, at various times, the identified 
qualifying ancestors claimed by 87 
percent of the petitioncr's membcrship, 
their parents, and their collateral 
relatives. 

The sclectmcn of the Town ofWcbstcr 
compiled a documcnt, addressce 
unkno\\'n (to whom it may concern) 
listing "lItllc individuals wholllthey 
considered to bc mClllbers of the "Dudley 
Tribe of Indians" at Ihat date. It 
apparently comprised the first known 
attempt at a census. 

The census listed some of the qualifying 
ancestors claimed by 87 percent of the 
petitioner'S membership, their parents, 
and their collateml relatives. 

After the preparation of this 1835 census, 
no new family lines appeared on the 
guardians' disbursement records (see 
above) and no new individuals who 

I cannot be documented as members of the 
I . '". r •• r • 1 ,...... 
I UIUIlCUUU.C: UtllUJ Y UI pllua UCIlCl1~UU I':::' 

until the publication of the Briggs Report 
in 1849 (see below). 

Rule I Precedent 

"State ... official n::cords or evidence 
identifying present mcmbers or ancestors 
of present membcrs as being descendants 
ofa historical tribe ... " (83.7(e)(I)(ii). 
No precise precedent on point for the use 
of reports of state-appointed overseers. 
However, there is an implicd precedcnt in 
the evaluation of absence from oversecr's 
records: "William Sherman never 
appcared as a beneficiary in the records 
of the administrator of the Golden Hill 
funds" (GHP FD 1996, 12). 

"State ... or othcr official rccords or 
cvidence idcntifying present members or 
ancestors of present members as bcing 
descelldants of a historical tribe ... " 
(83. 7( e)(1 )(ii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The listing of an individual on an official Meets (e). 
report by thc statc-appointed overscer of 
a reservation identified with a specific 
historic tribe is sufficient to crcate a 
presuillption that thc individuallistcd 
was a member of the tribe and that thc 
individual's descendants, therefore, 
desccnd from the historic tribc. 

These rcports provide corroborative 
evidence for the qualifying documents 
specified in the petitioner's constitution. 

This census provides corroborativc Meets (c). 
evidcnec for the qualifying documcnts 
specified in the petitioner's l:ollstitutiull. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterJDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

nate 

1849 

1855 

Form of Evidence 

(c)(I)(ii) Dudky 
Tribe, Webster, 
Mass. (Driggs Report 
1849, Appendix A, 
69; Nipmuc Pet. 
NaIT. 1984,83; 
Nipmuc Pet. Suppl. 
1987, Attachment 4). 

(e)(l)(U) State 
census 
, .. _- . .. '" .. 
'J.¥UI3:wa\..II~C"~ .:nalC 

Archives, 1855 
Census, Worcester 
County, #30, 
Southborough to 
Westborough). 

Description 

According to the preface by Governor 
George N. Di'iggs written February 21, 
1849: "I herewith cOlllmunicate, for the 
usc of the Legislature, the Report of the 
Commissioners, appointed under the 
Resolve of the Legislature, passed on the 
10th of May, 1848, 'to visit the several 
tribes, and parts of tribes, of Indians, 
remaining within this Commonwealth, to 
examine into their condition and 
circumstances, and report to the next 
Legislature what legislation, in their 
opinion, is necessary in order best to 
promote the improvement and interests 
of said Indians'" (Driggs Report )849, 
3). 

One of the most significant aspects of 
this report was that it added to the list of 
"Dudley Indians" some family lines that 
had not been on the 1835 census (see 
above) and had never appeared on the 
disbursement lists, namely the 
KylelBelden line, Ezra Pichens, and 
Noyes B. Shelby. Pichens and Shelby 
would not appear in subsequent years, 
but the Kyle/Belden line continued 
thereafter to be listed among the Dudley 
Indians. 

This census listed the "Dudley Indians" 
as a speCial category lfi the Town of 
Websler. 

Rule I Precedent 

"State ... orticial records or evidence 
idcntifying prcsentlllcmbers or ancestors 
of present members as being descendants 
ofa historical tribe ... " (83.7(e)(I)(ii). 

"State ... official records or evidence 
identifying present members or ancestors 
ni ftl"PlCi:.pnt TnPtnhfoon: tiC twa,nlt ""PC!r-pn,.-l~ntc! -- r-~-~-'~ -•. _"' ........ _.,., _ ......... _ ...... b .... "' ...... "' ................. ... 

ofa historical tribe ... " (83.7(e)(1)(ii). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis 

This report listed the Sprague family, 
including Lydia A. Sprague, ancestress 
of the majority of the current petitioner's 
membership. 

Petitioner #69B does not accept all of the 
lines listed on the Briggs Report. For 
more extensive discussion of the issue, 
see the charts for petition #69A and draft 
technical reports for both petition #69A 
and #69B. 

The names listed included the families 
I a.ncestnl! to 87 percent of tile members of 
I the current petitioner. 

Conclusion 

Mec\s (e). 

Meets (e). 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1861 (c)(I)(ii) Dudley This documcnt was compiled by John "State ... onicial records or evidence 
Indians (Earle Report Milton Earle, Massachusetts idcntifying prescntlllcmbers or al;ccstors 
1861). Commissioner of Indian A ffairs, in of present mcmbcrs as being descendants 

response to an April 6, 1859, act of the ofa historical tribe ... " (83.7(e)(I)(ii). 
legislature (Earle Report 1861; 
sometimes cited in the secondary 
literature as Massachusetts Senate Report 
No. 96,1861). Earle's correspondence 
and notes, compiled during his 
investigation, primarily in 1859, are at 
the American Antiquarian society in 
Worcester, Massachusetts, and provide 
background information beyond that in 
the published report. 

The Earle Report's appendix included a 
tribal census carried out by a state 
official, under instructions from the 
Massachusells State Legislature, listing 
each individual in the tribe, arranged by 
families, according to name, age, gender, 
whether or not married, tribe (for 
members and for non-Dudley spousesO, 
occupation, and residence (by town). 

1865 (e)(I)(U) The "Dudley Indians" were not listed as "State ... official records or evidence 
Massachusetts state a special category in the Town of identifying present members or ancestors 
census ( 1865 Webster. However, they were grouped of present members as being descendants 
Massachusetts State together. The grouping included the oca historical tribe ... " (83.7(e)(I)(ii). 
Census, Reel #36, qualifying ancestors of87 percent of the 
Town of Webster). membership of the current petitioner. 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The listing of an individual on an official Meets (e). 
report by the state-appoi11led ovcrscer of 
a reservation identified with a specific 
historic tribe is sunieient to create a 
presumption that the individual listed 
was a member of the tribe and that the 
individual's descendants, therefore, 
descend from the historic tribe. 

This document does not provide any type Does not meet (e). 
of tribal identification, and therefore does 
not in ~tself provide evidence that the 
petitioner meets criterion 83.7(e). It 
does, however, provide corroborative 
evidence wben used in conjunction with 

_______________ ..JIL-0th_---_e_f_d_oc_-u_-rn_-_e_nt_s_i_n_th_e_rec_o_rd_. ____ ...L ________ ...l 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band or the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterIDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1886- (c)( I )(ii) On December 22, 1886, F.M. Morrison, "State ... official records or evidence 
1891 Disbursement allomey for the Pegan Indians, filed a identifying present members or ancestors 

records, Dudley petition at Probate Court in Worcester of present membcrs as bcing desccndants 
Indian funds seeking permission to authorize the sale ofa historical tribe ... " (83.7{e){I)(ii): 
(Worcester Probate of the remaining 26 acres, 58 rods left in 
Register Case 6045, Worcester County. The sale was 
Vol. 438, 549; authorized by the Probate Court on this 
Worcester Probate date, as provided in Section Three of the 
Registry Vol. 446, Act of Enfranchisement. The court 
192: New Series; appointed two commissioners to handle 
Nipmuc Pet. Supp. the sale, Charles E. Stevens and Thomas 
1987, Attachment 9; Harrington, both of Worcester (Nipmuc 
Worcester Probate Pet. Narr. 1984, 96, 98-99). 
Register, Case 6045, 
Vol. 446, 175). At the beginning of 1888, action began in 

Ihe slale legislature to investigate the 
isslle of other trllst money that had been 
held by the state 011 behalf of the Dudley 
Indians. On June 7,1889, the 
Massachusetts legislature passed an Act 
authorizing the comissioners for the 
Pegan Indians to bring suit against the 
Commonwealth for recovery of funds 
held in two trust accounts (Chap. 443, An 
Aet to Enable the Commissioners for the 
Dudley Tribe of Indians to Prosecute in 
the Superior Court Certain Claims 
Against the Commonwealth. Nipmuc 
Pet. Narr. 1984, 1(0). 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

On Novcmbcr 7, 1889, the Associate Meets (c). 
Justices of the Superior Court in Suffolk 
County, Massachusells, decided in favor 
of the petitioners {Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 
1984, 102), in spite of the state's 
argument that the tribe was extinct 
(Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 1984, 102-103). The 
court determined that a principal of 
$2,199 plus interest was due from 
January 1870 to March 1890 (Nipmuc 
Pet. Narr. 1984, 103). 

This material contains several partition 
lists, not al\ of which are accepted as 
quali fying documents by the petitioner. 
Although the first list, dated November 
12, 18~7, was incomplete, it contained 
the names of the qualifying ancestors of 
87 perccnt orthe current petitioner's 
membership. The list filed October 16, 
1888, also contained the names of these 
ancestors as did a "final" list dated 
November 28, 1888, and yet another list 
filed December 24, 1888. 
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Chaubunagungamaug Band ofthe Nipmuck Nation, Webster/Dudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

nate Form or Evidence Description Rule I Precedent 

1890 (c)(I)(ii) List of On June 5, 1890, the Massachusetts "State ... official records or evidmcc 
Dudley Indians, legislature resolved that the sum 'owned identifying present mcmbers or ancestors 
dated October 27, to the Pegan Indians should be paid to of prescnt members as being descmdants 
1890 (Worcester the commissioners. The Worcester ofa historical tribe ... " (83.7(c)(I)(ii). 
County, County Probate Court was instructed to 
Massachusetts, compile a list of all bona fide 
Probate Register, descendants of the Pegan Indians alive in 
474:242, New 1869 at the time of enfranchisement and 
Series); bonafide descendants (Nipmuc Pet. 
Supplementary list, NaIT. 1984, 103). By November 18, 
Dated 12/511890 1890, the commissioners and attorneys 
(Nipmuc Pet. NaIT. for the Indians concluded that, based 
1984, 105); upon an examination of genealogical 
Distribution List, evidence supporting the claims of various 
1/6/1891 (Worcester individuals, there were as of 1890 a total 
Probate Register, of 72 blood descendants of the tribe's 
case 6045, Vol. 476, members who had been living at the time 
387, filed 9/1/1891). of the passage of the Act of 

Enfranchisement (Nipmuc Pet. Narr. 
1984,103). 

The qualifying ancestors of 87 percent of 
the membership of the current petitioner 
were included on the final distribution 
list. 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

The disbursement list included 48 Meets (e). 
Jlersons fiving in 1869 and still alive 
(Nipmllc Pel. NalT. 1984,104-105); 22 
living in 1869 who had died ill the 
intervening period (Nipmuc Pel. Narr. 
1984, 105); and a supplementary list of 
12 persons, December 5,1890 (Nipmuc 
Pet. NaIT. 1984, 105), for a total of 80. 
Omitting the 22 decedents, 58 
individuals received $61.61 each. The 
petition stated that the trust funds were 
distributed on January 13, 1891 (Nipmuc 
Pet. Narr. 1984, 106). Possibly as a 
result of the interest generated by this 
series of lawsuits, John E. Lynch 
Jlublished a monographic study, "The 
Dudley, or Pegan Indians," in 1891 in thc 
CullectiullS uJtl1e Wo,.ce~te,. Society of 
Alltiqllitics Vol. 9, No. 35 (Lynch 1891). 
For the Dudley Indians, the intense stuuy 
generated by this series of lawsuits more 
than adequately compensates for the 
missing 1890 Federal census records and 
provides an excellent study of the group 
and its geographical distribution as of 
1890 (the 1891 final list did not include 
residency). 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band of the Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #698: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form of Evidence 

1997 (c)(2) Current 
membership list 
21 10/1997 (1I69D Pet. 
Suppl. 2/24/1997). 

I,)')(i (\.')(2) Prior 
membership list 
5/31/1996 (Nipilluc 
#69D List 
5/3111996). 

1996 (e)(2) Prior 
membership list 
8/8/1996 (Nipmuc 
#69b Certifications 
i~ 'Wi" --,. L/ ''I'I()}. 

Description 

The #G9IJ supplementary submission 
received by the I3IA on February 24, 
1997, containcd a 116913 membership list 
dated February 10, 1997, and certified on 
February 17, 1997, by Chief Wise Owl 
Edwin Morse Sr. and Chief Red Fox 
Edwin Morse Jr. (Nipmuc #69D List 
2/10/1997). Their signatures were 
witnessed, but the list was not certified 
by the full #69D council. 

This list, analyzed by the DIA for 
purposes of the proposed finding, 
contained 212 individuals, of whom 93 
arc also listed as mcmbers by #69A. 

On May 31,1')%, the nJt\ received a 
membership listlleaJeJ "Nipmuek Tribal 
Roll of Chaubllnagllngamallg" (Nipmuc 
#69D List 5/31/1996). It was uncertified 
and provided to the BIA by Robert 
DiNapoli, an investor who was working 
with the petitioner. The individual 
membership numbers were newly 
assigned. It included some persons noted 
as deceased. 

Later certifications submitted by 
petitioner #698 referred to a membership 
list adopted on August 8, 1996, and 
submitted on November 20, 1996 - _. 
(Nlpmuc #698 Certifications 
• ""I£\/lnn£,\ 'T"L_ nl'.to 1'1. • 
.. ~ IVI .77U/. tile 01.1"\. U1U IIUIIC\;C1Ve 

such a submission and believes that these 
certifications pertained to the next item. 

Rule 1 Precedent 

83.7(e)(2) "The petitioner must provide 
an official membership list, separately 
certified by the group's governing body, 
of all known current mcmbcrs of thc 
group. This list must include each 
member's full name (including maiden 
name), date of birth and current 
residential address" ... "as well as a 
statement describing the circumstances 
surrounding the prcparation of the current 
list, ... " 

83.7(e)(2) "The petitioner Illust also 
providc a copy of eacll available formCf 
list of members based on the group's own 
defined criteria" ... "and, insofar as 
possible, the circumstances surrounding 
the preparation offorrner lists." 

83.7(e)(2) "The petitioner must also 
provide a copy of each available former 
list of members based on the group's own 
defined criteria" ... "and, insofar as 

SllrrOllnc1ino I DOsslble. the cm;umstances - -- -- -.----0 I ~. .. _ - .. 
I me preparation O! !onn~r usts." 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement 

Issue 1 Analysis Conclusion 

The membership list should be updated, This meets (e)(2) for 
using the current format, certified by the subm ission of a 
governing body, and submitted to the currcnt membership 
13IA for preparation of the final list. 
determination. 

Ilconiained 70 names, but appeared to he This meets (e)(2) Ii)!" 
missing every other page, as there was a prior membership 
consistent pattern to the omitted lists. 
numbers. It contained mcmbers of some 
family lines, specifically Comee and 
Tingley, that would not appear on the 
subsequent #698 lists. 

Technically, this list does not meet (e)(2) Does not meet (e)(2) 
for prior membership lists, because the for prior 
petitioner did not submit it. However, no membership lists. 
petitioner has ever been diSQualified for 

I f~illirp tn c:nhrnit til n";nr wa.,:...:,J.u.rrl"i .... I;~t I 
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Cbaubunagungamaug Band oftbe Nipmuck Nation, WebsterlDudley, #69B: Criterion 83.7(e) 

Date Form or Evidence Description Rule / Precedent 

1996 (c}(Z) Prior On October 16, 1996, Chief Wise Owl 83.7(e){2) "The petitioner must also 
membership list [Edwin W. Morse Sr.] faxed to the I3IA a provide a copy of each available former 
8/23/1996 (Nipmuc 4 I-page mcmbership list with a co vcr list of mcmbcrs based on the group's own 
369B List page that read: "Full Tribal Roll Printed defined criteria" ... "and, insofar as 
8/23//996). August 23, 1996. Inactive Members possible, the circumstances surrounding 

marked INACTIVE in upper right the preparation of former lists." 
comer" (Nipmuc #69B List 8/23/1996). 
The list was uncertified. It had 
apparently been compiled by Robert 
DiNapoli, an investor working with the 
group. A second partial copy, marked 
up, was faxed to the BIA by Janis Weber, 
a researcher, on October 29,1996. On 
December 12, 1996, the BIA wrote the 
group with some questions pcrtaining to 
the list (Reckord to Morse 12/8/19%). 
011 Dqccmbcr 10,1996, Etlwin W. 
Morse, Sr., replietl that the membership 
list adopted August 8, 1996 [sic], and 
submitted to BlA on November 20, 1996 
[sic 1, was official. The dates for 
adoption of the membership list given in 
this letter did not match the ones on the 
list that Morse faxed to BAR. 

Issue / Analysis Conclusion 

The list contained 374 names. Sixty-five This meets (e)(2) for 
persons were marked "INACTIVE." prior membership 
Thcse werc primarily dcsccndants of a lists. 
Natick/Ponkapoag family from 
Stoughton, Massachusetts (see discussion 
elsewhere of the #69B membership 
questions raised by Rosita Andrews), but 
included also the three marked as 
deceased and a scattering of others. The 
petitioner responded to BIA questions 
about how the categories were to be 
handled (Maddox to Morse 12/8/1996) 
by saying that the inactive members 
should be omitted from consideration in 
analyzing the list, which provided a 
mcmbership of 309. 

A largc proportion ofthc pcrsons 011 this 
list were Sprague/Henrics/Morsc 
descendants; more were Sprague/ 
Henries and SpraguelNichols 
descendants. There were also Dorus 
descendants and a nuclear family which 
claimed, but could not document, descent 
from the Hassanamisco Stebbins family. 

Recommendation: The petitioner'S key ancestors were identified as members of the historical tribe by evidence acceptable to the Secretary. Eighty-seven percent of the current 
petitioner's membership descend from these key ancestors, which falls within the parameters of precedent. The petitioner therefore meets the requirements of criterion 83.7(e). 

440R:VF.np.M1!!"t:~!'!~d:!Y! 4!Q! :208-3 592:A:\CHRTEDFT:;m:ll!.69b .... pi! 
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CHAUBUNABUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTERIDUDLEY, PETITIONER #69B: PROPOSED FINDING
SUMMARY CHART 

CRITERION F - The membership of the petitioning group is composed principally of persons who are not mcmbcrs of any acknowledged North 
American Indian tribe. 

Summary of the Evidence: No members of petitioner #69B appear to be enrolled with any other federally acknowledged tribe. 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

1996 (f) Membership E. Ineligibility For precedents, see Poarch Creek PF The provision entitled "Ineligibility," Meets (t). 
criteria (constitution No person shaH be certified a member of 1983, 7; Snohomish PF 1983, 26; Miami apparently intended to prohibit dual 
signed 8/9/1996 by the Chaubunagungamaug band of PF 1990, 15. enrollment, is drafted in such a way that 
Edwin Morse, Sr., Nipmuck Indian while his or her name is any other group can make an applicant 
and Edwin Morse, on the roll of any other Band, whether for membership in #69B ineligible for 
jr.; Nipmuc Pet. Federally recognized or not (Nipmuc Pet. membership by simply refusing to 
#69B Suppl. 1169B Suppl. 12/10/1996). remove his or hcr name from the 
12/10/1996). membership list, even if they have been 

formally requested to do so in writing. 
The way this provision is drafted has the 
effect of making a substantial number of 
persons on the #69B membership list 
submitted for acknowledgment 
technically ineligible for acceptance by 
#69B, as they have also been retained on 
the membership list of#69A. 

Although this represents a problem in the 
drafting of the petitioner's governing 
document, it does not directly impact the 
requirement of criterion 83.7(t). 

Recommendation: The members of petitioner #69B are not principally members of any other federally acknowledged American Indian tribe. The petitioner therefore meets the 
requirements of criterion 83.7(i). 

440B: VEDeMarcelved: 81 I 4/0 1 :208-3592:A:\CHRTFDFTsmall.69b. wpd 
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CHAUBUNAGUNGAMAUG BAND OF THE NIPMUCK NATION, WEBSTERIDUDLEY, PETITIONER #698: PROPOSED FINDING -
SUMMARY CHART 

CRITERION G - Neither the petitioner nor its members have been the subject of congressional termination legislation. 

Summary of the Evidence: In this case, the evidence consists of an absence of evidence. There is no documentation in the record that the petitioner has been the subject of 
congressional legislation forbidding a Federal relationship. 

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule I Precedent Issue I Analysis Conclusion 

1984- (g) Absence of The 1984 joint petition #69 did not "(g) Neither the petitioner nor its No evidence in the record indicates that This meets (g). 
1996 evidence. contain a formal statement in regard to members are the subject of congressional the petitioner has been the subject of 

criterion 83.7(g). legislation that has expressly terminated congressional termination legislation. 
or forbidden the Federal relationship" (59 

The certifications provided by the FR 9293). For precedents, see Grand The guidelines request a formal 
petitioner with the submission received Traverse Dand PF 1979,8; Death Valley statement, but the mandatory criterion 
by the D1A on 12/10/1996 did not Shoshone PF 1982,7; Narragansett PF docs not require onc. 
include a statement in regard to criterion 1982, 18; Poarch Creek PF 1983, 7. 
83.7{g). 

Recommendation: There is no evidence in the record that the petitioner has been the subject of congressional termination legislation. The petitioner therefore meets the 
requirements of criterion 83.7(g). 
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