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whether or not the HS.A di:sires lo State college OI' unl,ersit3 m this effort 
review the application. If so, a copy of (15 points) 
the liJ)pJicalion must be submitted lo 7. The estimated cost of the project 
each HSA far revtelo\ no titer than April to the government is reason .. ble 
4, 1986. Applicants are advis<.-d to considering the anticipated results (5 
contact the local BSA as soon as a point.a) 
decision is made lo appl~ for n grant for In making gmnt au'ard decisions, the 
det11ilcd information on meefmg this Deputy A.ss:smot Secreta:-y for 
review requirement App-I cahons will Population Affuirs "·u take imo account 
not receive a formal rev.iew by OAPP the extent to which grants nppro,ed for: 
1\i th®I satisfying this ret1uire."'llr.?11. fundi~ will prm·ide an apprcrpriate 

dlstriiruuon of resources throushont the Applir.ation Consideration and counll'). considering the priorities in Assessment section 2005(11) ofTIUe XX.of the Pnblic 
Applications v.iuch are judged to be Healtl-. Service Act and focusing on. 

lHte or \l:bich do not conform to the 1. The incidence of adolescenl 
requirem~ts of this program pregnancy and ti e availaldityof 
announcemeot will nut beaccepted for serviCl!S in the geographic area to ht: 
review. Applicants will be so noti.flcd. sen•ed. 
and the applications will be returned. Z. The commwiity commitment to 

All other applications will be and invoh emcnt in planning and 
subjected lo a con1pelitive review and implementation of the demonstration 
assessment by qualified pimions. The project 
results of this review will assist the 3. The rurture of the organization 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for applying. 
Population Affairs in considenng 4. The population to be served. 
competing applications and in making 5.. The organizational model{s) for 
the final funding dectmons. delivery. of service. 

All eligible applications will be 6. The usefulness for. policymakers­
re\ 1ewcd and assessed according_ to the and serv1ce providers of the. proposed 
following criteria: project and its potential for 

l. The applicant's provision for Ille complementing existing AFL 
requirements set forth in !reetion 2006(11) demonstration models. 
of Title XX of the PublfcHealth Service 7. The applic.ml's proposed plans to 
Act (l0points) access continued crunmunils funding as 

2. Federal funds decrease and end. The. capacity of the proposed 
8. The applicant's capacity lo applicant organization lo provide. the 

adminiater funds responsibly. resources needed to conduct the project, 
9. ·where projects are of collect data end evalll.'lte it. This 

approximate equal quality aod there are includes personnel time andfncilili:es 
(2(Ipuinla) insufficient funds lo support all. priority 

will be givp.n to those that can he 3. The applicant·s presentation of the 
rnmpleted in three years. p 'cct melhodn!OID, 'ncluding a 

The Office ofAdolescent Pregnancy s!:ilimlenl of gnals and objectives, tht! 
Programs docs not release informauon methods far.acltie., ing the objectt es. a 
about 111diV1dual nppllcations during the workp d timetable and results or review proce.qs until final funding benefits exped (20 pmnts) 
decisions have been made. These 4 e applic:ant'a pmviswr. for 
deci&.ions will be made by September 30, complying wllh the le¢siatum's 
1986. \'Vben these decisions ha\ e been requiremeI:!s to invol~ • f milies m the made. applicants will be notifietl by delivery of sen,ce.s, to pmll".ote letter o[ the outcome. of their adoption as a via nltema ·veto e..rl.,v apphcat1ons. The official d.or.umcni parenting and in the caSt:: o[prevt!lrtmn notifying an applicant that an programs, to promote postponement af application has been approveclfor earl) I activity (20 po ts) fonding is the Noltce ofGrant Award. 5. The apphcnnt s d cnmenlnllon of which specifies to the.grantee. the the innovath-eness- of th prog1an1 amoanl of money awarded, the purpose &JltlrOach, and its wwtb l'i r testmg and of the grant, the terms and conditions of rephcahon (10 points) the grant award the budget period for 

6 The applicants prescntaron of a which support is being given. and the debiled cvalunt n pl n, md eating an amount offunding to be contributed b} underst ndmg of program e.valuaban . the grantee to project costs. methods and reflechng a prae;1 cal 
technfcally sotIIId approach to a55 s ing O..tcd: lanuaty 8.19116 
the project s ncl 1e"-c:ment of program Jer11 Bmmeu. 
?biecti\ics. A workplan should be Deputy D n:ctor, 0 teea/Pupuialkm 4/fwr.; 
included to indicrte the extent and [FR Doc 66-~9 Filsd1-15'-llG: 8:45 nm} 
nature of the involvement of a local BILLING COD£ 4160-17-M 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of lndfan Affal"' 

Final Detemtlnat!on That the Tchlnouk 
Indians of Oregon Do Not Exist as an 
Indian Tribe 

Jarnm~ 6. 191.!li 

This notice is published in the 
exercise of a.uthonty deleJ:aled by the 
Secretary of the Intenor to the Assfstant 
Secretary. Indian Affairs by 209 DM 8. 

Pursuant to 25 CFR 8:J.9(0 (formerly 25 
CFR 54.9(0), notice is hereby gh.-cn that 
the Assistant Secreter.· has determined 
that the: Tc:binouk Indians. c/o Ms. 
Karle.en Parazoo. 5621 Altamount Drive. 
Klamath Falls. Oregon 9i801. do not 
exist as an Indian tribe withm the 
meaning of Federal law. 

This notice.is based 0.'1 a 
determination following a review of 
public comments on the proposed 
findl.og that this group does not meet 
four of the criteria set forth m 25 CFR 
83.7 and. therefore, does nolmeel the 
requirements necessary for a 
government-to-government relationship 
with the United Suites. 

A notice af the proposed findmg to 
decline to acknowiedge the Tchmouk 
Indians wns published in the Federal 
Register on Wednesday, June 12, 1985 
fpage 24709, Vol. 50, No. 113), Interested 
parties were given 120 days m which to 
submit factual or legnl arguments to 
rebut the evidence used to support the 
proposed finding. 

Tw.o wntten comments with linuted 
dooumentatio.-i were received from the 
petitioner opposing the proposed 
finding. One comment supporting the 
finding was received from an individual 
scholar. 

Comments were received from the 
Tchinnuk chairman. by letters dated 
Septepibersand October 7, 1985. The 
dncumentatiO'D submitted with these 
letters consisted almost entircl) of 
government documents or 
correspondence from the petilloner or its 
members com:cming applicalfons made 
in 1955 for the Western Oregon 
Judgment Fund and I.he rejL'Ction of 
these applications based on a 
determination that theapplicants' 
ancestors were. ofChinook. Crise or-
Cree ancestry and tlrerofore not eligible 
All but two of the suinmtted documents 
were either prevfousl! sulim1tted es part 
of lhe pet1tfon orits supplements or 
were exammed by the Acknowledgment 
staff In tlie course of their research on 
the petition. The documents submilled 
presented no new evidence concerning 
the history or character of the group and 
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thus nr> significant new evldence 
concerning the proposed finding. 

The petitioner's letters also contained 
sevoral arguments intended to refute 
various conclusions reached in the 
prop0sed finding. Most of Lhese restated 
arguments that were made in the 
original petition and were presented 
without additional evidence, description 
or documentation to support them. The 
petitioner s taled that the early 19th­
century French-Canadian settlement of 
Champoeg (referred lo as French Prairie 
In proposed finding) was an lndian 
i-ommun!ty and that the Tchinouk were 
part of il. No evidence or argument was 
included to rebut the concluaion in the 
proposed finding lhal Champoeg was 
not a -distinct Indian communitv but a 
French-Canadian community which 
included many Indians from a wide 
variety of tribes and many individuals of 
mixed Franch-Jndian ancestry 

The petitioner also stated that "we 
were always people that held meetings" 
and provided comments which implied 
that meetings had been held regularly 
since the 1940's. A smaJI amount of 
additional detail was provided about 
meetings in the 1950's. No 
documentation and no additional detail 
wus provided about these meetings in 
particular or concerning the general 
conclusion in the proposed finding that 
the group had not functioned 
continuously as a political unit or as an 
organization of any character 
throughout the twentieth century or 
earlier. 

The Tchlnouk comments argued I.bat 
court cases such as Duwamish et al. 
which pertain lo historical claims of the 
Chinook or various Lower Chinook 
bands do not pertain lo the TchJnouk. 
The ar~ument appeared to be baaed on 
the difference in spelling, since these 
cases used the more common spelling 
"Chinook" rather t.han the French 
rendering as "Tchinouk." which the 
petitioner adopted soon after they 
organized in 1874 The proposed finding 
concluded that there were no 
differences between Tchinouk and 
Chinook. other than as alternative 
spellings. The Tchinouk comments 
staled that the ancestors of the group 
lived along the lower Columbia River, 
while also staling that they are not 
dt::scended from the Lower Chinook 
bands whose members were paid in 
1913 on the Mcchesney Roll. The 
Tchinouk in theirpelilion and tn various 
other documents had previously 
asserted common ancestry with the 
Lower Chinook bands whose aboriginal 
lands were on the Lower Columbia 
River. 

In responding to the conclusion in the 
proposed finding that there was no 

known leadership or other political 
structu.re, lhe petitioner asserted, 
without detail or documentation, that 
such leadership had existed. Regarding 
the conclusion that the tribal identity of 
the group's members and ancestors had 
changed, the comments stated only that 
there had been many hardships and it 
had been "hard to identify ourselves 
when we needed to." 

A comment supporting the proposed 
finding was received on July 23. 1985, 
from Dr. Verne Ray, an anthropologist 
who has oonducted extensive research 
on the Chinook Indians of the lower 
Columbia River. Dr. Ray stated In part 
that "Nothing in the totality of scientific, 
historical, archival and documentary 
data on the area in question and the 
ethnology of the Chinook T.ribe supporlo 
the claims of the "Tchinouk.'' 

No additional comments were 
received from the Chinuok Tril,1:: uf 
Washington, the Klamath Tribe, the 
attorney for the Tchlnouk or Dr. Steven 
Beckham, all of whom commented on 
the Tchinouk petition during the period 
of consideration before the proposed 
finding was issued. The Chinook Tribe 
denied that the Tchinouk had any 
common history with them or any 
organizational affiliation. The proposed 
finding concluded that it was not 
possible to determine. using the 
currently availa~le evidence, from 
which Chinookan band the Tchinouk are 
descended. The Tchinouk attorney 
presented arguments that the Western 
Oregon Termination Act oftQ54 did not 
apply to the Tchlnouk because it was 
not a recognized tribe al that time. The 
proposed finding concluded after a 
review of tbe act and historical 
materials relating to It and its 
implementation, that the Tchinouk were 
forbidden the Federal relationship by 
that act and therefore did not meet 
criterion § 83.7(g) of the regulations. 
Beckham provided copies ofcomments 
he prepared for the Oregon Commission 
on Indian Services which asserted that 
he had seen no documentary evidence 
during his research on Indians of 
western Oregon which showed the 
existence of a Tchinouk tribe. 

Based on information originally 
provided by the petitioner, on 
independent research conducted by the 
Acknowledgment staff, on comments by 
others on the petition before the 
proposed finding was issued. and on 
comments and supporting evidence 
received from the Tchinouls. petitioner 
and one other person in response to lhe 
proposed finding. we conclude that the 
Tchinouk lndians of Oregon do not meet 
the requirements necessary under 
Federal law for a government-to-

government relationship with the United 
States. 

In accordance with 25 CFR 83.9(j) of 
the Acknowledgment regulations, an 
analysis was made to determine what. if 
any, option other than acknowledgment 
would be available under which lhe 
petitioning group could make 
application for services and other 
benefits. No viable alternative could be 
found due lo the lack of inherent social 
and political cohesion and continuity of 
the group. 

This determination is final and will 
become effecUve 60 day11 a!ter the date 
on which this notice appears in the 
Federal Register unless the Secretary of 
the Interior requests reconsideration 
pursuant to 25 CFR 83.10. 
R068 0. Swimmer, 
Assistant Secretary, Indian Affairs. 
[Flt Doc. 114>--921 Filed 1-15-66: 8:45 am! 
BILLING COO£ 4310-02-M 

Bureau of Land Management 

[Coal Lease Appllcatlon ES 35269] 

Public Hearing and Avallabillty of Draft 
Environmental Assessment; Bell 
County, KY 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Department of the Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of Public Hearing and 
Availability of Draft Environmental 
Assessment. 

SUMMARY! The Depar tment of the 
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Eastern States Office. 350 South Pickett 
Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22304, 
hereby gives notice that a public hearing 
will be held on February 26, 1986, at 7:00 
p.m. in the Burt Combs Forestry 
Building, Highway 25 East, Pineville, 
Kentucky 40977. Application has been 
made to the United States under the 
emergency coal leasing regulation, 43 
CFR 3425.1-4, that it offer for lease 
certain coal resou-rces in the public 
lands he-reinafter described. The 
purpose of the hearing is to obtain 
public comments on the Draft 
Environmental Assessment prepared 
and on the following items: 

1. The method of mining to be 
employed to obtain maximum economic 
recovery of the coal, 

2. The impact that mining the coal ln 
the proposed leasehold may have on the 
are11 including but not limited to impacts 
on the environment; and 

3. Methods of determining the fair 
market value of the coal to be of!Pred. 

Writlen requests to testify orahy at 
the February 26, 1986 pub\Jc hearing 
should be received at the Jackson 
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