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Note to readers:

This Final Determination to acknowledge to Chinook was reversed in a
reconsidered Final Determination, which changed many of the statements
concerning the evaluation of evidence in the Final Determination.

The evaluation and summary of evidence under the criteria in the Reconsidered
Final Determination take precedence over any statements in the Final Determination
which are in conflict with statements and findings in the Reconsidered Final
Determination.
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INTRODUCTION

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS USED IN REPORT

ANA Administration for Native Americans

AS-1A Assistant Secretary - Indian A ffairs

BAR Branch of Acknowledgment and Research, Bureau of Indian Affairs
~ BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs

CIT Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc. (the Petitioner, prior 1o January 10, 1998)

CIT/CN  Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation (the Petitioner)

CN Chinook Nation, Inc.

CT Chinook Tribes, Inc.

Ex. Documentary Exhibit submitted by the Petitioner
FD Final Determination

ICC Indian Claims Commission

PF Proposed Finding

RG Record Group

STOWW Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington

Summary Summary Under the Criteria (the AS - 1A’s decision)
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Chinook: Final Determination - Sum_mary under the Criteria

BASES FOR THE FINAL DETERMINATION

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

ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY

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

A Chinook Tribal Council Resolution dated January 10, 1998, formally changed the
name of the petitioning entity to the “Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation” (CIT/CN).
This resolution had two primary purposes. One was to clarify a joint resolution between
the Chinook Indian Tribe and the Chinook Nation of June 19, 1982, in which “the leaders
of the Chinook Nation lawfully and officially resolved . . . that the Modern Day ‘Chinook
Indian Tribe’ was the Political Successor in Interest 10 all matters of the Chinook Indian
Tribe (or Chinookan Peoples).” By the 1982 resolution, the petitioner clarified that the
two names, Chinook Indian Tribe and the Chinook Nation, had been used
interchangeably (both internally in its minutes and other documents, and externally by
others) in describing the Chinook Indians. The second purpose of the January 10, 1998,
resolution was 1o state that the “Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc.,” was a non-profit corporation
owned by the Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation. To better distinguish the non-profit
organization from the petitioner, the tribal council adopted the name Chinook Indijan
Tribe/Chinook Nation. The name “Chinook Indian Tribe” and acronym “CIT” were used
throughout the PF 1o define the petitioner. In compliance with the group’s resolution and
letter of explanation, this FD will refer to the petitioner as the Chinook Indian
Tribe/Chinook Nation (CIT/CN) or ‘petitioner.’

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

under the previous regulations published in 1978, as allowed in the revised regulations at
83.3(g). Pursuant to 25 CFR §83.9(f), the AS-1A was to publish a PF in the Federal
Register within one year of a petitioner being placed on active consideration. However,
this same regulation allowed the AS-1A 1o extend the period for up to 180 days upon a
showing of due cause to the petitioner. By letter dated February 24, 1995, the AS-1A
extended the time for publishing a PF to June 27, 1995. On March 21, 1996, the AS-1A
exercised the authority delegated to her by the Secretary of the Interior under 25 CFR
§1.21n 290 DM 8§, and waived the requirement to publish a PF within the time-frame of
the regulations by showing good cause. This waiver was issued under the 1994
regulations §83.10(g), which provides that the AS-1A can suspend consideration of a
finding for good cause, specifically naming administrative problems as being good cause.
The AS-1A extended active consideration of the CIT to July 31, 1996. The AS-IA’s PF
against Federal acknowledgment of the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc. was published in the
Federal Register on August 22, 1997.

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

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

The BIA received third party comments from CIT/CN member Linda C. Amelia on July
22,1998, and from the Quinault Indian Nation on July 28, 1998. CIT/CN member Edna
Miller, and her husband Vince Miller, submitted a number of comments between March
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

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

The petitioner’s reply period to respond 10 comments by third parties closed on October
17, 1998.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED FINDING

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

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

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

Similarly, the listing of an item, whether an original, primary document or a secondary
source, in the bibliography or “List of Sources” that accompanies a PF or FD does not
necessarily mean that the AS-1A “relied upon” that item to support his conclusion. The
“List of Sources” provides citations for all items considered or reviewed in the technical
reports, whether or not they were utilized for the Summary under the Criteria, and
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

whether or not the statements made in the 1tem were unconditionally accepted by the AS-
IA. The appearance of a book title or document in any bibliography does not mean that
the AS-1A “relied upon” that document or book. but only that the AS-1A considered
either the entire or some portion of that document or book. Every item discussed in the
technical reports is included in the “List of Sources,” even if the item was specifically
repudiated in the finding.

The PF Summary under the Criteria, which was the decision signed by the AS-1A’s
decision, described how the evidence available 10 date was weighed to determine if the
criteria were met. In most cases a decision is based on a substantial body of evidence,
derived from a variety of sources, rather than a single document. The PF Summary did
not specifically describe every piece of evidence relied upon, but summarized how the
evidence did or did not meet the criteria.

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

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

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

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

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

The PF found that the petitioner met criterion (g) although a small percent of its members
were the subject of congressional legislation that had expressly terminated or had
forbidden the Federal relationship. Congress passed an act in 1954 to terminate the
Federal trust relationship to the “tribes, bands, groups, or communities of Indians located
west of the Cascade Mountains in Oregon,” and specifically stated that the act applied to
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

the “Chinook,” “Clatsop,” and K athlamet.” Since the Clatsop Tribe was always
identified as a historical tribe or band south of the Columbia River in Oregon, the
petitioner’s members whose Indian descent was exclusively from the historical Clatsop
tribe would not receive Federal services because of their status as Indians. The
legislation affected only about 3 percent of the petitioner’s members who traced their
Indian ancestry exclusively 10 the historical Clatsop Tribe. This prohibition did not apply
to the members of the petitioning group who had mixed Chinook and Clatsop ancestry.

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

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

' materials submitted by the petitioner and third parties, and located by BIA researchers,
since the issuance of the PF. These latter materials consist primarily of comments
received during the public comment period from Quinault, and individual CIT/CN
members, which the BIA did not consider 1o be part of the official CIT/CN submissions.
All of these materials were evaluated and are now part of the administrative record.
These comments to the PF are described in more detail below.

By cover letter dated July 30, 1998, CIT/CN submitted their response 1o the Proposed
Finding. This response included a summary argument “Chinook Indian Tribe’s Final
Submission in Support of Petition for Federal Acknowledgment - Discussion on Prior
Federal Recognition and Application of Principle 10 Chinook Tribe and Errors in Bar's
Preliminary Determination” (Petitioner 1998), by the petitioner’s attorney Dennis J.
Whittlesey, and attached Exhibits (Exhibits A to T), some of which included brief reports
and analysis by the petitioner’s researcher, Stephen Dow Beckham. The response also
included hundreds of pages of exhibits (Exhibits 793 10 1307) which were cited in
Beckham’s reports. Tim Tarabochia, who was the chairman of the Chinook petitioner in
1998, submitted a report “Up&ate and Evidence of Continuing modern Community
Activities and Decision Making since the BAR Chinook Site Visit in 1994” (Petitioner
1998). The petitioner did not respond to the comments from third parties in the final
phase of the comment period.

4. Third Party Comments. The Quinault Indian Nation (Quinault) submitted a three
page letter from Richard Reich, Attorney for Quinault Indian Nation to AS-1A Kevin
Gover, and a copy of the Quinault Enrollment Report, which listed the 1998 membership
of the Quinault Indian Nation (Reich to Gover 7/28/1998). The BIA also received
comments from two members of the CIT/CN: Linda C. Amelia and Edna Miller. Each
of the arguments and evidence submitted by these third parties are discussed in detail in
this FD. The BIA also received a few letters of support or other comments from third
parties that were not substantive in nature and did not provide evidence that addressed
the criteria. They are briefly outlined in this finding.

f 249
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under theCriteria

GENERAL ISSUES RAISED BY CIT/CN IN RESPONSE TO THE PF

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

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

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

" As part of its argument, the CIT/CN response focused on the issuance of individual
allotments at Quinault Reservation to Chinook descendants, principally as a result of
Halbertv. U.S. (Halbert). The CIT/CN response 10 this 1ssue again focuses on
“unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment.”

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

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

In sum, the district court decision in 1928, affirmed by the Supreme Court in Halbert v.
United States, 283 U .S. 753 (1931), interpreted the Executive Order expansion of the size
of the Quinault Reservation in 1873 to be for the use of the Upper Chehalis, Lower
Chehalis, Cowlitz, Chinook, and Shoalwater Bay bands, and concluded that they were
entitled to allotments on the reservation under the Act of March 4, 1911. That act
directed the Secretary of the Interior to make allotments on the Quinault Reservation to
“other tribes of Indians in Washington who are affiliated with the Quinaielt and Quileute
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

tribes in the treaty” of 1855-1856. Descendants of the “remnants” of those “other tribes”
could be allotted if they continued associating and affiliating with the Quinault Indians

and associated and affiliated bands of the reservation.

The 1ssue before the Supreme Court in Halbert was the entitlement o allotments of
persons who were members of the Chehalis, Chinook and Cowlitz tribes, but not
residents of the Quinault reservation. While the Supreme Court did not rule directly on
the status of the Chinook Tribe, it did hold that those of the plaintiffs who alleged they
were members of the Chinook Tribe were eligible for an allotment by virtue of their
membership in that tribe. Thus, the Supreme Court did identify the Chinook Tribe as a
Tribe “affiliated with the Quinault Tribe,” as required by the 1911 statute authorizing the
allotments, Act of March 4, 1911, ch. 246, 36 Stat. 1345, and a member of this tribe was
thus eligible for allotment on the Quinault Reservation, even though the prospective
allottee was not a resident of that reservation. Halbert v. United States, supra, 283 U.S.,

at 758-760 (1931).

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

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

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment

there were 64 adult Indians of the Quinaielt reservation present at
that tribal council; that he does not think that it would be necessary
for members of the Lower and Upper Chehalis, or Chinooks
entitled to allotment on the Quinaielt reservation under the
Executive Order of 1873 and the Allotment Acts, and regardless of
whether or not they are members of a particular band to seek the
recognition of the Quinaielt tribe before being allotted; that his
previous testimony was not based on the assumption that only
members of the Quinaielt tribe have the say about allotment of
land on the Quinaielt reservation; that it is not his belief that
Indians whose names appear on the Quinaielt census roll for
allotment, but who live at Bay Center, or elsewhere, would be
required to appear before the Quinaielt tribal council for
recognition before being allotted; and the same condition
prevailing except that the applicant’s name did not appear on the
census roll of the Quinaielt Agency, it would be necessary for him
10 show recognition once existing by the tribe 10 which he claimed

-7 -
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

membership; that is, it would be necessary for him 10 show he was
a member and recognized as such, of some one or several, of the
tribes entitled 10 alloiments on Quinaielt reservation ***

Testimony of Charles E. Roblin, R., Halbert v. United Siaies, Nos. 141-1 54, 0.T. 1930,
pp. 448-449. Emphasis supplied. It is clear here that there was a recognition of Chinook
individuals participating in the government of the Quinault Reservation, and that the
governing body over that reservation was not composed exclusively of Quinault Indians.
This underlines and affirms the understanding of Congress that the purpose of the 1911
allotment statute was to provide allotments for all persons on that reservation who were
members of tribes affiliated with the Quinault. The statute speaks in terms of the
entitlement to an allotment stemming from membership in an “affiliated tribe,” and not
just that of the ones named in the statute This also was what the district Jjudge understood.
for in parsing the terms of the 1911 allotment statute he held it to include members of the
Chinook Tribe:

Itis not unlikely that the words *in Washington” were
inserted because of the Chinook, who * *** claimed the territory
on the north side of the Columbia river from the mouth 10 Grays
bay, a distance of about fifieen miles, and north along the seacoast
as far as the northemn part of Shoalwater Bay,” (Handbook of
American Indians, Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 30,
Part 1, page 272)***.”

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

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

2. BAR Failed to Apply the 1994 Regulations Regarding Prior Federal
Acknowledgment. The petitioner states that the BIA’s denial of its request to be
evaluated under the “more liberal 1994 revised regulations” constituted a “denial of equal
protection under the law.” (Petitioner 1998, 4).

BIA Response. The revised Federal acknowiedgment regulations, 25 CFR Part 83,

- 8 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment

CIT V001 D008 Page 13 of 249



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

became effective March 28, 1994, and included provisions at § 83.8 that reduced the
evidentiary requirements for petitioners that had unambiguous previous Federal
acknowledgment. As previously discussed in the Administrative History section of this
summary, the petitioner twice chose 10 be evaluated under the 1978 regulations, which
did not include the previous Federal acknowledgment provision. The question is whether
the 1994 regulations can be applied to this petition by the Assistant Secretary. Barring
prejudice 10 the petitioner, the Assistant Secretary is vested with discretion and may
apply these regulations. Whether the 1994 regulations are applied or not, the burden on a
petitioner remains substantially equal. Moreover, even under the 1978 regulations, the
Assistant Secretary cannot ignore the passage of two legislative acts that unequivocally
recognized the Chinook Tribe.

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

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

There exist two €Xpress statutory references 10 the historic Chinook Tribe, in 1912 and
another in 1925. The statutes affirmed the treaty relationship established in the 185]
Treaty of Point Tansey, not ratified, and the similarly still-born treaty negotiations of
1855. Notwithstanding this, members of the Chinook Tribe received services from the
Indian Service throughout the 19th century. See H. Doc. No. 517, 60th Cong., Ist Sess.
6-10 (1908). As a result of persistent advocacy by the Chinook and other tribes whose
treaties had not been ratified, the 1913 Fiscal Year appropriation provided “that there be

of the Columbia River and were 10 be paid $ 20,000 and given cenain rights and
privileges on the ceded lands” under the unratified Point Tansey Treaty; “the
Government thereafier, and while they were pending before the Senate, appropriated the
lands ceded by the Indians, the treaties Or agreements should be considered and treated
by Congress as having the force and effect of a ratified treaty.” S.Rep. No. 503, 62nd
Cong., 2d Sess. 2, 3 (1912). The 1912 statute was a constructive ratification of the Point
Tansey Treaty, but passed by both houses of Congress. Partly as a result of this statute,
the Department enrolled many of the Chinook for the purposes of distributing the monies
appropriated.

More significantly, the 1925 statute came about because there was a perceived feeling
“that some of these tribes, at least, may be entitled to further payments under the positive
contracts made in the treaties with the Government. *** The [House] Committee [on
Indian Affairs) feel[s] that they have been very shabbily treated by the Government, and
that they should have an opportunity to have their equities properly presented to the
Court ef Claims.” Accordingly, the Act of February 12, 1925, ch. 214, 43 Stat. 886,
authorized “that all claims of whatever nature, both leagl and equitable, which the
Muckelshoot, San Juan Islands Indians; Nook-Sack, Suattle, Chinook, Upper Chehalis,

hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims to hear and determine any and all suits
brought hereunder and to render final Judgment therein.”

This latter statute clearly denominates the Lower Band of Chinook Indians, or Chinook
Tribe, as one recognized by Congress. The 1925 statute recognizes the Chinook Tribe as
a party plaintiff in whose favor the United States explicitly waives its sovereign
immunity for a case before the Court of Claims. The use of the present-tense verb “may
have” is a plain acknowledgment that the Chinook Tribe existed in 1925. Congress has
not passed subsequent legislation that would effectually abrogate the 1925
acknowledgment.
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There is a major consequence flowing from the express statutory recognition. The statute
is not only prima facie evidence, it is also the substance of that which is being sought 1o

be proved.

Finally, there is nothing in the PF or in the responses indicating any voluntary
abandonment of the tribal relationship by Chinook individuals, and an Indian tribe’s
recognition by the Federal Government “can only be changed by treaty stipulation, or a
voluntary abandonment of their tribal organization.” The Kansas Indians, 5 Wall. 737, at
757 (1867). Because no such “treaty stipulation” or other statutory change exists, and
because, as discussed below, there has been no voluntary abandonment, the recognition
stands.

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

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

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

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

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

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

reservation during consideration of reservation expansion between 1863
and 1873 (Petitioner 1998, 12; citing to Halbert v. United States, supra,
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283 U.S. at 757). [emphasis in original]

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

6. 1911 Allotment Act. CIT/CN presented a legal retrospective on the topic of pre-
Halbert allotments on the Quinault Reservation. CIT/CN said that allotments made on
Quinault before 1907 were pursuant to the provisions of the General Allotment Act, and
that the “tribes which were affiliated on the Reservation by the Executive Order” had
“difficulty in obtaining allotments” (Petitioner 1998, 13). The petitioner quoted the
Allotment Act of March 4, 191 1, as having directed “the Secretary of the Interior to make
Dawes Act allotments on Quinault Reservation -- "to all members of the Hoh, Quileute,
Ozette or other tribes of Indians in Washington who are affiliated with the Quinaielt and
Quileute tribes in the treaty.”” (Petitioner 1998, 13). [emphasis in original]

CIT/CN interpreted the 1911 Allotment Act (Petitioner 1998, 14), stating elsewhere (and
retrospectively) that the Chinook Tribe was found by the Supreme Court in the Halbert
litigation to have been one of the tribes specifically legislated by the 1911 Allotment Act
as entitled to Dawes Act allotments at Quinault Reservation. CIT/CN asserted that “the
BIA itself affirmatively opposed a further allotment act in 1913 naming the Cowlitz
Tribe as entitled 1o those allotments with the formal assertion that the tribe was already
covered by the 1911 Act and no further legislation was necessary” (Petitioner 1998, 37).

BIA Response. Although in theory presented as part of its discussion of previous
unambiguous Federal acknowledgment of the Chinook tribe, many of the arguments
pertained more directly to the topic of land rights on the Quinault Reservation which was
addressed extensively in the PF (PF ATR, 41-49).

From the historical perspective, the issue discussed from 1911 to 1913 was whether the
Chinook tribe was one of the unspecified "tribes of Indians . . . affiliated with the
Quinault and Quileute tribes in the [1855] treaty," and whether its descendants had a right
to allotments on Quinault under the 1911 Act. The 1ssue was not whether a federally
acknowledged Chinook tribe existed in 1911 which held tribal rights on Quinault. The
AS-1A finds that the reference in the 1911 Act 10 “members” of the subject tribes, in
combination with the ultimate judicial finding that the Chinook Tribe was one of the
subject tribes, is persuasive evidence that the petitioner meets criteria (a) and (c) as of the
date of the Act. However, this statute falls short of an unambiguous prior Federal
recognition.

7. Halbert Litigation. The petitioner asserts that “[i]t is beyond question that in 1931
the Chinook Tribe was unambiguously recognized as an Indian Tribe with

- 12 -

Page 17 of 249
United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Pag



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

Federally-protected rights at the Quinault Reservation, and this recognition was
confirmed by the Supreme Court in the Halbert Litigation” (Petitioner 1998, 17).

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

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

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

The plaintiffs are all of Indian blood and descent, but none is a
full- blood Indian. Some are members of the Chehalis, Chinook
and Cowlitz tribes, and the question is presented whether these
tribes are among those whose members are entitled to allotments
from lands within the Quinaielt Reservation. Many do not
personally reside on the reservation, and we are asked to decide
whether this defeats their claims. Some are the issue, either
children or grandchildren, of a marriage between an Indian woman
and a white man, and whether this is an obstacle 1o allowing their
claims is a further question (Halbert et al. vs. United States 2).

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

* * * * * * *

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

The Supreme Court ruled that the "Chehalis, Chinook and Cowlitz tribes are
among those whose members are entitled 1o 1ake allotments within the Quinault
Reservation" (Halbert, 283 U.S. at 760). The Court concluded that the district
court applied the appropriate law in requiring membership for allotments on
Quinault. The Supreme Court did not rule that there was a government-to-
government relationship between the Cowlitz and the United States, nor did the
Court rule that the Cowlitz were a tribe in 1911 or in 1931. The Court did not
rule that any of the plaintiffs were members of the Cowlitz Tribe. Thus, the
Supreme Court ruling does not establish a date of last unambiguous federal

- 13 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Page 18 of 249



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria
recognition (Cowlitz FD 63-65).
The Supreme Court concluded:

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

The statement regarding the Cowlitz also applied to the Chinook. The Supreme Court
did not directly rule that the Chinook was a tribe at that time or that any of the plaintiffs
in Halbert were members of a Chinook Tribe. The focus of the case in the Federal
district court was the eligibility of persons under the 1911 allotment act who were
members of the fish-eating tribes and who were therefore entitled 1o allotments as tribal
members, i.e., continuing to associate with the Quinault and affiliated bands. In Halbert,
the Supreme Court did recognize the Chinook Tribe existed, and that its members were
entitled to allotments on the Quinault Reservation. It is not necessary to decide whether
this was an unambiguous recognition under section 83. 8(a)(3), because the 1925 Act was
such a recognition. The decision does show a Federal identification of the Chinook by
Federal authorities under section 83(a)(1). That is why it was necessary 1o resort to the
Supreme Court Record of the Halbert case in order 1o understand the facts which the
Supreme Court was confronting with when it decided Halbert, and the extensive
discussion of that case, supra, demonstrates that the Supreme Court in 1930 and 1931
was aware, as Congress had been in 1911 when it passed the Shoalwater Bay Allotment
Act, that there was an entity known as the Chinook Tribe. This alone, though, is not an
unambiguous prior Federal recognition.

8. Post-Halbert Land Allotment Activity on Quinault Reservation. The petitioner’s
response discussed post-Halbert land allotments under two separate headings:
“Post-Halbert Allotment Process” and *“Post-Halbert Case Law” (Petitioner 1998, 17-20).

Most of the discussion under the first heading dealt with the results of the Halbert
decision, and the issuing of allotments to hundreds of Chinook following that decision.
They argue these allotments showed unambiguous recognition by the Department of the
Interior during 1931-1934 by virtue of their membership in the Chinook tribe.

The second heading dealt with post-Halbert case law, and reviewed other Federal court
decisions regarding the question of affiliation under the Treaty of Olympia and the legal
rights of affiliated tribes on Quinault. The CIT/CN uses this discussion by the court as
yet another example of previous unambiguous Federal recognition of the CIT/CN.
However, a last date of previous unambiguous Federal recognition need not be
determined under the 1978 regulations. Nor, as stated above, does Halberi explicitly
hold that there was a federally recognized Chinook tribe between 1855 and 1931,
although the Tribe’s existence was acknowledged over and over again, and the United
States Congress felt that its members, as tribes affiliated with the Quinault, were entitled
1o timber allotments on the Shoalwater Bay Reservation.
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BIA Response. The Halber: decision and its consequences in relationship to the
petitioner were discussed at length in the PF. (See PF HTR, 38-44 and PF ATR, 90,
128). The evidence dags not support the petitioner’s assertions that the allotments were
evidence that a Chinook tribe was federally recognized.

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

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

Another organization of Chinook descendants was formed in the 1970's
under the name of the Wahkiakum Tribe of Chinook Indians. In 1978,
some of these Chinook descendants initiated a fishing rights suit in
Federal district court in Oregon which became known as Wahkiakum
Band of Chinook Indians v. Bateman (Petition 1987, 291). The following
year, the Chinook Indian Tribe contracted with the plaintiff's attorney to
share one- third of the cost of this litigation (CIT 7/14/1979). A Cowlitz
organization and the Wahkiakum plaintiffs also each paid one-third of the
costs. The district court ruled against the Wahkiakum Band's fishing
rights claims. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the district
court's decision in 1981, ruling that the Band had neither a treaty right nor
an aboriginal right to fish in the Columbia River. Although it found that
the Chinook had been affiliated with the Quinault by the Executive Order
of 1873, the Court held that the fishing rights of Chinooks were limited to
rights which accompanied an allotment on the Quinault Reservation
(Court of Appeals 1981, 178-1 81) (PF HTR, 80).

Neither the district court nor the Ninth Court of Appeals ruled that the Chinook or
Wahkiakum bands were tribes. The court ruled that the rights of the Chinooks were a
result of the Executive Order of | 873, which entitled them to allotments on Quinault. (If
the individual had an allotment on Quinault, that relationship with Quinault gave the
individual fishing rights.) -

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

BIA Response. This case involves only the right of a Quileute tribal member under
Section 4 of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) to devise his allotment on the Quinault
Reservation. 1t provides no support for CIT/CN’s argument that the Chinook was
unambiguously recognized as an Indian Tribe. The Court specifically did not consider if
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other tribes also have jurisdiction over the Quinault Reservation for IRA §4 purposes
(742 F2d at 555). The Interior Department believes that, notwithstanding the presence of
allottees who are members of other tribes, the only tribe that has jurisdictional authority
of the Quinault Reservation is the Quinault Indian Nation. The court in Williams did not
unambiguously recognize CIT/CN as a tribe.

11. BIA ldentification of Chinooks in the 1950's, 1960's, and 1970's. The petitioner
argues that “BlA identification of Chinooks in listings in the 1950's, 1960's and 1970's of
tribes with which it maintained formal relations constitutes unambiguous prior Federal
acknowledgment.” The petitioner then cited to examples in the original petition which
they claim showed that the BIA included the Chinook in lists of tribes with which the
BIA dealt on an official level. The petitioner refers 10 two other letters in 1953 in which
the Chinook Tribe was listed as one of the addresses (Petitioner Ex. 360, 337, and 362).
The petitioner then asserts that the BAR ejther ignored or discounted this evidence in the

PF (Petitioner 1998, 22).

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

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

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

The 1975 “Directory of Tribal Official Portland Area” which was prepared by the Office
of Tribal Operations, BIA, Portland Area Office is a telephone and address book. It
includes contact information for BIA employees, federally recognized tribes, groups
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identified as ‘claims organizations,” and groups that are not federally acknowledged
tribes (Petitioner Ex. H, i1, 19, er al.).

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

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

12. Enumeration of Chinooks on BIA Census Schedules. The CIT/CN petitioner
argues that enumeration of individuals on BIA census schedules shows the identification
of individuals with Chinook ancestry as a tribal group [within Quinault Reservation] and
constitutes unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment (Petitioner 1998, 25). Attached
is Exhibit 1, a report by Stephen Dow Beckham titled: “BIA Identification of Members of
the Chinook Indian Tribe in BIA Census Records in the 1930’s.”

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

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

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

Exhibit I includes a list of 313 names extracted from a 57 page report of the allottees
“[a]dded By Indian Office Authority and Decision of the United States Supreme Court”
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(Petitioner Ex. 830). [The BIA found 317 names, a figure that will be used in the rest of
the analysis.] Beckham says the census records show that the BIA identified these
individuals as members of the Chinook tribe through 1939 (Petitioner Ex. 1, 1, 2).
Beckham also claims that in addition to these [317] individuals the 1933 Indian Census
Roll included “other individuals identified as Quinaielt” [Now spelled Quinault], but who
were actually Chinook, as shown by the “enrollments” prepared by McChesney and
Roblin (Petitioner Ex. 1, 2). However, his list of “[317] members of the Chinook Indian
Tribe” included the name of only one man, Antone Brignone, who was identified as
“Quinaielt.” Beckham’s list in Exhibit I did not include family relationships or
residences or other information that would be helpful in identifying a Chinook entity in
1933.

This exhibit also includes summaries of letters from Superintendent Nicholson of the
Taholah Agency, written between 1932 to 1934 1o the Commissioner of Indian A ffairs
(CIA), asking for guidance in recording the Agency’s censuses. Beckham quotes the
CIA’s instructions to “continue to carry Chehalis allotiees on the Chehalis census rolls;
the Chinook allottees on the Chinook census rolls, and the Cowlitz on the census rolls for
that tribe” (Petitioner Ex. 1, 1, citing Ex. 867 [see Ex. 936, BIA letter 1 1/28/1934, which
quotes BIA 1/23/1933]). It appears that Beckham uses this and subsequent instructions
1o “keep a census of the tribes occupying the reservation. . . . The rolls should be
maintained separate and distinct from those of the Quinaielt Indians” (Petitioner Ex. I,
10, citing Petitioner Ex. 936 [BIA 4/4/1 934]) as an argument that the Chinook were a
separate tribe. Beckham also quotes a letter to the CIA, in which Nicholson asked if the
agencies were supposed to “compile a separate census for each combination of mixed-
blood [sic] Indians, as the Quinaielt-Chehalis, Quinaielt-Chehalis--Chinook Tribes, etc.”
(Petitioner Ex.1, 1; Petitioner Ex. 867).

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

The petitioner did not provide any useful analysis of the residences of the Chinook
descendants identified in the 1933 census. The petitioner did not provide any useful
analysis of interactions between the Chinook allottees at Bay Center and Dahlia who
were named on the 1933 census, and other Chinook descendants who were not among the
Quinault allottees. The BIA analyzed the 1933 Quinault Indian census to determine
whether the individuals identified as Chinook (or identified as Quinault but of Chinook
descent) could have been part of a Chinook Indian community at Bay Center into the
1930's and/or part of a Chinook community or communities existed at Dahlia-Altoona-
Brookfield, or elsewhere along the Columbia River. The underlying questions to be
answered were: Do the Chinook on the Quinault Reservation represent all of the Chinook
Indians and do the Chinook on the census represent the petitioner? The analysis in this
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section is based on the 1933 census of the Quinault Reservation, as submitted by the
petitioner in Exhibit 829, and the list of names added 1o the Quinault Reservation by the
authority of the Indian Office and the Supreme Court decision in Exhibit 830. This
section is also intended to correct Beckham's misstatements about the 1933 census.

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

13. BIA Administrative Supervision over Chinook Members Through the 1940's.
The CIT/CN petitioner argued that the BIA's monitoring school attendance, recording
births and deaths, and issuing allotments to Chinook individuals at Quinault constituted
unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment. (Petitioner 1998, 28, and Petitioner Ex’s.
L, M). Beckham argues that the school records show previous unambiguous
acknowledgment in the 1930's and 1940's because “[t]he enumerations of Chinook
children in BIA schools are confirmation of the recognition of the tribe” (Petitioner Ex.
L, 2). Beckham also argues that “[nJon-Indian children did not attend Bureau of Indian
Affairs schools nor did children of non-federally recognized tribes” (Petitioner Ex. L, 1);
therefore, because children identified as “Chinook,” “Chin.-Quinaielt,” *Q-Chin.” and
“Quin.-Chin.” attended Indian schools, they must have been members of a federally
recognized tribe.

Under the same argument Beckham also cited Roblin’s notes on unenrolled Indians as
evidence that some of the children of Chinook descendants attended Puyallup, Chemawa

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

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

BIA Analysis of Exhibit L. In preparing this final determination, the BIA reviewed and
analyzed all 113 “Permanent School Census Cards” for children under the jurisdiction of
the Taholah Agency between 1931 and 1948, as found in Exhibits 8 17, 818, and 820.
Thirteen cards represent duplicate or triplicate references to the same students, leaving a
total of 100 students represented. The records cited in the response to the PF do not
support the petitioner’s argument for prior Federal recognition.
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To better understand the purpose of the school census, it is necessary to describe the
information-1o be completed on each form. The BIA’s analysis is based on the actual
photocopies of the 113 school census cards, not on Beckham’s abstracts. Each school
census card lists the child’s name, degree of Indian blood, gender, and account or
allotment number, and date of birth. In most cases, the source for the date of birth is
shown as the ““Tribal census” (Petitioner Ex. 817, 1). The card does not name the child’s
tribe or state that the child belongs to a tribe. However, the card does have a blank space
for the tribe of both the father and the mother. Most cards also have an address for at
least one of the parents. The year(s) attending school, the school name, and grade level
for the child, “‘miles to public school,” and attendance reports were also recorded on the
card. Almost half of the children have a number such as “Q123" or “A123" in the field
for “‘account or allotment number.” This indicates that the school census cards are
records of students who are under the jurisdiction of the Taholah Agency based either on
their degree of Indian blood or on their membership or allotments on the Quinault
Nation.

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

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

The parents of the school children were variously identified as Chinook, Quinault-
Chinook, Chinook-Cowlitz, Quinault-Chinook-Chehalis, Chinook-Chehalis, Quinaulit,
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“S.1.” [Squaxin Island], “Soquamish,” and Quinault-Clatsop. Others of the parents did
not have a tribe identified, but there was a fraction (ranging from 1/32 10 7/8). or “full” in
the blank for tribe indicating that the individual’s blood degree. Others did not have any
tribal affiliation cited or any blood degree listed and the remaining parents were
identified as white. About 21 children in the school records appear to be on the
membership list of the CIT/CN. About 50 of the children on the school records are not
on the CIT/CN’s 1995 membership list or in petitioner's genealogical records which were
compiled in the early 1950's. Therefore, these school census records include children of
Chinook descent who do not appear to have been associated with the petitioner.

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

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

BIA Analysis of Exhibit M. In Exhibit M, titled “BIA Monitored Attendance of
Children of the Chinook Indian Tribe in Public Schools in the Years 1931-48,” the
petitioner’s researcher argues that children were identified as members of a Chinook
tribe because the school census records show that they had Chinook descent and that they
had land in trust. The first argument is that by repeatedly using the terms “Chinook,”
“Chin- Quinaielt,” in the school census records, the BIA “recognized these individuals as
Chinooks and monitored the attendance of Chinook children in schools” (Petitioner Ex.
M, 1), although he also noted that the BIA “sometimes erroneously” identified some
members of the Chinook Indian Tribe as Quinault. Beckham seems to be equating the
BIA’s paying school tuition. for Indian children [presumably Chinook children] in public
schools, in particular three school districts (Dahlia, Tokeland, and Bay Center) in “the
homeland of the Chinook Indian Tribe,” with recognition of a Chinook tribal entity
(Petitioner Ex. M, 1).
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The second argument in Exhibit M is that the “Permanent School Census Card records -
and the unequivocal identification of Chinook children as holders of trust land under the

General Allotment Act are prima facie evidence of federal acknowledgment of the

Chinook Indian Tribe in the years 1931-48  (Petitioner Ex. M. 2). To support this

argument, Beckham asserts that the “allotments under the General Allotment Act of 1887

were made 1o members of federally-recognized tribes,” and that the Chinook Indians

obtained allotments on Quinault Reservation under the “Dawes Act Section One”

between 1907 and 1934.

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

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

The AS-1A finds that the school census cards show Chinook descent for some of the
students who were under the jurisdiction of the Taholah Agency. With the possible
exception of some of the LaFramboise descendants, the BIA did not question the
petitioner’s descent from the historical Chinook tribe in the PF (PF GTR, 14-17). The
listing of ancestry on the school census cards implies that the BIA then considered the
Chinook to be a tribal entity, although not necessarily one recognized as having a tribal
organization. This is an example of a substantially continuous identification under
section 83.7(a)(1) which the PF correctly maintained not to be recognition per se. But it
1s evidence, which must be considergd, and has been considered in petititioner’s favor for
this FD.

14. BIA Recorded the Vital Statistics of “Chinook Tribal Members” 1930's to 1948.
The CIT/CN argued that during the 1930's to 1948, “the BIA was recording the names
and tribal affiliation of various Chinook members as part of its trust responsibilities to
those Indians” (Petitioner 1998, 30). This argument cited for support Beckham report
entitled “BIA Recorded Vital Statistics Data on Members of the Chinook Indian Tribe
1930s-48" (Petitioner Ex. N). Beckham asserts that the BIA’s register of vital statistics at
Taholah Agency confirms “BIA recognition of the Chinook Indian Tribe in that decade”
(Petitioner Ex. N, 1). The remainder of the report consisted of abstracts from 28 entries
in the birth and death registers of the Taholah Agency, and two abstracts from the 1937
census schedule of unreported births of individuals who were identified as Chinook or
Quinault or Quinault-Clatsop, etc. and cited in letters to the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs (Petitioner Ex. 931, 935). The petitioner included photocopies of several pages
from the registers in Exhibit 824 (exhibit number was transposed in several instances as
“842") and 4 pages of the 1937 Indian census which recorded the previously unreported
births for the years 1934 and 1935 (Petitioner Ex. 831, 832).
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Some of the information in Exhibit N and the supporting exhibits is new evidence 10 be
considered for the final determination. The abstracts included the name and birthdate of
the child (or death date of the deceased), the parents’s names and the child’s “tribe”
which was recorded in the register (Petitioner Ex. N). The actual register of vital
statistics for the Taholah Indian Agency included much more information on each of the
individuals, including the full name, occupation, birth place, and “Census No.” of both
the mother and father of the infant as well as their residence. The “Census No.” field for
the father or mother had either a number such as “Q654," which is the Quinault allotment
number, or the name of a tribe, such as Puyallup, Hoopa, Quinault, Chinook, etc., or
white. The field for the tribe of the child was then a combination of the tribes of the
parents if the parents were from different tribes, or the tribe of the parent that was Indian
if one parent was white. Statistics for the child also included blood degree, residence,
and the date the birth was reported to the agency (Petitioner Ex. 824).

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

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

From the 1910's to the 1950's, the Congress and courts ruled that
individual descendants of the historical Chinook band or bands had rights
to compensation for aboriginal lands and 10 allotments of land on the
Quinault Reservation, but these decisions and the identification of
individual beneficiaries of these decisions were not based on the
identification of an existing tribe or collective entity (PF Summary, 8).

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

The vital records submitted for the Final Determination, standing alone, do not
demonstrate that the individuals were members of a federally recognized Chinook tribe.
However, in light of the 1925 Act, the records support not only a finding that the Federal

- 23 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Page 28 of 249



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

Government dealt with these individuals as Indians under the jurisdiction of the agency,
but also a finding that the BIA knew them to be part of the Chinook Tribe. While the
vital records represent only a small fraction of the petitioner’s ancestors, Exhibit N does
provide some evidence that the BIA recognized that a Chinook tribe existed between

1930 and 1948.

15. Continuing BIA Actions on Behalf of the Chinook Tribe. In this section of the
petitioner’s response to the PF, they argue that BIA provided services to members of the
Chinook tribe that “extended 1o virtually every aspect of life for the Chinooks”(Petitioner
1998, 30-31). In support of the claim that these services and actions were taken on behalf
of a Chinook tribe, the petitioner submitted a Stephen Dow Beckham report “in
supplement to the extensive recitation of such activity in the original Chinook Petition”
(Petitioner 1998, 30, and Ex. 0).

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

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

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

Although the Federal Government did not recognize a Chinook tribe
during the 20th century, it produced lists of descendants and provided
some descendants with allotments or services. The lists produced by
Charles McChesney in 1906 and 1914 were lists of descendants entitled to
compensation, while the lists produced by Charles Roblin in 1919
included separate lists of unenrolled Chinook and Shoalwater Bay Indians.
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These were not rolls of an existing tribe. A Federal district court in 1928
held that Chinook descendants were entitled 10 allotments of'land on the
Quinault Reservation. Before this decision, the allotting agents of the
Office of Indian Affairs had allotted Chinook descendants residing on
Shoalwater Bay, but not those on the Columbia River. The court referred
to the Chinook and Shoalwater Bay as separate bands in its interpretation
of the 1873 expansion of the reservation. Afier Chinook descendants were
allotted at Quinault, the Indian Office often referred to them as Quinault
Indians. Some Chinook descendants attended the Government's Indian
schools, but they did so because of their degree of Indian ancestry, not
because the Indian Office recognized a Chinook tribe. Some descendants
received “blue cards” from the BIA, but they did so because, as allottees,
they were listed on the Quinault roll. Thus, these actions did not
constitute Federal recognition of a Chinook tribe (PF Summary, 6).

BIA Analysis. Agains, the PF failed 10 take into proper account both the reference in the
1911 Act to “members” of the tribes subject to the legislation (later determined to include
the Chinook Tribe) and the 1925 Act’s reference to the Chinook Tribe. Thus, while the
documents submitted by the petitioner and summarized in Exhibit O, standing along, do -
not prove prior unambiguous Federal recognition, they do constitute evidence that a
Chinook tribe was dealt with by the BIA in the first half of the 20th century.

16. The Acknowledgment Regulations Contradict Statutory Guidelines for
Determining Tribal Existence. The petitioner here states that the acknowledgment
regulations contradict provisions of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA), apparently
because it sees the Chinook allottees as one of the tribes of the Quinault Reservation as
Federal acknowledgment of the petitioner as a tribe (Petitioner 1998, 31-33). The
petitioner cites to Halbert, and other litigation, and to Exhibits P, (a Department of
Commerce publication: Federal and State Indian Reservation and Indian Trust Areas),
and Q, (a 1945 letter from the superintendent at Taholah Indian Agency stating that the
Nisqually Tribe had submitted a constitution for review as evidence). The petitioner also
compares the petitioner’s evidence 1o the practices and histories of some of the federally
recognized tribes “such as (a) Quinault and Nisqually which had no formal organization
into the 1920s and 1940s and Tulalip and Muckelshoot which are nothing more than
“tribes” which were manufactured under the IRA” (Petitioner 1998, 33).

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

17. Community and Social Interaction Demonstrates Continuing Tribal Existence.
The petitioner claims that social interaction between the different communities where the
Chinook lived is demonstrated by a report in Exhibit R by Beckham. The petitioner says
that the report shows where the Chinook lived between 1900 and 1940, and that other
documents such as newspaper accounts and letters show “the Chinooks maintained close
social interaction within their tribal group” (Petitioner 1998, 34). Exhibit R is primarily
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composed of abstracts of newspaper articles and letters from BIA superintendents dating
from as early as 1907 to the 1950's. The majority of the newspaper articles date to the
1920's, with a few dated as late as 1958. They are arranged in chronological order by
residential areas described as: South Bend-Bay Center-Naselle; Cathlamet; Dahlia-
Brookfield-Altoona; and Chinookville-Chinook-liwaco.

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

18. The Destruction of Chinookville. The petitioner asserts that BAR staff members
“erroneously came to the wrong conclusion regarding the reasons for the abandonment of
Chinookville between 1880-1900" (Petitioner 1998, 35, and Ex. S). The petitioner’s
submission for the final determination stated that the abandonment of Chinookville was
due 10 erosion and “force of nature along the shores of the Columbia River and not
collapse of an Indian community due to some loss of tribal identification. The BAR
conclusions in this regard simply are wrong” (Petitioner 1998, 36). In support of this
statement, Beckham submitted a report entitled “Destruction of the Townsite of
Chinookville” (Petitioner Ex. S). This report briefly summarizes the history of
Chinookville, from its days as the Chinook village “Quat-samts” to its brief stint as the
county seat of Pacific County to its demise with the encroachment of McGowan and
erosion by the Columbia River. Beckham quoted a history of place names in Pacific
County [copy not included], which stated: “By the 1880's nearby McGowan
overshadowed the older settlement and erosion was rapidly removing buildings from the
shrinking river bank. Erosion vanquished the old town site during this century . ..”
(Petitioner Ex. S, 2). The report concluded with a statement that the Chinooks who had
lived at Chinookville moved to “other Chinook communities,” and advised the BIA to
refer 1o the census enumerations of 1870 and 1880 and “the special reports for the 1900
and 1920 decennial census in the appeal documents of the Chinook Indian Tribe”
(Petitioner Ex. S, 3).

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

There were some pioneer-Chinook families living permanently in
Chinookville at the time of the 1880 Federal census. Before the 1900
census, and probably soon after the 1880 census was recorded, the village
of Chinookville ceased to exist. Some of the descendants of the pioneer-
Indian families that had lived in Chinookville in 1880 moved to other
Jocations in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties by 1900, as well as to other
parts of Washington state. In Pacific County, for example, Ilwaco became
a place where several descendants of the Petit and Pickernell families
resided. One important destination for these families between 1880 and
1900 was the coast where Dahlia, Altoona, and Brookfield (in this
summary, the three locations are collectively labeled “Dahlia”) are
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located, along the north bank of the Columbia River in Wahkiakum
County (PF Summary, 14). '

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

19. The Chinook by Clifford Trafzer. The petitioner argues that BAR’s reference 10 a
publication The Chinook by Clifford Trafzer was given too much weight in evaluating
their petition. They have submitted a letter from Mr. Trafzer to Tim Tarabochia, then
chairman of the CIT/CN, stating that he was not an expert on Chinook history and that
his book was not 1o be taken as anything more than a historical reference for high school
level readers (Petitioner Ex. T). Trafzer stated: “Your people should be recognized by
the federal government, and it is negligent on the part of the government to deny you
recognition, particularly based on my book which has many limitations . . .” (Petitioner
Ex. T; Trafzer 2/6/1988).

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

A perceived negative comment by Trafzer about Chinook’s lack of political unity is not
the basis for the PF or FD conclusion regarding criteria (a) and (c). Rather, the PF found

that the petitioner did not carry its burden of proof and provide sufficient evidence to
show identification of a group, and 10 show political authority within that group.

THIRD PARTY COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED FINDING

Quinault Indian Nation Comments

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

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

To help the BIA determine the extent to which the Chinook petitioner’s membership was
composed of individuals who were members of federally recognized tribes, as called for
in 25 CFR § 83.7(f), Quinault enclosed a copy of an “Enrollment Report” dated July 15,

1998. The Quinault stated that this report is “a copy of its current membership roll that

! In this section, the Quinault also stated that the Department denied the Quinault access to the
petitioner’s membership rolls. This claim refers to the Quinault’s April 2, 1996, request under the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) for “all records and correspondence compiled, received or responded
to regarding the petitions for acknowledgment by the Chinook and Cowlitz petitioners .. .” (BIA
6/11/1996). The BIA responded to this request on June 11, 1996, stating that there were 14,782 pages of
Chinook materials, but that “We must, however, withhold under law the genealogical portions of the
petition, the membership lists and parts of membership applications with privacy materials in them. These
protections of privacy materials are provided under FOIA exemption (6)” (BIA 6/11/1996). The
Quinault’s appeal of this decision was denied by the Department’s FOIA office on November 11, 1996.
Subsequently, Quinault sued the AS-IA, er al., concerning the withholding of privacy materials in both the
Cowlitz and Chinook petitions. In October 1998, the U.S. District Court upheld the Department’s decision
under FOIA to withhold membership lists and genealogies submitted by the Cowlitz and Chinook
petitioners. The history of the allegations, appeals, and court decisions are described in detail in the
technical report of the Final Determination to acknowledge the Cowlitz Indian Tribe (FD Technical
Report, Cowlitz, 2-4). Since publication of the Cowlitz FD, the Quinault lost their appeal before the Ninth
Circuit Count of Appeals on July 27, 2000 (Quinault Indian Nation v. Deer, Unpublished Slip Opinion,
7/27/2000, No. 98-36231 (D.C. No. CV-97-5625-RJB)).
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includes the full name of all Quinault tribal members, their maiden names where
applicable, their year of birth, and sex.” There are 2.323 names on this report. The
Quinault sent a copy of its 1998 “Enrollment Report” to the CIT/CN petitioner, citing to
a requirement in § 83.10 (i) of the 1994 revised regulations.

BIA Response. There are two separate points to be addressed in this first issue: the
degree and effects of dual membership, and the question of whether the petitioner is a
“splinter group” of the Quinault Nation. Under the topic of “Scope,” the 1978
regulations state: “Nor is this part intended to apply 10 splinter groups, political factions,
communities or groups of any character which separate from the main body of a tribe
currently acknowledged as being an Indian tribe by the Department” (§ 83.3(d)).

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

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

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

“Enrollment Report.”

1998 DUAL ENROLLMENT

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

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

The BIA also evaluated the list of 126 names who appear to be dually enrolled, by place
of residence for possible patterns which might indicate a splinter group of the Quinault
Nation. The residences were taken from the information on the CIT/CN membership list.
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RESIDENCES OF PERSONS DUALLY ENROLLED JN

CIT/CN AND QUINAULT NATION

TOWN COUNTY STATE TOTAL NUMBER
Bay Center Pacific WA 21
South Bend Pacific WA 15
Long Beach Pacific WA 2
Naselle Pacific WA 3
Raymond Pacific WA 11
Chinook Pacific WA 1
Ocean Park Pacific WA 2
Cathlamet Wahkiakum WA 4
Rosburg Wahkiakum WA 4
Taholah Grays Harbor WA 17
Hoquiam Grays Harbor WA 6
Aberdeen Grays Harbor WA 9
Elma Grays Harbor WA ]
Ocean Shores Grays Harbor WA 1
Montesano Grays Harbor WA 2
Tumwater Grays Harbor WA |
Humptulips [River?] [Grays Harbor 7] WA 1
Tacoma Pierce WA 2
Vancouver Clark WA 3
Gig Harbor Mason WA ]
Marysville Snohomish WA 1
Olympia Thurston WA 1
Quilcene Jefferson WA 2
Sequim Clallam WA 1
Seattle King WA 1

About half of the individuals who appear to be dually enrolled are in Pacific County (55)
Wahkiakum County (8). This two-county area is considered 1o be the traditional
Chinook territory and the same area where about 22 percent of the CIT/CN membership
lives today (PF ATR, 137). This table shows that 38 individuals live in Grays Harbor
County, which is Just north of Pacific County, and which includes the Quinault
Reservation.

This table also shows that 12 people live in other counties throughout Washington State.
Thus, a total of 119 of the persons who appear to be dually enrolled are living in

not have addresses, and two names on the CIT/CN membership list were identified as
“deceased.” There does not seem 1o be any pattern suggesting a splinter group based on
residence. There was no information presented which indicates that the 126 individuals
was a political faction or voting bloc of the Quinault Indian Natjon.

Itis the function of the Federal Acknowledgment Process to determine whether a
petitioner for acknowledgment descends from a historical tribe and has continued to exist
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maintained a separate political entity from historical contact 1o the present, or that it
separated from other Chinook or part Chinook entities in the past and has continuously
existed 1o the present.

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

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

Quinault Issue #2. The second issue raised by the Quinault concerns the CIT/CN
petitioner’s request to be considered under the 1994 revised regulations rather than the
1978 regulations. The Quinault Nation supported the Department’s decision to proceed
under the 1978 regulations.

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

recognition.

Quinault Issue #3. The Quinault comments also included a request under the FOIA for
a complete copy of the Chinook petitioner’s response to the PF and other records which
the BAR had accumulated during the response 10 the PF period.

BIA Response. The July 28, 1998, FOIA request was answered in a separate letter from
the BIA Office of Management and Administration on December 23, 1998, which
released a large body of records, but denied release of the petitioner’s membership lists
and genealogical records as records of an extremely personal nature. That is, documents
under FOIA exemption 6, which exempts information such as “personnel and medical
files and similar files the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy” from release (5 U.S.C.§ 552(B)(6)). Prior to this final
FOIA response, the Quinault sued for access to the protected records, arguing that it
needed the records to respond to the PF. On October 9, 1998, the U.S. District Court at
Tacoma upheld the Federal Government’s decision to withhold the material under FOIA
exemption 6 (Quinault Indian Nation v. Gover, Docket No. C97-5625RIB). This ruling
was affirmed in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit on July 27, 2000
(Quinault Indian Nation v. Deer, Unpublished Slip Opinion, 7/27/2000, No. 98-36231
(D.C. No. CV-97-5625-RJB)). In an opinion filed July 27, 2000, the Ninth Circuit
affirmed the district court’s favorable decision as recorded in the transcript of the

- 32 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Page 37 of 249



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

October 19, 1998, hearing. (See Attached)
The Linda C. Amelia Comments

Ms. Linda C. Amelia, a member of the CIT/CN, submitted her “testimony in support of
Chinook recognition” dated June 10, 1998, which was received by the BAR on July 22,
1998. The Amelia comments, which she said were based on “oral history and a summary
of documentation about my family that1s attached” (Amelia 6/10/1998, 1) focused on
four issues. They are (1) the “political climate” between the CIT/CN Council, and the
petitioner’s attorney, and herself, (2) the contributions of her Chinook and Kathlamet
ancestors and their “social ties with among one another from Bay Center to Cathalamet
10 Chinook Point,” (3) questions concerning the validity of a statement in the BIA’s PF
that Paley Temaikemae, Chief Comcomly’s daughter was also Cowlitz, and (4) a
recommendation that AS-1A appoint an “outside unbiased reviewer” because the
Quinault “attack” on the Chinook ‘recognition” had harmed the Chinook petition. Ms.
Amelia’s comments also included an appeal to the Assistant Secretary to reverse the

negative PF for one in favor of the Chinook.

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

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

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

Amelia Issue #2. The Amelia comments included a statement about the evidence the
petitioner and Ms. Amelia had presented regarding her father’s family [the
Mallet-Springer and Scarborough lines] and their “involvement in Chinook governance,
cultural and social activities” (Amelia 6/10/1998). Much of Ms. Amelia’s affidavit,
dated May 9, 1998, refers to her descent from Chinook ancestors and their participation
in Chinook tribal governance through Chief Comcomly, who died in 1830 (PF ATR, 1),
and through family leaders and elders. “I have learned from oral history about my family
that some believed they need not ask anyone else when our heads of family made
decisions” (Amelia 5/9/1998). Stating that her Chinook ancestors lived at Chinook Point
and Cathlamet, and that they frequently visited the Bay Center area 1o visit collateral
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The commenter also states: “] have direct personal knowledge that Chinook govemnance
acknowledged heads of families in terms of discussions of Jand claims, fishing, social
functions and other matters when decisions were made in those times” (Amelia
5/9/1998).

The commenter supported these claims with an affidavit dated December 16, 1997, and
its attached exhibits, including an undated [ca. 1985] and unsigned draft affidavit by
Stephen Dow Beckham “used in litigation in an effort 10 get our ancestral lands returned
at Chinook Point ajso known as the Scarborough Donation Land Claim No. 37;”a 1937
neéwspaper article, “Sarah Scarborough Recalls Cathlamet in Pioneer Days;” a 1957 letter

to Washington State Representative Mrs. Julia Butler Hansen regarding the land clajms

For the Relief of the Heirs at Law of James Allan Scarborough and Ann Elizabeth
Scarborough” reciting Scarborough land claims; two Newspaper articles from the 1970's
about Charles D. and Edwin Scarborough; and correspondence from Mrs, Julia Butler

When ] accompanied him and my mother on trips to Bay Center, we would get
oysters; crab and attend family meetings where Chinook business was discussed.
These discussions related to general Chinook triba] “politics,” allotments, timber
matters, fishing and family events such as reunions and funerals (Amelia
12/16/1997).

1920 (PF Summary, 23). Therefore, the petitioner or commenters needed to provide
evidence of social community from 1880 to the present.
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The PF also found that the petitioner met 83.7(c) from 1811 to 1855, but did not meet it
from 1856 10 the present (PF Summary. 36). “The four decades following these
unsuccessful treaty negotiations are almost barren of evidence of Chinook tribal political
activity or leadership. As early as 1870, the local superintendent of Indian Affairs
claimed that the Chinook had no chief” (PF Summary, 27). Although there was some
evidence of an Indian community at Chinookville into the 1880's and of Chinook
descendants living in Ilwaco, Dahlia, and Bay Center, there was no available evidence to
show that there were leaders who exercised political authority over the group as a whole
or in the several settlements, or that the Chinook descendants influenced these purported

leaders (PF Summary, 27).

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

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

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

Beckham’s 1985 affidavit referred to Chinook ancestors who lived in the decades before
1854, a time when there was clear evidence that there was a Chinook tribal entity.
Beckham’s summations of the probate proceedings and Jand transfers during the 1850's
and 1860's do not provide evidence of a Chinook social community or of Chinook tribal
political influence or authority in either the 19" or 20" centuries.

- 35 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Page 40 of 249
o



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

Amelia Exhibit B. A 1937 newspaper article recalling Cathlamet In pioneer days stated
that Mrs. Sarah Scarborough remembered James Bimie and other pioneer settlers;

leaders.

BIA Response. Only two passing phrases in the article “Indians trading salmon for
blankets” and “strange doings in the Indian lodges” indicated that there were Indians at

tribal entity continuing at Cathlamet in the Jate 1800's, or of triba] authority or influence

Amelia Exhibit C, A 1956 newspaper article titled, “When Is an Indian Not an Indian?”
refers to the status of the Chinook Indians in regards to fishing and hunting rights. The
article was in the record for the PF and was cited in the PF HTR, 60, as McDonald 1956.
The article referred 10 a day-long picnic at Fort Columbia State Park for members of the
Chinook Tribe at which their attorney, Malcolm S. McLeod, explained a brief he had

continuous line of chiefs since 1795, but did not name them. Comcomly was mentioned
as one of the leaders in early years. Jack Petit of Ilwaco was cited as presiding over the
1956 meeting, and the caption with the picture of Roland Charlie, of Tokeland said he
was “president of the Council of the Chinook Tribe.” No other leaders, past or present
were named in the article, nor were others involved in the “Chinook Tribe” named.

BIA Response. While these records clarify some Scarborough family relationships and
introduce the statement that “Paley Temaikami” was the daughter of Comcomly, they
primarily repeat the Scarborough heir’s claims 10 land at Scarborough Head in Pacific
County, Washington. None of the records describe an Indian settlement at Cathlamet or
elsewhere along the Columbia River after 1855. The newspaper accounts about
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Scarborough descendants in the 1970's recount tales of the pioneer settlers, lost gold
ingots, and the death of Edwin J. Scarborough in 1974. Neither article provided
contemporary evidence of a tribal entity in the 1950's or 1970's or of Scarborough family
leadership in issues beyond obtaining a settlement for the purchase of family owned
property, which had been obtained as Oregon Donation Land.

Mrs. Hansen’s June 10, 1983, statement declared that her family and the Amelia-
Scarborough-LeClair families lived in Cathlamet, and listed from her personal
knowledge the parents and grandparents of Roy Amelia. The statement did not describe
a tribal entity that may have existed in her lifetime, or provide evidence of political
influence or authority by the Scarborough family or any other Chinook families or
individuals in the 1900's.

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

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

BIA Response. All of these topics in Exhibits F and F-1 were discussed in detajl in the
PF (PF HTR, 12, 32-34, 44, 67-68; ATR 13,97, 125, 151). Neither of these letters sheds
new light on a Chinook Tribal entity that may have existed in the 20th century. None of
these documents showed significant social ties between the Chinook descendants at Bay
‘Center and Dahlia-Brookfield-Altoona. These documents do not show the Scarborough
family members in close or frequent contact with relatives or other Chinook descendants
at Bay Center. Other than occasional references to Chief Comcomly, these records did
not show Scarborough descendants in tribal leadership positions, either formal or
informal. None of these documents show social ties between the Indians at Cathlamet
and the Indians at Bay Center as asserted by the commenter.

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

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

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

The ATR referenced as its source a census made by George Gibbs in 1851. The
petitioner sent both a photocopy of the 1851 census and an annotated transcript of it
(Petitioner Ex. 439). The actual census reads: “Census of the Chinook tribe of Indians
residing on lands owned by them and lying on the Columbia River below the mouth of
the Cowelitse taken January 1851.” Gibbs then listed the name of the head of the family,
the usual place of residence and the number of males and females in each household by
age group. After listing the Chinook heads of house, he added “Chinook women,
married 10 whites,” and their usual places of residence, but did not include the number of
residents in each household. One of the Chinook women married to a white man was
“Scarboro” residing at Cape Disappointment. Neither her Indian name nor her baptismal
name was shown on this report. However, the annotated transcript submitted with
Petitioner Ex. 439 included the editorial comment: “[Mrs. Scarborough = Am-e-a-wauk
(Ann Elizabeth, Keta-lut-sin) (died 8 July 1852), who married James Allen Scarborough
(who died in July, 1854). They were married Oct. 30, 1843, Fort Vancouver.
Scarborough was ship captain for the Hudson’s Bay Company]”

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

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

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

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

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

Amelia Issue #4. Another issue in Ms. Amelia’s comments centered on her “personal
opinion” that the Quinault Nation, whose blood quantum and allotment policies showed

that “[the Chinook] are clearly considered by them as their tribal ‘enemies’,” had
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BIA Response. The commenter provided no evidence 10 support her personal opinions

Anthropology, 38-39, 56, 129) and its comments on the PF are evaluated elsewhere in
this report. There is no evidence that the Quinault “influenced” AS-]A Deer, or any of
the BAR staff. Both the petitioner and the Quinault met with the BAR on separate

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

Miller March 25, 1998, Comments. Op March 25, 1998, the Millers submitted severa]
pages of a book called Bldck Robes and Indians on the Last Froniier, by Sister Maria
Ilma Raufer, O.P., about St. Mary’s Mission at Omak, near the Colville Reservation in
north-central Washington. The text appears 1o be a letter to the President of the United
States from “We, the older Indians and Chiefs of the Colville and Okanogan tribes. ., . »
that recites the mistreatment of the Indians by the whites. Also included in this
submission were 1wo Pages from an unidentified Source, quoting an ]8th century
Delaware Indian ip the northeastern United States who was also decrying the
untrusiworthiness of the white men (Miller 3/25/1 998).

BIA Response. Neither of these Sources mention a Chinook tribe. Neither of these
Sources respond 10 the questions raised in the PF regarding criteria (a), (b), and (c) for the
decades afier 1855 unti] the present.

Miller April 4, 1998, Comments, The Apri] 4, 1998, Miller comments included 30
Pages of a report by Stephan Dow Beckham called: “Without Starutory Authority: The
Termination of the Chinook and Cowlitz Tribes” which the commenter said wag
submitted with the Chinook petition in 1987. However, this source did not appear in the
BIA’s bibliography or in the list of documents in the Chinook petition, This report does
Ot appear in the list of documents cited in the petitioner’s Jetter to the BIA in 198§
asking for a review (obvious deficiency letter) of the petition (CIT 9/5/1988). The date
on the Beckham Teport is August 16-19 1987; therefore, it wasg written or completed after
the petitioner’s two submissions in March and June 1987. However, the report jtself
4Ppears 1o be new evidence to be considered for the final determination,

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

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

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

one of the sources for the PF.

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

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

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

We regret 10 inform you that there are no such documents in this office. The first
list of federally recognized tribes was published in the Federal Register in 1979.
There is no evidence that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) considered putting
the Chinook Indian Tribe on that list. There is no evidence that the BIA made a
conscious decision 10 exclude the Chinook Tribe at that time (BIA 5/29/1998).

The commenters did not submit any evidence 1o support their assertions that the Chinook
tribe had been omitted by error from the list of federally recognized tribes. There is no
need 1o respond further 1o the FOIA request in this Final Determination.

The Miller comments identified one of its submissions as a “Citizens Petition to the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs” reporting the conditions after a negotiated treaty on
Clatsop Plains with the Indians “residing on the Lower Columbia and on the coast at the
mouth of the Columbia River, consisting mainly of Chinook, Clatsop and Tillamooks.”
This copy of the citizens petition is not signed, nor is there a list of the citizens who were
petitioning for appropriations “10 compensate the tribes and remnants of tribes.”
However, it appears to refer 10 the tribes affected by the 1851 Tansey Point Treaties. The
treaty and the relationship between the Clatsop Indians and the Chinook Indians are

comments does not add to the understanding of who was involved in the treaty
negotiations or who may have been considered to be part of a Clatsop or Chinook tribal
entity that may have continued after the treaty.

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

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

Miscellaneous Other Comments

times to the present (Leitka, received at BIA 9/10/] 997). It may be considered as
evidence in meeting (a) in that in that a federally recognized tribe recognizes the
petitioner as a Chinook tribe.
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The BIA also recejved two letters from Bent Thygesen, an anthropologist from Oregon
who did field work among non-Indian salmon gillnet fishermen on the Columbia River
between 1976 and 1979 (Thygesen 11/3/1997; 2/9/1998). Afier reviewing the finding
and treaty documents, Mr. Thygesen concluded that he had no new information to
contribute to the finding: “The petition and the supporting evidence already include what
I'know about their community and political leadership” (Thygesen 2/9/] 998).
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SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS UNDER THE CRITERIA
25 CFR 83.7 (a-g) |1978]

CRITERION A

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

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) found that the “evidence showed outside identification of a
historical Chinook tribe or band until 1855, or perhaps 1873, and identification of several
organizations of Chinook descendants since 1951 (PF Summary, 8). Because the
evidence did not show external identification of the petitioner from 1855 to the present
on a “substantially continuous” basis, the Chinook petitioner did not meet criterion (a).

In order to meet criterion (a) for the Final Determination, the petitioner needed to provide
evidence, at least, of external identifications of it as an entity between 1873 and 1951.
According to the 1978 regulations, acceptable evidence could consist of repeated
identification of the group by Federal authorities; or evidence of longstanding
relationships with State governments based on identification of the group as Indian; or
evidence of repeated dealings with a local government in a relationship based on the
group’s Indian identity; or evidence of identification as an Indian entity in courthouse,
church, or school records; or evidence of identification as an Indian entity by
anthropologists, historians, or other scholars; or evidence of repeated identification as an
Indian entity in newspapers and books; or evidence of repeated identification and
dealings as an Indian entity with recognized Indian tribes or national Indian
organizations.

Comment

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

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

The Proposed Finding noted that a historical Chinook tribe may have been identified, by
implication, by the Executive Order that expanded the Quinault reservation in 1873 (PF
Summary, 6, 8). A Chinook tribe was not explicitly mentioned by the Executive Order of
1873 (Kappler 1:923), but can be considered to have been included by the reference to
the other ““fish-eating tribes” of the Washington coast. A Federal district court

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

It was not necessary for the petitioner to respond to these conclusions and it has not
explicitly done so. Since no new information has been submitted or discovered to alter
the conclusions of the Proposed Finding, the conclusion stands that a historical Chinook
tribe was, or historical Chinook bands were, identified by external observers until 1873.

Identification 1873-1900. The petitioner has submitted several recollections of pioneer
settlers, including an account of Ralph C.A. Elliott in a 1901 newspaper article
(Petitioner Ex. 1032), a 1921 newspaper article on Indian life in western Washington at
the time of settlement (Petitioner Ex. 1060), a 1922 article by pioneer Arthur Skidmore
(Petitioner Ex. 1061), a manuscript about the settlement of Ilwaco attributed to Catherine
Herrold Troeh (Petitioner Ex. 796), and a 1952 deposition of Emma Millett Lucier
(Petitioner Ex. 854). A third party submitted a 1983 letter from Julia Butler Hansen
which provided a brief summary of the history and genealogy of the Scarborough family
(Amelia 1998). Both the Lucier deposition and a 1917 article by Skidmore which was
almost identical to his 1922 article already were in the petition documentation. Lucier’s
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1953 testimony, rather than her 1952 deposition, was cited in the Historica] Technical
Report for the Proposed Finding (HTR, 25: see also 52).

The reminiscence of Ralph Elliot, who arrived in Cathlamet in 1855, mentioned other
pioneer settlers and two chiefs, but did not describe or identify tribes (Petitioner Ex.
1032). The article did not say that a band of Chinook Indjans stil] existed in Cathlamet
or Skamokawa in 1901 when the newspaper was published. The 1921 article was a very
general historical description of Indian life at the time of settlement rather than an
identification of a tribe (Petitioner Ex. 1060). Skidmore’s 1922 article also was more a
historical account than contemporaneous observation that offered very general statements
about Indian culture rather than an identification of a specific tribe (Petitioner Ex. 1061).
These documents do not add to the discussion of 19th century tribes in the Proposed
Finding and do not extend the identification of historical tribes past 1873. Troeh'’s
manuscript described one family’s settlement at Ilwaco in 1882, but did not identify a
tribe continuing 10 exist at or after that time (Petitioner Ex. 796). Genealogical and
historical information about a single family, such as the Scarborough family, is not an

identification of an Indian entity (Amelia 1998).

The petitioner submitted a brief manuscript by Professor Stephen Dow Beckham on the
Chinook descendants who appeared on the 1900 Federal census. Beckham’s discussion
of the 1900 Federa] census, in the petitioner’s Exhibit K, makes no reference to the
discussion of the 1900 census in the Historical Technical Report prepared for the
Proposed Finding. Beckham asserts that the 1900 census “confirms” that “three primary
Chinook communities existed” (Petitioner Ex. K, 6). By this he means not that
contemporary census enumerators identified such “communities” in 1900, but that a

petitioner in 1900, either on the Federal census in 90 households in three counties of
Washington and Oregon or on the Indian census rolls of four Indian agencies (HTR

25-30, Tables 1 and 2).

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

Identification, 1900-1925. The shortcomings in the evidence for 1873-1 900 is overcome
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by the several identifications of the Chinook. The petitioner submitted four newspaper
accounts of 1907 and 1908 from the South Bend Journal and the Columbia River Sun of
Cathlamet that reported on proposed Congressional bills that offered to pay
compensation to descendants of the “three bands of Indians living in the state of
Washington along the lower Columbia River” -- the Lower band of Chinooks, the
Wheelappa band of Chinooks, and the Wahkiakum band of Chinooks (Petitioner Ex.
1038, 1039, 1041, 1043; quote from Petitioner Ex. 1039).

The 1907 article in the South Bend Journal, referred 1o the individual beneficiaries, rather
than to the tribes, who would receive payment of compensation (Petitioner Ex. 1038).
The 1908 article in the South Bend Journal reported that Secretary of the Interior
Garfield had denied the contemporaneous existence of these bands and raised doubts
whether anyone existed to receive awards for the Wahkiakum and Wheelappa (Petitioner
Ex. 1041). These articles did not identify contemporary leaders or organizations.

The petitioner also submitted two 1910 articles from the South Bend Journal that
mentioned the efforts of Indian Agent Johnson 1o take a census of Indians (Petitioner Ex.
1051, 1052). The articles referred to Indians generally rather than to a specific
contemporary tribe. Statements about Indians in Bay Center or “on the bay” were not
necessarily identifications of a Chinook Indian entity, and the articles and the agent may
both have been referring to Indians who belonged to or were affiliated with the federally
recognized Shoalwater Bay Reservation. The petitioner also submitted some
documentation about the payment to individuals of funds due to the lineal descendants of
the historical Chinookan bands (Petitioner Ex. 813, 886-892). These per capita payments
were made to individual heirs and that the identification made by the claims payment was
of a historical band in 1851, not of a contemporary Indian entity in 1914.

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

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

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

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

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

Identification, 1925 - present. The petitioner submitted a large number of documents
from the 1920's and 1930's relating to the Quinault reservation and to individual
members of the Quinault tribe or allottees on the Quinault reservation who had Chinook
ancestry. However, an identification of a Quinault tribe or of Quinault members was not
an identification of the petitioner as an Indian entity that was separate and distinct from
Quinault. An identification of individuals as having Chinook ancestry is not necessarily

an identification of a Chinook Indian entity.

The petitioner submitted several pages of vital records from the Taholah Agency for the
period from 1925 to 1931 (Petitioner Ex. 828), and about 22 pages from the period from
1941 10 1947 (Petitioner Ex. 824). The only individual in the records from 1925-1931
who was “Chinook” died at Yakima and had no known connection with the petitioner.
Other individuals who were of the “Quinault” tribe are known from other records to have
had Chinook descent, but this record did not identify a Chinook entity. Some of the
individuals listed in the records from 1941-1947 were noted as having Chinook tribal
ancestry, or ancestry from the Chinook and other tribes (e.g., Chinook-Cowlitz).

The petitioner submitted documentation from 1930 to 1939 about the census roll of the
Quinault Reservation (Petitioner Ex. 825-9, 833, 866-8, 934, 944, 993, 998). This
documentation about the Quinault census identifies a federally recognized tribe rather
than the petitioner. The census rolls may have identified the ethnicity of some
individuals as Chinook, but this did not identify the petitioning group as an entity. Most
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of the individuals listed as Chinook on the Quinau); Census are not ancestral 1o the
petitioner.

Some of the Indjan agency correspondence submitied by the petitioner showed thag in the
first vears afier the Halberi case Superintendent Sams was unsure how 10 list the new
allottees on the Quinault census or roll. This correspondence was discussed in the
Historical Technical Report (HTR, 49). The evidence shows that, despite this period of
confusion, Sams did Teportin 1933 that there had “never been - @ Census roll of the
Chinook Tribe” (Petitioner Ex. 944). The Historical Technical Report noted 1hay the

superintendent’s inquiry on this issue was resolved in 1934 when the Indian Office

that the evidence i Exhibit D meets criterion (a), bu implies that the B]A identified a .
“Chinook Indjan Tribe” by allotting jts “members.” The evidence shows only that Agent
Roblin judged the merits of individua) cases of people who claimed Chinook descent and
Were not enrolled at Quinault or another reservatijon. The evidence described in the
petitioner’s Exhijbjt D does not identify any error in the BJA’s research. However, the
1911 Act’s reference 1o “members” of the affected tribes must be given effect. The
allottees in the 1930's were eligible by virtye of being “members” of the subject tribes.

meets the requirements of criterion (a).

The petitioner submitted three newspaper articles from 1925 and 1929 ang fourteen
letters by the local Indian superintendent between 1927 and 1930 which related 10
disputes over fishing rights in the Columbia River. Although most of this documentation

alleged rights 10 fisp, in the Columbia River of a fishing crew of Quinault members led by
George Charley, a member at Quinauly and resident of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation
who sometimes was referred to as the chief of the Shoalwater Bay Indians. The
Historical Technjca] Report had observed that whep George Charley testified in these
court proceedings about 1929 he said that he was a Quinault and a Chehalis. In hijs
testimony, Charley referred to Chinooks and Chinook fishermen as “they” rather than as
“we” (HTR, 52). George Charley does not have descendants in the petitioner’s
membership.

The Correspondence of Superintendent Sams about the fishing rights litigation between
1927 and 1930 (Petitioner Ex. 902-5, 907-9, 9] 1-2, 977, 986, 989, 994-5) described
George Charley’s fishing crew ag consisting of 40 10 50 Indians from Quinault and Bay
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Center who were enrolled or allotted at Quinault. but he named no specific individuals
except for Charley and his sons. Sams said that Charley and members of his family were
all born and reared at Georgetown [Shoalwater] Reservation and allotted on Quinault
Reservation, and were considered “duly enrolled members” of the Quinault Tribe
(Petiioner Ex. 903). Although Sams sometimes referred to plaintiff George Charley and
his crew as “Chinook Indians,” the context of these letters makes it clear that Sams
asserted fishing rights on behalf of members of the Quinault and Shoalwater Bay
Reservations.

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

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

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

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

criterion (a) for 1927,

An article contemporaneous with the claims activity of the late 1920's provided a vague
description which implied the existence of a Chinook entity at this time, but, by placing it
at Bay Center, did not clearly identify it as an entity which included the majority of the
petitioner’s ancestors, who lived elsewhere. In a brief notice of an “Indian Queen”
contest in 1926, the Raymond Herald stated that a local entrant had “‘the support of the
Chinook Tribe of Bay Center” (Petitioner Ex. 1110). In a 1930 letter about an individual
enrollment matter, Superintendent Sams observed that one of George Charley’s
grandchildren had been “born at Bay Center in the Indian village at that point” (Petitioner
Ex. 991). Since the identification of the village was at the time of the child’s birth, it
would have been at some time prior to 1930,
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The litigation brought in the Court of Claims pursuant to the 1925 statute, resulted in the
Chinook Tribe taking nothing. Duwamish Indians v. United Siazes, 79 Ct. Cl. 530 (1934).
However, the Court of Claims did not dispute the standing or right of the Chinook Tribe
to be a party plaintiff, although it did disallow another tribe from doing so. Duwamish,
supra, 79 Ct. CL., at 560. The Court made specific reference 1o the 1912 grant-in-aid
starute in the course of its discussion of the merits of the Chinook claim. Duwamish,
supra, Finding XXIX, 79 Ct. Cl., at 556-560, 608. '

. Because the Proposed Finding found that the “evidence showed outside identification . . .
of several organizations of Chinook descendants since 1951~ (PF Summary, 8), it was
not necessary for the petitioner to have responded with evidence relating 10 this time
period. except, perhaps, to show the continuity of its identification consistently from one

were essentially identifications of a single tribal entity. Given the conclusion of the
Proposed Finding, it is not necessary to discuss new evidence submitted by the petitioner
for the years since 1951 in any detail.

Commission. Chinook organizations were also identified by newspaper accounts of their
meetings in 1953 (Petitioner Ex. 1158-9, 1162-3), 1956 (Petitioner Ex. 1164, 1166-7),
1957 (Petitioner Ex. 1 169), and 1958 (Petitioner Ex. 1 174). This evidence of the
identification by external observers after 1951 of claims organizations of Chinook
descendants is consistent with the conclusions of the Proposed Finding.

federal recognition.”

The Proposed Finding said, in its evaluation of criterion (a), that, “Trafzer concluded that
‘the Chinook no longer are a unified tribe.’ He identified three contemporary groups of
Chinook in the 1980's: the Chinook Indian Tribe organization, the Wahkiakum Chinook,
and the Chinook on Shoalwater Bay” (PF Summary, 7). Trafzer’s reply to Tarabochia
states: “On the issue of ‘unified tribe,” what | meant by this statement was that there have
been several Chinook groups historically based on village and area leaders. No one
Chinook leader could speak for all Chinooks. . . . Neither the Chinooks at Shoalwater
Bay or Quinault can speak for the Chinook people who remained on their sacred lands
along the Columbia” (Petitioner Ex. T).
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- Trafzer’s book was cited on only one page of 41 pages of the Summary under the

Criteria. The negative finding was not based on his book. Since the Proposed Finding
emphasized the Jack of identification of a Chinook entity between 1873 and 195] (PF
Summary, 8), Trafzer’s identification of three conemporary Chinook groups in the
1980's was not the reason the petitioner failed to meet criterion (a).

Summary Conclusion under Criterion (a)

as a contemporary tribe and the activity proceeding the 1911 legislation is sufficient to
provide the requisite identification through 1925. In the alternative, the AS-IA concludes
that the 1925 Act is an unambiguous prior Federal recognition and that CIT/CN therefore
meets the requirements of criterion 83.7(a) through 1925,

1dentified as a group or groups bringing claims on behalf of a historical Chinook tribe
against the United States. That evidence is sufficient to show that a Chinook entity was
identified on a “substantially continuous” basis between 1927 and the present. The
identifications of Chinook organizations between 1951 and the 1970's were of
organizations which did not appear to include the petitioner as a whole and do not have
clear continuity with the petitioner’s organization,

The PF did not sufficiently acknowledge the effect of the 19] ] and 1925 legislation on
the question of triba] recognition by the Federal Government. The two statutes constitute

44-45, 48-49, 54-68. This put them into an insoluble dilemma, and the responsibility for
the fact that there was not a tribal government should be squarely placed on the shoulders
of the BIA, which gave the Tribe little assistance and displayed the BIA’s own ignorance
of the law as to the recognition of tribes.

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

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

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) for the CIT/CN petitioner concludes that the petitioner meets
criterion 83.7 (b) from 1811 to 1854, based on the continuing existence of distinct
Chinook Indian villages. Using a combination of evidence 10 show people lived in
village-like settings and maintained distinct cultural patterns, it also concludes that, from
1854 1o about 1920, there was evidence that a community of Chinook Indians who had
intermarried with Chehalis Indians and whites, lived along the shores of Willapa Bay,
particularly in the town of Bay Center and on Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. This
Bay Center community met the requirements for community found in criterion (b) under
the regulations; however, this community did not incorporate the entire Chinook
population claimed as ancestors by the petitioner. Significant portions of the petitioner’s
ancestors lived in other communities along the Columbia River, 25 to 45 miles 10 the
south and southeast of Bay Center. The PF found little evidence that the Chinook people
living on the Columbia River and those in or near Bay Center formed a community under
the regulations.

Data from the 1880 Federal Census was used to demonstrate that many Chinook
descendants, including those who were permanent residents in Bay Center, were fishing
side by side in Chinookville, a village which was almost exclusively inhabited by
Chinook Indians. The year 1880 was the Jast year for which there was sufficient
evidence demonstrating that the petitioner, as a whole, met the requirements of criterion
83.7(b). The petitioner submitted new evidence during the PF comment period to
support a revised finding of continuous, significant social interaction between the Indians
living in Bay Center and the Chinook descendants concentrated in Dahlia or Ilwaco on
the Columbia River to the South t0 1950. The evidence of political organization, joint
legislation, and social interaction from 1950 to the present is also sufficient to show that
the petitioner, as a whole, met criterion 83.7 (b).

Comment

The “Guidelines for Preparing a Petition for Federal Acknowledgment as an Indian
Tribe,” which were published by the Branch of Acknowledgment and Research (BAR) in
December 1978, and were provided to every petitioner at that time, state the following
regarding 83.7 (b):

In this section the petitioning group should demonstrate that a sizeable
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number of its members live close enough 1o each other 1o meet, associate,
and conduct tribal business on a regular basis, and that they do so. One
way the petitioner can establish this is 10 show that there are social and
religious activities and meetings of organizations which are attended
entirely or predominantly by members of the group.

As shown in the PF, the geographical evidence presented in the petition was sufficient to
meet the criterion from 1811 10 1854, since the majority of the Lower Band Chinook
Indians continued to live in Indian villages with named leaders. Afier 1854, however, the
evidence was less clear in this regard. The Bureau requested additional information from
the petitioner when it stated in its obvious deficiencies letter:

It is important to improve the description of the historical community to
reflect the full criterion (see above), by supplementing the residence data

~ and analysis presented with information indicating that a distinct
community existed. It is especially important to improve the description
of the post-1900 period (BIA 11/1/1 988).

The petitioner failed to provide for the PF additional evidence as requested by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs in response 1o that letter. The PF provided a detailed overview of the
evidence previously submitied by the petitioner for the historical period prior to 1900. In
response 1o the PF, the petitioner has now provided evidence , primarily in the form of
newspaper accounts of visiting, which demonstrated that they meet criterion (b) until
1950. Moreover, the petitioner has provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that it
meets criterion (b) afier 1950, including the modem period.

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

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

The petitioner’s discussion of the 1900 Federal census, in the petitioner’s Exhibit K
(Petitioner Ex. K, 1-7), makes no reference to the discussion of the 1900 census in the
Proposed Finding or the Historical Technical Report. It lists 97 Indian households on the
1900 census in two counties in Washington State, and says that 76 households and 272
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2). In addition to an analysis of Chinook descendants on the 1900 census, the Historical
Technical Report included an analysis of the census data which considered only those
Chinook descendants who also were ancestors of the petitioner’s members.

Washington State, and says that 65 households with 270 individuals were Chinook
(Petitioner Ex. J, 7-23). It lists Chinooks and other Indians without noting whether they

reservations in Washington and Oregon, not just in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties of
Washington State.

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

reside in their aboriginal homeland” (Petitioner Ex. J, 1). The Anthropological
Technical Report concluded that, “[t]he 1920 census provides information that supports
the continuing existence of concentrations of Chinook Indians in Bay Center and Dahjja”
(ATR, 86). The Historical Technical Report made the point that the 1920 census
identified an “Indian Town” section of Bay Center (HTR, 31).

The evidence and argument in Exhibit J is consistent with the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding that there was “some evidence that the Indjans at Bay Center
maintained a separate geographical community until about 1920 (PF, 16), and that there
was “‘evidence that some of the Chinook descendants may have been living in an
exclusive (or nearly exclusive) settlement a Dahlia” (PF, 14) before the 1930's. The
evidence from this census strengthens the conclusion that an area of majority Indian
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residents (14 of 19 households) existed in Dahlia Precinct in 1920 (Petitioner Ex.J,
16-20). The Proposed Finding noted that the population of Chinook descendants living at

that an exclusive settlement there was insufficient by itself 10 demonstrate that a
substantial portion of the Chinook were part of a social community at that time (PF, 15).
While this additional evidence from the 1920 census does not show that a majority of the
petitioner’s ancestors lived in majority Indian areas at that time, it indicates that the
Chinook lived in substantial numbers in cenain geographical settlements.

Residential patierns on the 1900 and 1920 censuses do not show that the petitioner’s
ancestors were so clustered that social interaction as a distinct community can be
assumed on the basis of geographical evidence alone. Data about residential patterns,
absent actual evidence of social interaction, is insufficient to show that the petitioner’s
ancestors in these various areas in 1900 and 1920 interacted as a distinct social

Possible Social Interaction. Beckham argues that the “numbers” of Chinooks in Bay
Center, Dahlia, and Chinook- Ilwaco “were sizable and sufficient 1o sustain tribal
relations” (Petitioner Ex. K, 6). He also argues that these “communities” and Cathlamet,
were “connected by water transportation” and were “within one day’s travel or less of
each other” (Petitioner Ex. K, 6; also Ex. J, 1). Rather than providing evidence of actual
social interaction and social activitjes by ancestors of the petitioner, whether in one
settlement area or between settlement areas, Beckham’s argument is limited to
suggesting the possibility of social interaction because of the number of Chinook
descendants living in a single geographical area, and the possibility that Chinook
descendants residing in Separate geographical areas could have visited each other by
steamboat or ferry. The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice that it would need
to provide “evidence that demonstrates social interaction that involves a substantjal
portion of the group’s members” (PF, 9). These arguments that socjal interaction would
have been possible among the petitioner’s ancestors in 1900 and 1920, standing alone, do
not meet the requirements of criterion (b).

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

to address this deficiency.

A BIA analysis of the newspaper articles collected by the petitioner does show that the
Bay Center Indian community between 1910 and 1950 was distinct from the white

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Dahlia/Chinook Axis. All newspaper articles mentioning Dahlia concern the
activities of the Ducheney family line, particularly the Elliotts, Henrys and Petersens.
Although visiting between these families and relatives at Gray’s River and Skamokawa
and other visits to Astoria and Portland were documented, only one article in which
Ducheneys were mentioned referred to Bay Center.” This was a 1932 article in the
Raymond Herald. It stated:

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

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

” “Bay Center Personals” in Raymond Herald, 5/6/1932.

- 60 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Page 65 of 249



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

Mrs. Inez Webber and daughter Miss Christensen accompanied by Chester
Griffin, all of Los Angeles visited Mr. and Mrs. Paul Petit and family last
week. Other guests at the Petit home last week were Mrs. Kjos and
daughter of Seattle. Mike McDonald of Seattle and Catrell Jones of

Altoona, Washington.

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

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

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

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

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

For purposes of criterion (b) of the regulations, what matters is not how Chinookville was
brought to an end, but whether its permanent residents moved together as a group 10 a new
location and whether its seasonal residents continued to gather seasonally at a new
location. Beckham simply asserts that Indians at Chinook and llwaco on Baker’s Bay
were “direct successors to Chinookville” (Petitioner Ex. K, 5). The petitioner does not
show that the same families from Chinookville continued to live together after 1880.

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

Close family ties between parents, children and siblings would not have severed
immediately. People generally maintain ties 1o close kin until they die,'® and this
assumption should be applied in this case. For example, the Ducheney and Petit families
had lived in Chinookville. Some members of these families moved to Bay Center and
others to Columbia River communities from Chinookville. For example, Petit siblings
lived in Bay Center and in Ilwaco. Additionally, individuals moved with their spouses
after marriage, sometimes separating from their siblings or natal families. From the
Columbia River area to Bay Center, leaving close relatives behind. For example, Alex
Lucier lived at Bay Center and his sister Mary Ann lived in Dahlia. Margaret Ero married
John Pickemnell and they lived in Bay Center, while her relatives lived in or near Dahlia.
The BIA can not determine the actual number of such ties with the time and resources
currently avaijlable. The petitioner also only submitted a compilation of anecdotal
compilations drawn from the documents submitted for the Final Determination. However,
it would seem likely and the anecdotal evidence supports the contention that close
relatives would have remained in continuous contact following the diaspora from
Chinookville for another generation, allowing the petitioner to meet criteria (b) to 1910.

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

® Federal censuses are not available after 1920.

1% The assumption that first degree kin (parents, grandparents, children and siblings) maintain contact
has been used in a number of past acknowledgment decisions.
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Columbia."

After 1920, the effect of lingering kinship ties between people in Bay Center, llwaco and
Dahlia, based on close kin ties and common residency in Chinookville before 1880 can no
longer be assumed to exist. These relationships were based on close familial ties between
primary kin in Chinookville or in or among the other Columbia River communities which
were predominantly Chinook.

Affidavits, Interviews, Questionnaire Responses provide corroborating evidence that the
petitioner meets (b) 1900 - 1950. The petitioner submitied affidavits, interviews and
responses 10 a “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire.” These documents (Exhibits 1287 through
1307) corroborate the BIA anthropologist’s analysis of the newspaper articles for this
Final Determination and the analysis under (b) in the PF. Many of these documents were
difficult 10 utilize because the birthdate and residences of the respondent were not
included. However, contextual information in the documents allowed the BIA researcher
to make conclusions concemning the general time and place of events and to
cross-reference these materials with genealogical records also submitted by the
petitioner."?

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

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

Specific information provided in this questionnaire is important in
combating the Bar [sic] contentions:
1) the Chinook Indian Tribe ceased to function as a community about 1880;
and
2) the Chinook Indian Tribe ceased to exercise political authority over its

1 This evidence is insignificant. Because the Columbia river communities were bustling with economic
activity during this time period, other records, perhaps industrial records of canneries, railways, shippers,
or other industries may have documents of interest, as may certain U.S. Government agency records, such
as the Bureau of Fisheries or the Post Office.

12 A February 11, 2000 directive (“Changed in the Internal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment
Petitions” Federal Register, vol. 65, No. 29, 7052) from the AS-IA to the BIA prohibits the kind of in-
depth analysis, which characterized previous petition findings.
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members about 1870.”"?

It would be impossible to measure the effect, if there were any, this notice may have had

or not had on the respondents. Nevertheless, many of these documents contain relevant

information and appear 10 be useful in providing background for interpreting other

documents submitted by the petitioner. In general, these documents demonstrate the

gradually decreasing number of Chinook social ties from the earlier generations, when - .
entire social networks were comprised of Chinook people. to the most recent generations,

when the only Chinook ties are 10 close relatives.

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

A woman from Cathlamet who was a small child in 19] 8', said that the Indians and non-
Indians were socially segregated at school:

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

This woman described the different “Indjan communities” in Wahkiakum County:

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

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

5 Luella Messinger Christiansen, “Interview for the Purpose of Tribal Elders Questionnaire” November
4, 1997 (Ex. 1293).
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come 10 the dock 10 see what was going on...and who was visiting.'®
She continued later in the interview:

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

Her description of these places implies distance between herself and the residents of these
Indian communities, whom she refers 1o as “they.”"® She observed these communities but
did not live in one. She does not differentiate between “Indian” and “Chinook.” Her
father disapproved of her mother’s becoming involved in tribal affairs:

When I was really little mother went just once 10 a tribal meeting...it must
have been in/1918/[. M]y dad was mad at her for going...they had a rowe
[sic] about it...mother said I just want to go once to see what it is all
about..that was the last time as far as | know. My dad [ . . .] didn’t want
mother to get involved.

Mrs. Christiansen was born fifteen years afier Mrs. Lomsdalen was born. Mrs.
Christiansen lived in Dahlia on the Columbia River and Mrs. Lomsdalen lived near Bay
Center. Their experiences are surely individual. However, in the context of the entire
record, their stories illustrate the gradual decrease in the number of Chinook social ties
that many of the petitioner’s ancestors experienced when they moved away from the
predominant Chinook communities and began 1o interacted daily with non-Indians in
school, at work or in their neighborhoods.

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

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

¢ Luella Messinger Christiansen, “Interview for the Purpose of Tribal Elders Questionnaire” November
4' 1997 (Ex. 1293).

17 Luella Messinger Christiansen, “Interview for the Purpose of Tribal Elders Questionnaire” November
4, 1997 (Ex. 1293).

'8 In fact, during the fishing season, it may be that large numbers of non-Chinooks found employment in
the canneries. The tone of many of these interviews, affidavits, and questionnaire responses imply that the

petitioner’s ancestors were distinct from not only whites but also reservation residents.
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(Indian) and John Hawks(Indian). My Grandmother Catherine Petit
Colbert had a staunch personality, she was called for Jury duty in South
Bend many times, her house extended from the Front St. to the Back St.
she would not move, and held her head high."”

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

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

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

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

Pickernel Johnson. The Calhouns and the Baileys. They were all close
neighbors but above all ‘Tillicums’”.?

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

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

1 These are the same individuals who define the Chinook social set whose activities are described in the
newspaper articles.

22 Mrs. Little’s mother’s maiden name was Johnson.
#> Myntle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire,” December 12, 1997.
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were Chinooks.”* She describes that life,

We had many Chinook friends and neighbors and 1 have listed their names
on another page. We had very strong bonds of friendship and we helped
each other in any way we could. We visited in each others homes. We had
picnics, parties and dances in each others homes. We made quilts during
the winter months. In the deep depression Ferrill Johnson had a large truck
and would take us out to logged off country to pick will black berries. This
was part of our native culture and it was very special 10 us. It provided
many quarts of canned berries for winter...”?

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

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

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

24 Myrtle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire,” December 12, 1997.
25 Myrtle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Queétionnaire,” December 12, 1997.
26 Myrtle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire,” December 12, 1997.

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

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

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

My mother and father used to sell their fish to Sammy Pickernell for years
in Bay Center. My mother (and father) stated before that Lydia and James
Goodell used to take off an visit Lydia’s Indian relatives in Bay Center.
Sometimes they would be gone about 2 weeks. . . .They used to have to
catch a boat from Dahlia to Chinook or Ilwaco and 20 up through Willapa
Bay by another boat to Bay Center. There were no roads in Brookfield,

Pillar Rock or Dahlia until about 1948. All travel was by boat. Some by
Horse on trails. %

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the 1960's, he says that he visited relatives on the Quinault Reservation. By the 1970's,
this man had become involved in the Chinook Indian Council. By the 1950's, the
interviews describe interactions with other Chinooks who are not immediate relatives as
rare and remarkable. Their entrée 1o other Chinook, for many of those interviewed, is
through their parents and grandparents, rather than their own personal experiences.

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

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

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

** “Affidavit of Chief Cliff Snider,” Nov. 22, 1997, p. 4.

34 “Affidavit of Chief Cliff Snider,” Nov. 22, 1997,

*> PF Summary Under the Criteria, p. 20.

*¢ PF Summary Under the Criteria, p. 2.
7 There are no exhibit numbers on this submission.
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include significant documentation concemning 1950 0 1994, The documentation included
a few thumbnaj] sketches published in the petitioner’s newsletier, “Tillicums.” Many of

Charley family, which has no descendants in the current petitioner, was probably not a
part of the Chinook descendants’ socia] sphere defined by the coverage in the g0ssip
columns and the cemetery layout. Although the activities of George and Roland Charley
and other members of that family recejved significant press coverage during the 1920's
when Charley Jed a fishing dispute ang litigation over fishing rights at the Columbia’s
mouth, there was sti]] no evidence that the forty or so individuals referred to in news

The list of individuals testifying in the litigation included tWwo men from Ilwaco who have
descendants in the current petitioner. These men were elderly and testified about
Witnessing fishing at Peacock Spit and in the early days, rather than actually fishing
themselves in the 1920's. Severaj Charley’s and others living on the Shoalwater Bay
Reservation alsq testified. The Charley family lived at Georgetown, across Willapa Bay
and the Willapa River mouth from Bay Center. Thjs Was a reservation at the time, and it
still exists as the Shoalwater Bay Tribe, a federally recognized tribe.

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (b)

Evidence submitted by the petitioner in response to the Proposed Finding supports
continuous significant social interaction between the Indians living in Bay Center and the
Chinook descendants concentrated in Dahlia or Ilwaco between 1880 and 1950. The
social interaction in the 1930s and 1940's appear to be based on relations that were
established during earlier periods. However, it rests primarily in the older generation. As
people who had been closely connected as children and young adults in Chinookville or
Bay Center died, the succeeding generations interacted less often and intensely unti] the
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1A’s concerns regarding the post-1950 period, the AS-1A nevertheless finds evidence of
social interaction at a level sufficient to meet criterion 83.7(b) has been presented by the
petitioner.

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

CRITERION C

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

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) found that a historical Chinook tribe or bands maintained
tribal political influence over its members as an autonomous entity through the treaty
negotiations of 1855. 1t also found that the evidence did not show that the petitioner was
an entity that had maintained such political influence since that time. While there was
some evidence of local leadership at various times, the evidence did not show that any
leaders had exercised political influence over the petitioner’s ancestors as a whole.
Therefore, the petitioner did not meet criterion (c) from 1856 to the present (PF
Summary, 36).

In order to meet criterion (c) for the Final Determination, the petitioner needed to provide
evidence 10 show that it has been a continuously existing entity that has evolved from the
historical Chinook tribe, and that it has maintained political influence or authority over
its members since the treaty negotiations of 1855.

Comment

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

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

- 71 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment CIT V001 D008 Page 76 of 249



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

documentation is not directed at the time periods for which the Proposed Finding noted a
lack of evidence, or at the issues raised by the Proposed Finding about the lack of
evidence of political influence within the petitioning group over time. Most of the new
exhibits describe the activities of the Federal Government. The petitioner’s new exhibits
focus on correspondence by the superintendent of the Taholah Agency during the late
1920's and early 1930's about fishing and allotment litigation relating 10 the Quinault
reservation. and meeting minutes from the 1950's relating to the claims case on behalf of
the historical Chinook tribe against the United States before the Indian Claims

Commission.

Political Influence before 1856. The Proposed Finding concluded that, “[tJhe evidence
that the petitioner’s Lower Band of Chinook ancestors continued to live in exclusive
Indian villages until at least 1854” was sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner met
criterion (c) (PF Summary, 27). That finding assumed that “exclusive Indian villages”
maintained traditional patterns of political authority. The Proposed Finding also
concluded that the evidence that Chinook headmen had “negotiated treaties with the
Government in 1851 and 1855” was sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner met
criterion (c) for that time period (PF Summary, 27). That finding concluded that the
Government ascribed political authority and sovereignty to Chinook bands by negotiating
treaties with them. That finding also assumed that the authority of leaders to conduct
treaty negotiations was evidence of the existence of political influence and authority over
a historical village, band, or tribe.

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

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

This is not particularly surprising, and is not fatal to the petition, for several reasons.
First, the petitioner points out that political organization for the Chinooks, even prior to
1855, was based more in family groups than in central tribal chiefs, and one would not
expect them to depart from that pattern in the post-treaty era. Second, after the 1851 and
1855 treaty negotiations, the United States thought its business done with the Lower
Chinooks, displaced them from their ancestral lands, and ignored them until the early
1900's, save the Executive Order of 1873. Third, the United States was pursuing a
systematic policy of attempting to destroy the influence of traditional tribal leadership.
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Under these circumstances, the AS-IA will not ask too much in the way of documentary
evidence of political influence. Most telling. though. is the fact of Federal legislation
concerning the Chinooks in 1911, 1912, and 19125. and the considerable congressional
attention to the Chinooks at the turn of the 20th century. Given the nature of Federal
Indian policy in this period, it seems most unlikely that such legislation was in response
to individual Chinooks acting alone, or the simple largesse of the United States. Far
more likely is that the organized and persistent entreaties of the Chinook leadership,
whether formally empowered or otherwise, resulted in these congressional responses.
Significant too is the ongoing social interaction among the communities of the petitioner
found above in this FD. Therefore, the AS-1A finds the evidence adequate 10 meet
criterion 83.7(c) through 1925. '

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

Political Influence, 1925 - present. The Proposed Finding and Anthropological
Technical Report credited George Charley, chief of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation,

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

The petitioner has provided documentation of political leadership and influence almost
exclusively about George Charley. This evidence consists mostly of the correspondence
of the superintendent of the Taholah Agency who was advocating and helping 1o prepare
litigation on behalf of George Charley and his fishing crew, plus some clippings of local
newspaper articles about that litigation. The correspondence of Superintendent Sams
made it clear that he was working to protect the alleged fishing rights in the Columbia
River of the federally recognized Quinault and Shoalwater Bay Indians, many of whom
lived in Bay Center, not the fishing rights of off-reservation individuals of Chinook

ancestry.

The Proposed Finding noted that it could not substantiate the petitioner’s contention that
the Chinook had formed a formal organization in June 1925 (PF Summary, 29). No
contemporaneous evidence supports that claim. Chinook descendants did meet, however,
in April 1925 to choose representatives to sign a contract with an attorney to bring a suit
in the Court of Claims, as recently authorized by Congress. A new exhibit shows that a
Cathlamet newspaper was aware that such a meeting would be held. No other new
exhibit refers 10 any political activity or organization until 1931, when president Myrtle
Woodcock presented a resolution about the claims case to the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs.

The Proposed Finding reported that the record contained no contemporaneous evidence
that meetings of Chinook descendants were held between 1931 and 1951, though the
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claims organization in the vears between 1925 and 1931, though there is no evidence
describing how a political process within a group of Chinook descendants actually
functioned prior 10 1951.

The AS-1A concludes that the PF insufficiently analyzed the claims organizations. They
Were not merely paper creations of lawyers wanting to recover large contingent fees
when the claims were won. They were transitional political groups, which gave an
opportunity for the Chinook people to coalesce around a central goal. Although at first
voluntary organizations, they were only open 10 persons who could show a degree of
Chinook blood, and they all proved to be precursors of the formalized, complex, political
organization the petitioner now reflects. Moreover, the Chinook’s first, rather

1951, which split into two factions in 1953. Chinook Historical Technica] Report, pp.
55-57; Chinook Anthropology Technical Report, pp. 98-100, 103-114. Although the two
~ groups were at firs concerned primarily with the claims case, the constitutions adopted
by the two factions were governmental in nature, and were not confined 10 pursuing
litigation. Chinook Historical Technica] Report, p. 59. For example, the Chinook Tribes,
Inc., concerned itself with the hand]ing of human remains and artifacts, and expressed an
interest in further archzlogical investigation of their past. Chinook Historical Technical

organizing to Support their claims, the Chinook grew from an embryonic politica] entity,
mobilizing its members and their resources for a Eroup purpose, and even the internal
factionalization provided in 25 C.FR. § 83.7(c)(1)(v) has not been absent. Coupled with
the overarching fact that the Chinook were legislatively recognized on two occasions, the
political influence criterion, section 83.7(c), has been met in the judgment of the AS-]IA.

Anthropological Technical Reports. This documentation confirms that organizations
existed and held meetings during the 1950's.
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its evaluation of criterion (c), so reliance on Trafzer’s book was not the reason the
petitioner failed 10 meet criterion (c) in the PF.

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

Summary Conclusion under Criterion (c)

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

A claims organization existed in the late 1920's and early 1930's that pursued the legal
and political objectives of the petitioner as a group. The claims organizations were
transitional tribal governing bodies, and the evidence shows an evolving political
structure, which, paradoxically, is confirmed by the factional split between 1951 and
1958. There is evidence for the years between 1951 and 1970 that two organizations
were active to pursue a claims case, agains providing a structure that pursued the group
political and legal goals of the tribe. An examination of their organic documents show
that the claims groupings were concerned with matters of wide-spread interest affecting
the community as a whole, and were not merely instrumentalities for the pursuit of
claims. During recent decades the petitioner has had a formal political organization.

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

83.7(d) A copy of the group’s present governing
document, or in the absence of a written
document, a statement describing in full the

- membership criteria and the procedures through
which the group currently governs jts affairs and
its members,

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding concluded that the petitioner met criterion (d). The petitioner
submitted a certified copy of'its constitution which was dated June 16, 1984. The

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (d)

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

CRITERION E

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

Proposed Finding

The PF concluded that approximately 85 percent of the 1995 membership list descended
from either the Wahkiakum, Willapa, Kathlamet, or Lower Band of Chinook or the
Clatsop tribe of Indians who were treated by the Federal Government in 1851. It also

49
CIT V001 D008 Page 81 of 2

d States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment

United Stal



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

Chinook descent. The PF also concluded that although she may not have been Chinook
by descent, that she was connected through her in-laws 1o the Chinook families. and lived
near other Chinook descendants. She appeared 1o have been accepted as a part of the
Chinook community in which she lived. However, the PF also stated that the
descendants of Rose LaFramboise did not meet the group’s own membership criteria, and
suggested that the petitioner submit evidence 10 establish her Chinook descent or
evidence that the council had resolved the conflict between the enrollment ordinance and
the group’s actual practices.

The PF concluded that as a whole, the petitioner met criterion (€).
Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (e)

The petitioner did not provide an up-date of its 1995 membership list; however, it still
meets this criterion. Should the petitioner become acknowledged, it will need 10 make
current its membership list by removing the names of any deceased members, adding the
names of the children born since 1995, and making any other minor corrections that may
be necessary.

The petitioner submitied notes from Charles Roblin’s interviews in 1917 with members
of the LaFramboise, Ero, and Durival families. However, none of these notes identified
the parents of Rose LaFramboise, or provided evidence not already reviewed in the PF.

The petitioner did not submit evidence of council action regarding adopting these Rose

LaFramboise descendants or otherwise clarifying its actual membership practices.

Although there is still a question about the actual Chinook descent of Rose LaFramboise,
the Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation has provided sufficient evidence that 1ts
membership as a whole descends from the historical lower Band of Chinook, the
Wahkaikum, Willapa or Kathlamet bands of Chinook. The AS-IA concludes that the
petitioner as a whole meets criterion 83.7(¢).

CRITERION E

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

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding concluded that 5 percent of the petitioner’s members were enrolled
in the Quinault tribe. However, the petitioner was principally composed of persons who
were not members of any federally acknowledged North American Indian tribe.
Therefore, the petitioner met criterion 83.7(f).
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Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (f)

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

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

CRITERION G

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

Proposed Finding

In 1954 Congress passed the western Oregon termination act that applied to all historical
tribes and their individual members prohibiting the establishment of a Federal
relationship. Because the Clatsop Tribe was identified as being south of the Columbia

River, in western Oregon, a Federal relationship with members of the petitioning group
that descend solely from their Clatsop ancestors are prohibited from receiving Federal
services because of their status as Indians. This prohibition did not apply to the members
of the petitioning group who have mixed Chinook and Clatsop ancestry. It affects only
about 3 percent of the petitioner’s membership.

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

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (g)

The Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation provided evidence in that it has not been

- 78 -
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terminated by congressional legislation and with the exception of the 3 percent o the
membership who are exclusively Clatsop descendants, the petitioner’s membership has
not been forbidden a Federal relationship. The AS-IA concludes that the petitioner meets
criterion 83.7(g).

FINAL DETERMINATION

The AS-1A therefore concludes that the petitoner meets all seven of the criteria and
should be federally acknowledged. Were it not for the efforts of the BAR and others in
the Department, the AS-IA could not have made a positive determination on this petition.
BAR’s efforts 1o organize and analyze the disjointed presentation of information by the
petitioner made an orderly review by the AS-1A possible. The petitioner exhibited a
misunderstanding of the nature of unambiguous prior Federal recognition, and its
submissions afier the PF were in large part unresponsive to the concemns expressed in the
PF. Were it not for the acts of Congress in 1911, 1912, and most importantly, 1925, it
would not have been possible to make a positive determination on the evidence
presented. The strength of the genealogical information developed and analyzed by BAR
was also a telling factor. Thus, the petitioner’s criticism of BAR were unfounded; but for
BAR'’s efforts, a positive determination would not have been possible. The evidence on
criteria (a), (b), and (c) was spotty and ambiguous for certain periods, and in the
Judgment of the AS-1A, it was sufficient only when read in light of the three acts of
Congress noted above, and especially the 1925 Act.
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DETERMINATION - SUMMARY CHART

CHINOOK INDIAN TRIBE/ CHINOOK NATION (CIT/CN): FINAL
C RITERION (a) - A statement of facts establishing that the petitioner has been identified [ 1 on a substantially
continuous basis, as “‘American Indian” or “aboriginal” (25 CFR 83.7(a) [1978)).

evaluated under the original regulation

rom historical times until the presen

s adopted in 1978.

Note: When revised acknowledgment regulalions were adopied in 1994, the petitioner chose 10 be
55, or perhaps 1873, and

historical Chinook tribe or band until 18
xternal identification of the petitioner from 1855 1o the present on d
nal Determination, the petitioner needed 10 provide ‘
nce could consist of repeated identification of the
evidence of repeated dealings with a local
rds: or evidence of identification as an
repeated identification and

it considered relevant (o

sevidence showed outside identification of a
" 1t also found that the evidence did not show €
n (a). In order 10 meet criterion (a) for the Fi
g 10 the 1978 regulations, acceptable evide
identification of the group as Indian; or
ity in courthouse, church, or school reco
n newspapers and books: or evidence of
y identify or label the new exhibits that

osed Finding (PF) found that the
hinook descendams since 1951.
hinook petitioner did not meet criterio
ity between 1873 and 1951. Accordin
onships with Stale governments based on
evidence of identification as an Indian ent
repeated identification as an Indian entity i
2ations. The petitoner did not specificall

Summary of the Evidence: The Piop
idemtification of several organizations of C
substantially continuous basis. Therefore, the C
1, of external identifications of it as an ent
lies: or evidence of longstanding relati
ed on the group’s Indian identity; o
ians, or other scholars; or evidence of
Indian tribes or national Indian organi

evidence, at leas
group by Federal authori
government in a relationship bas
indian entity by anthropologists, histor

dealings as an Indian entily with recognized
those identifications of individuals were not identifications

nding, while many others were new documents

In general, the new exhibits either referred to individuals, rather than t0 a group as

ian Reservation, although the Indians of the Quinault reservation were an

ok entity from 1873 10 1924. The petitioner has provided examples
a “substantially continuous” basis from 1927 10 1951.

mes until the present” on a “substantially continuous”

d as Chinook descendants. However,

criterion (a).
e that some individuals were identifie
ously been evaluated in the Proposed Fi

The petitioner has provided some new evidenc
of a Chinook Indian entity. Several of the exhibits submitted for the Final Determination had previ
which added little information 0 issues which had been described and evaluated in the Proposed Finding.
required by the regulations. of referred 1o individual Chinook descendants who were allotiees on the Quinault Ind
entity different from the petitioning group. The petitioner has failed to provide new evidence of identifications of a Chino
of identifications of a Chinook claims entity in 1925 and 1927. That evidence, however, does not identify a Chinook entity on
Therefore, the evidence in the record does not show that the petitioning group has been identified as an Indian entity “from historical 0

basis.
Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
1792- PF Summary. 4 Historical travelers identified historical bands of The conclusions of the Proposed Finding | ln its response 10 the Proposed Finding, the I_m_cw.nw_ .O.:..:ccr bands
1850s Chinook Indians. stand unless revised by new evidence. petitioner did not need (o provide additional were identified by external
PF HTR, 7-14 evidence that historical bands of Chinook Indians observers prior 10 the
were identified prior 10 the 1850's 1850's.
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Chinnok - Finat Oo.n::r:.:c:n Criterion (a)

ﬁ Form of Evidence

1851-1853

Description Rule / Precedent

PF w:EBES 5

The conclusions of the Proposed Finding
stand unless revigey by new evidence.

Historical Chinook bangy
PF HTR, 15-20

were identified by the
Government jn 1851 any
1855.

nd.;

Letter from Julia Butter

Samish amended FD 1995 4, ang Although Hansen was a State fepresentative, this way Information aboy
probably Hansen 1o “Whom It May Duwamish pf 1996, 3, 4, noted that

refers 1o Concern,™ 6/10/19g3

1850r5.

(Amclia 1998)

a private letter regarding what she knew ot the

history and 8encalogy of her triends and former
neighbors. [t has individual genealogi
not the identification of 5 group. Min
born in 1896, any his son w,
was not an official stare e
entity in the carly 1900's
Statement in 1983,

Criterion (a) requires the identification of

individuals does not meey
‘an entity or Broup, not just individyals,

criterion (a),

19205

cal data, bu js
80 Amelia was
as born in 1920, This
cognition of a Chinook

or when Hansen wroe the

Newspaper article from
Skamokawa Eagle,
Wahkiakum County
10124/19¢) (Ex. 1032

Pioneer Ralph C.A. Etiou, b. 1826. recalls hig
artival in Cathlame in 1853, where he met James
Birnic, who had 5 little store “and who had grea
influence with the Indians." Ralph and his brothee
John took up donation land claimg and settled at
Cathlamer, They knew D:..&.mwu:.:_ai... and Chicf
Quillis, who lived by hunting and fishing. Other
pioncer settlers are named, and a few Elljoq family
members,

Elderly non-lIndian residents of the area
-+ - recall the Choctaws as a constang
Presence in the Community (Jena
Choctaw PF 1994, 2.3), byt also see the
principal applied in identification of an
Indian entity by Federal authoritics
concerning claims: “Although it includeq
the HPL. | it wag a Potawatomi
descendancy claims roll and noy
exclusively 3 description of the Hpy™
(Huron Potawatom; PF, 4).

Information which does ao
identify an Indian entity
does not mee( criterion (a).

1ans in Pacific ang
counties in the mid-1800's. This article
does not nume the tribes Quillis ang Skamokawa
belonged 10 or fame any other members of the tribes,
50 it is not clear what entity way identified as having

existed in the mid-{9¢h century. The aryj

was written. This article does not change the
findings of the PE.

Newspuper article
[handwritten on copy:
Raymond Herald, Pacifi;
County, 121221192
(Ex. 1060)

“Article, “Bysh Writes About the Indians,” by L.L.

Elderly non-Indian residents of the area
Bush. Very 8eneral description of Indian life in

- - recall the Choctaws as 5 constant
presence in the community (Jena
Choctaw PF 1994, 2.3), bur also see the
principal applied in identification of an
Indian entity by Federal authorities
concerning claim, Although it inciudeq
the HPI . Was a Potawatom
nnv.n...:a::cw claims rolf and not
exclusively 3 description of the HP[™
(Huron Potawatom; PF, 3).

This article provides a
vague identitication of
historical entity at the time
of Lewis and Clark, but
does not extend an
identitication of a historical
tribe beyond the mid-19¢h
cenlury,

armived. States thay the Indians were very fricadly

with the whites, and quickly assimiluteq. “Ido awt
recall secing a blanket [ndian as late as 1880 " The
only specitic mention was, “The last of the very old
Indians of Shoalwaer Bay died lug week,
Taholah, the widow of Deaf George. ..
to be close 10 100}

ul not to »
g loexistin 192),

over uf
"l age thought
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Date Form of Evidence Description
I,[[f/
166 Manuseript airibuied 10 Story of the Colbert House in Hw
(11

1873

1877-
1900's

]

rmination: Criteric

Catherine Herrolg Troeh
concerning Colbert House
in ltwaco, WA, but last
page of story says Beisey
Trick and Charlowe Davis
of Hwaco furnished the
information (Ex. 796)

PF Summary, 8

PFHTR, 21.22.4 1-42, 80

Raymond Herald, Pacific
County [handwrinien date,
712811922) (Ex. 1061)

Not new evidence: sce
similar ariicle ( 1917y in
Petitioner's PF Ex. 7§

v/!/
Newspaper anicle,

n (a)

aco belonging 10
Mary Anne, the
Chinook. Includes a history of
Y in the ares and the family’s
ie, OR. where they stayed until
1866. Talks about in-laws and neighbors at French
Prairie, and a daughter and son-in-Jaw Petit who
moved 10 Chinookville in 1866 0 set up a siore. An
Aubichon granddaughicr, Catherine, moved 10
Hwaco in 1882, began to build their house, using
lumber from the old Fouse a1 Chinookville. This
information was furnished by Beisy Trick and
Charlotie Davis, grand-daughiers of Catherine Petit
Colbert who was born in 1853 in Butteville, married
in Asloria in 1870, moved 10 Chinookville in 1872,
and then 10 llwaco in 1882, where they buil the
house described in the article.

the descendants of Aubichon and
cousin of Comcomly,
Hudson Bay Compan
move 10 French Prair

he Proposed Finding noted ihat a historical
Chinnok tribe may have been identified, by
implication, by the Executive Order 1hat expanded
the Quinault reservation in 1873,

Article, “The Indians of Yesterday,” by Arthur E.
Skidmore, a local 50-year resident, descrihes
domestic life for the Indians in the 1870's in very
general terms. Says that the Indian population has
been reduced from 200-300 10 two or three dozen.
Names only Bob “Solikie." & “Satsop Indian” and a

resident of Georgelown Reservation. Says 1hat, “The
Indians that lived here belonged 10 several wribes, but

principally the Chinooks, Satsops and Chehalis
tribes...”

Rule / Precedent

Samish amended FD 1995, 4. and
Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted thar

an entity or group, not just individuals.

/[’/n
T The conclusions of the Proposed Finding
stand unless revised by new evidence.

]
Elderly non-Indian residents of the area
- - - recall the Choctaws as a consiant
presence in the community (Jena
Choctaw PF 1994, 2-3), but also see the
principal applied in identification of an
Indian entity by Federal authorities
concerning claims: “Although it included
the HPI . . . it was a Potawatomi
descendancy claims roll and not
exclusively a description of the HP]"

(Huron Potawatomi PF, 4.

-

criterion (a) requires the identification of

Issue 7 A nalysis

is is a secondary source that js heipful in show
when a fa

and moved 10 liwaco. It co
when old Chinookville w

least one family went. hur i does not identify a
Chinook tribe afier :;c..

nfirms the 1ime period

Chinaok tribe was not ex
Executive Order of 1873, by
have been included by the r
“fish-cating tribes” of the

plicitly mentioned by the
ut can be considered 19
eference (0 the other
Washingion coast.

See PFHTR, 21-22,41-42, 80.

This was not a coniem
the 19" century,
very g

poraneous identification from
but a secondary source describing in
eneral terms the historical Indian cuhwre of
Pacific County. I referred to the Chinook 1ribe in
the past tense. 11 did not describe any of the current
11922) popuiaiion as continuing 10 live in tribal
relations. Bob “Solikie" is likely 10 have been Bob
Silackie, the Clatsop Indian who was among the

1881 assignees a1 Shoalwater Bay Reservation
Georgetown). Sce the PF Anthropological

Technical Report, Table 2 [p.45).

ing
mily of Chinook descent lefi Chinaokville

as abandoned, and where ai

A

e ————— ]

Cunclusion
Thi

|

Inturmation abou
individuals does nog meei
criierion (a).

—

By implication, a historical
Chinook tribe was identified
by the Government in 1873.

This article provides a
vague identificanon of o
historical enuty ca. the
1870, but does not exiend
an identification of a
historical tribe beyvond the
late- 19th century. This
article does not meet
criterion (a).

S
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nation: Criterion (3)

Date

Form of Evidence

1880's ca.

Deposition of Emma Millett
Lucier, 4/24/1952 (Ex. 854)

Not new evidence; see
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 530.
See also: Luscier’s 1953
testimony in Ex. 606 [cited
in PF as Luscier 1953].

Description

-4 -

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Emma Lucier, b. 1863, daughter of Sam Millett
(1833-1913], was born at Kelso when her father was

Chinook “fishing around McGowan. WA. before
D.J. McGowan began his operations™ and “'[ saw
members of the Chinook Tribe working in the
oysters at Brucepoint.” Says she “knew Mr. Russell
who paid the Indians for oysters with guns, dishes,
hardware and traps.” “Many Indians were working
at Willapa harbor, consisting of Chinook and
neighboring tribes.” No dates given.

fishing on the Cowlitz. Sam was a Kathtamet Indian | pet

and was born on the Columbia River. Describes sel
external sources under 83.7(a) (Matche-e-

be-nash-she-wish FD 1998, 7-8).

Some of the {third party] comments
which mentioned the ‘identity” of the

ner referred (o the petitioner’s own
entification. not to identification by

Information from a member or ancestar of the
petitioning group is not an identification by an
external observer. This deposition cites no specific
dates, but from the mention of “before McGowan's
operations” and Mr. Russell. it is probably referring
(0 a time ca. 1880. Sam Milleut died in 1913, This
does not identify an Indian entity in 1952 when the
deposition was made, but 1 2 recollection of
Luscier’s youth.

See PF Historical Technical Report (HTR), 25, 32,

Conclusion

Information from a member
or ancestor of the
petitioning group does not
meet the requirements of
criterion (a).

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

[nformation which does not

1880's ca.

Anonymous, undated,
refecence articte on
Chenookville (Ex. 1134)

Brief account of the history and demise of
Chenookvitle, which was located on the Columbia
River. “By the 1880's nearby McGowan
overshadowed the older seulement and erosion was
rapidly removing buildings from the shrinking

nd..
ca. 1900

Photograph of St. Mary's
Church. McGowan, WA
(Ex. 197)

Not new evidence, sce
Petitioner's PF Ex. 205.

S

This photograph includes several people, but nu one
is named, and therefore it is not known whether these
people are the petitioner’s ancestors. A hand-written
note on the photo says. »$1. Mary's Church.
Chinooks {can't readl side Church 1880-1920." The
handwriting does not appear 10 be contemporary to
the photograph. McGowan was at Scarborough’s
Head. along the Columbia River between Chinook
Point and Point Ellice, near the village of
Chinook[ville], Pacific County.

.

I

beach.”

This article makes no mention of who resided at
Chinookville in the late 1880's or statement that the
Chinook [ndians continued 1o live there.

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

The PF Anthropological Technical Report, 62, refers
10 the petitioner’s association with the Shaker
Church at Bay Center, but the petitioner did not
provide records from St. Mary’s Church or other
sources to identify a community of Chinook {ndians
who attended St. Mary’s. Since this photo does not
provide names of individuals, it cannot be
gdetermined that this picture represents the ancestors
of the petitioner. Even it all were ancestors, they
were only a fraction of all ancestors. This

This photograph does not
meet criterion (2).

photograph does not identify a Chinook entity.
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———

Pewtioner's Exhibit K:
Beckham, “1900 Census”

PF HTR, 25.30

PF HTR, Tabies 1-3
Census 1900 |Federal
Population Census,

microfilm T-623, RG 29,
National Archives)

—_—
Form of Evidence

Description

In Exhibit K, Beckham asserts that the 1900 Federal
census “confinms” thal “three primary Chinook
communities existed” (p.6). By this he means not
that contemporary census enumerators idenified
such “communities” in 1900, but thal a modern
rescarcher can do so. Beckham Jisis 97 Indian
households on the 1900 census in Iwo counties in
Washingion State, and says that 76 households and
272 individuals were Chinook (p.11-32).

The Hisiorical Technical Report noted the presence
of 333 descendants of the 185} historical Chinookan
bands and 91 ancestors of the petitioner in 1900,
either on the Federal census in 90 houscholds in
three counties of Washingion and Oregon o1 on the
Indian census rolls of four Indian agencies.

12/2711907{ Newspaper article, South

Bend Journal, Pacific
County (Ex. 1038)

—_—

— ]

5.

Rule / Precedem

lssue / Analysis

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, held that
evidence was nol “relevan; to criterion (a)
because it deals with the identification of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group's
Indian identity.”

Huron Potawatomi PF 1995, 4, and
Maich-e-be-nash-she-wish PF 1997, 3.
accepied as evidence of an identificaon
of an Indian entity the explicii statements
on the 1880 census that “Here Ends the
Indian Village, or Hamle: - of the
“Patowatamies of Huron®,” or that
individuals were lisied as residenis of an
“Indian Colony.”

Conclusion

Beckham's discussion of the 1900 Federal census, in
Exhibit K, ignores the discussion of the 1900 census
in the Historical Technical Report prepased for he
Proposed Finding. The 1900 census evidence
submitied in Exhibit K was considered and analyzed
for the Proposed Finding. and is nol new evidence
Beckham lists Chinooks and other Indians without
noting whether they were ancesiral to the petitioning
£1oup. Beckham lists people considered by the
petitioner 10 be Chinook descendants, not people
identified on the census as “Chinook™ or as “Indian.”
In 1900. the census enumerators listed some of these
individuals as Indians, but did not refer 10 an Indian

community or group. The petitioner’s Exhibit K
does not show otherwise.

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

A descendancy roll, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the result of a
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commission, was compleled in 1984,
Although it included the HP) [Huron
Potawaiomi Inc.} it ... wasa
Potawatomi descendancy claims rol) and
not exclusively a description of the HPJ”
(Huron Potawatomi PF, 4).

See the PF Historical Technical Report, 32-38, for a
discussion of these claims bills. This newspaper
article does not add new information thal would
show bands or a tribe of Chinook existed in 1907,
This article does not name any leaders or members,
or provide evidence that the benef; aries of the bills
were part of a continuing Iribal entity.

Because the census lisied
individuals and made no
explicit reference. or
implied reference, 10 an
Indian group, this census
classification of some
individuals as Indians does
not meet the requirements
of criterion (a)

Because this article refers 0
historical tribes, rather than
10 contemporary tribes or
groups, it does not meet
crilerion (a) for 1907 .

17771908 | Newpaper article, Columbia
River Sun. Cathlamet,
Wahkiakum County

(Ex. 1039)

“Money for Indians™: “Senator Fulion has
introduced three bills which are of great interest 10 a
number of people residing in Wahkiakum and
Pacific counties. These bills provide for final
seitlement with three hands of Indians living in the
state of Washingion along the lower Columbia
river.” The rest of the anicle is esxentially the same
2s the 12/27/1907 article in the South Bend Journal
|Ex. 1038)

A descendancy roli, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the result of a
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commission, was completed in 1984.
Although it included the HP] |Huron
Potawatomi Inc.) it ... wasa
Potawalomi descendancy claims roll und
not exclusively a description of the HPJ”
(Huron Potawatomi PF, 4).

The anicle implies that a number of people in Pacific
and Wahkiakum counties would benefit from these
bills, but does not name them or any organization
that might represent them (such as a tribe). See the
PF Historical Technial Report, 32-38, for a
discussion of these claims bills. This newspaper
arlicle does not add new information thai would
show bands or a tribe of Chinook existed in 1908
This anicle does not name any leaders or members,
or provide evidence that the beneficiaries of the bills

were parl of a continuing tribal entiy.

Because this articie refers w
historical tribes, rather thun

10 contemporary Iribes or
groups, it does not meet
cniterion (a) for 1908
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Chinook -

M5/1910

7221910 Newspaper article Anonymous items in
[handwritten on copy: South | Johnson from the Py
8end Journal, ubw\_c_o_ Friday and Saturday
(Ex. 1052) item mentions Adam

Taholah was brough(

River Sun, Cathlamer,
Wahkiakum County
(Ex. 1043)

Final Determination: Criterion (a)

Form of Evidence Description
Newspuper article, Soush
Bend Journal, Pacific
County (Ex. t041)

“Chinook Claim

Newpaper article, Columpig

government”
Lower Band o
bands.

Newspaper article
[handwritten on copy: South
Bend Journal, 11 5/1910)
(Ex. 1051)

Indians in Southwe
Thursday on his wa

Population.

“Money for Indians™:
introduced a bilf 1o pr
tribes designated for |

Base

“H. H. Johnson, Indian Agentin charge of a)f
stern Washington, wag here

¥ 10 visit the [ndians down the
bay.” He €Xpects an increase in the Indian

taking the census ™

Hawks un Indian, who died at

10 BC for burial.

less / Garfield 3ays Agreement
o Buy Their Land Never Ratified™;

Congressman Cushman
ovide payment “to the Indian
ands transferred to the

[by unratified treatics of 1851); the

f Chinook, Wahkiakum and Wheelapa

“Bay Cenire™ column. Agen
yallup Indian School “was here

not exclusive

A descendanc

1978 decision

Potawatomi de
not exclusively
(Huron Potawy

that criterion (a

Band of Indians

Grand Traverse
that criterion (a)
that Federal off
Ottawa and Chip
which specifical)
Band of Indians.

The second

Samish amendey

A descendancy roll, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the result of a
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commission, was completed in 1984,
Although it included the HPI [Huron
Potawaromi Inc.jit... wasa
Potawatom descendanc

that Federyl officials

Ouawa and Chippewa Indians in 1908
which specificall ¥ included the Teaverse

Duwamish P 1996. 3. 4, noted tha
criterion (a) fequtres the identifi
an entity or group, not Just indiy

ly a description of the HP(

(Huron Potawatomi PF, 4).

y roll, prepared by the

Michigan Agency, BIA, as the resuly ofa

on the Indian Claims

Commission, was completed in {9834,
Although it included the HP{ [Huron
Potawatomi Incjit... wasa

scendancy claims rolf and
2 description of the Hp("
tomi PF, 4).

Grand Traverse Band PF 1979, 4, found

) was not met by evidence
took a census of

Band PF 1979, 4, found
Wits not met by evidence
als took a census of
Pewa [ndians in 1908

y included the Try verse

FD 1995 4. any

cation of
duals,

y claims roll any

Ppetitione

from the

Repor, |

This article

entity, except
Shoaiwater B

deczased ang
entity,

This article my
82 percent of the CIT/CN mem

4 percent of the membery

5« and about 8 percent from Wahkiakum ang
Kathlame: ancestors (PF

Report, 32.38, for a disc
The Secretary denied (h
of these Chinookan bands.

See the PF Historical Technical Re
discussion of these claims bills,
add any new

to all Indians in 50

These two items trom

(Ex. 1051, 1052) show that the fndian Ageat was
taking a census of In
Although this confir,

The second itern does

y have little applicability to the
r. The Proposed Finding found thas about
bership descends
Lower Band of Chinouk. Only about

hip descends from Willapa

Because this article did noq
identify contemporary
Indian 8roups or entities, i
does not meey criterion (a)
for 1908,

Genealogical Technical

he PF Historical Technical
ussion of these claimg bills.

€ contemporancoys existence

7-18, 21). See

port, 32-38, for a

Because this article refers 1o
This article does aot

historical tribes, rather than
to contemporary tribes or
8roups, it does not meet
criterion (a) for 1908,

1S 00U SPecific 1o the Chinook but refers

Because this arjcfe does not
uthwestern Washington. “Down

identify an [ndian entity it
does not meet criterion (a),

the South Bend Journal Information abou

individuals does not meet

dians living ar Bay Center. criterion (a).

ms what was already shown in
nding, it provides ng few evidence of
N of a sepurate Chinook tribe or
perhaps for the federatly recognized

ay tnibe. which is nog the petitioner.

Avt mention the (ribe of the
refers to an individual rather than 10 an
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Chinuok - Finat Determination: Criterion

o]

912201914

1920

Form of Evidence
b -

Letter from Supt. 10 C1A
(Ex. 813)

Petitioner’s Exhibit J:
Beckham, 1920 Census™

PF HTR, 31

Census 1920 |Federal
Population Census,
microfilm T-625, RG 29,
National Archives)

(a)

—

Description

.7,

R

ule / Precedent

Superintendent a1 the Taholah Agency comments on
an individual apphication for a fishing lease under the
regulations of the Quinaull Reservation. He notes
that the individual applicant has applied for a share
of the funds 10 be paid to descendants of the
“Chinook band of Indians "

Issue / Analvsis

A reference 10 a historical iribe is not an
identification of a coniemporary entiy

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish PF 1997. 4.
held that: “The Taggan Roll which was
prepared by the BIA in 1904 45 a
tonsequence of the Potawatomi claims
suit was not, per se, an identificaton of
the Allegan County Indian settlement,
although the members of the senlemen

with Potawatomi ancestry were included
oni."”

In Exhibit J, Beckham asserts that the 1920 Federal
census showed that two settlement areas, Bay Center
and Dahlia, “were distinctly Indian™ (p-1). Thisis
Beckhamn's judgment as a modern fesearcher. not the
Judgment of a comemporary observer in 1920.
Beckham lists 68 Indian households on the 1920
Census in two counties of Washingion Siate, and says
that 65 households with 270 individuals were
Chinook (pp.7-23). Beckham notes that the census
enumeraior in 1920 “identified part of the village |of
Bay Center] as *Indian Town'™ (p.2).

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

Conclusion

The 1914 claims payment was a per capita payment
10 the descendants of the historical hands of
Chinook. Paymenis were made 10 individuvals rather
than 10 an Indian entity. The idemtification by the
claims payment was of a hisiorical band in 1851, not
of acontemporary Indian entity in 1914,

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

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, held that
evidence was not “relevant 10 criterion (a)
because it deals with the identification of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
exiernal identification of the group s
Indian identity.”

Huron Polawatomi PF 1995, 4, and
Maich-c-be-nash-she- wish PF 1997, 3.
accepted as evidence of an identification
of an Indian entity the explicit statements
on the 1880 census that “Here Ends the
Indian Village, or Hamlet - of ihe
‘Patowalamies of Huron’,” or thai
individuals were lisied as residents of an
“Indian Colony.”

Information abou
individuals does not meer
criterion {a).

Beckhan's discussion of 1he 1920 Federal census, in
Exhibit J, ignores the mention of the 1920 census in
the Historical Technical Report prepared for the
Proposed Finding. Some of the 1920 census
information in Exhibit J is new evidence. Beckham
lists Chinaoks and other Indians withous noling
whether they were ancestral 1o the petitioning group.
Beckham hsis people considered by the pelitioner 10
be Chinook descendants, not people identified on the
census as “Chinook™ or as “Indian.” This evidence
shows that in 1920 the census enumeralors lisied
sume of these individuals as Indians.

The six “Indian" households listed as “Indian Town"

_in Bay Cenier constituted only a small percentage (6

of 68) of all the households of Chinook and other
Indian descendants identified by Beckham on the
1920 census. The six households in “Indian Town"
were a minority (6 of 23) of the Chinook and other

Indian households identified by Beckham in Bay
Center itself.

some individuals as Indians
does not meel the
requirements of

Criterion (a).

Although the census
enumerator's reference 1o
“Indian Town" was un
identification of an Indian
2roup, it was not an
identification of the
petilioner as a whole

This census classification of
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

Date

1071922

Form of Evidence

Per capia payment form tor
Rose Gricks and related
documentation (Ex. 886-

892)

10/8/1924

]

Description

8-

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Voucher for per capita payment {Ex.886] to Rose
Gricks as a lincal descendan of the Lower Chinook
band. Letter by Superintendant Sams, 11/2/1922
[Ex. 887] says that paymentis due Gricks as “heir of
Mary Kelly and Judith D Piers, deceased, for
inherited shares of per capita payment...."

A reference 10 a historical tribe is not an
idenutication of a contemporary entity.

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish PF 1997, 4,
held that: “The Taggart Roll which was
prepared by the BIA in 1904 as a
consequence of the Potawatomi claims
suit was not, per se, an identification of
the Allegan County Indian settlement,
although the members of the settlement

with Potawatomi ancestry were included
onit”

The 1914 claims payment was a per capita payment
to the descendants of the historical bands of
Chinook. Payments were made to individuals rather
than to an {ndian entity. The identification by the
claims payment was of a historical band in 1851, not
c_.ur.c_._n:_ucn.._q« Indian eritity in 1914 (or 1922).

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

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

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

Letter from Taholah Agency stating that there were
719 Indians “on Quinault.” but that less than 150
lived on the reservation, with the others scattered at
Bay Center, Seattle, Tacoma, Portland, and all over
the northwest. The agent does not have their
addresses. There ace 490 “unattached Cowlitz
Indians™ under his jurisdiction, also scattered.

Snohomish PF 1953, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish| petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Rescrvation, Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Burcau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. . . .

This report included Chinook descendants and many
non-Chinook individuals enrolled at Quinault.
References to the Quinault Reservation do not equal
references to the petitioner, The only specific tribe
mentioned as “unattached” is the Cowlitz. This
feport does not give the same distinction 10 the
Chinook. This article is not evidence of the
identification of a Chinouk tribe at Bay Center or the
Columbia River or elsewhere.

Information which does not
identify an Indian entity
does nut meet criterion (a).

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

1925-193i

Vital records (Ex. 828)

Three pages of births occurring between 1925 and
1928 “to parents Enrolled at Jurisdiction,” and seven
pages with a cover sheet labeled: “Taholah Indian
Agency Unatlached Indians, Deaths, exclusive of
stillbirths July 1925-June 1926" [in reality, includes
deaths through 1931]. The actual heading for euch
Page says: “State: Washington. Reservation:
Unenrolled Indiang, Agency or furisdiction:
Taholah,” but the next line sitys they are the deaths
of ¢nrolled Indians {emphasis added]. The form for
the bicths and deaths is essentially the same: it lists
the individual’s naie. date of birth (or death),
whether a live birth (or age at death), geader, tribe,
ward of the government (yes our no), degree of [ndian

Jurisdiction, or elsewhere off reservation,

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

An identification of an entity must apply
1o the petitioner.

blood. at jurisdiction where earolled, or other

The only individual in these records who wis
“Chinuuk” died at Yakima. There is no known
conacctivn between him and the petitioner. Others
who were of the “Quinault” tribe are known from
other records to have had Chinook descent. Three
Quinault children were born at Bay Center and four
of the Quinault deaths were at Bay Center. At best
the designations of Unattached. enrolled and
unenrolled are umbiguous. [t may mean that they are
allotted, but nut residents of the reservation.
References o Quinault Reservation Indians are not
synonymous with reterences 10 a Chinook iribe orto
the petitioner. This record does not identify a
Chinouk tribe.

[aformation which does not
identify an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).
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Chinook - Finat Determination: Criterion (a)

Date

Form of Evidence

'

Description

Rule / Precedent

Jssue/ Analysis

Conclusion

3/13/1925

Newspaper anticle
Ihandwnitien on copy: South
Bend Journal, Pacific
County, 3/13/1925)

(Ex. 1096)

Anonymous article, “Indians Ask Federal Treaty
Ratification: Represeniatives Anend Meeting al
Marysville: Will Hold Big Tribal Meet /sic] in
Chehalis in June.” Mentions local representatives
William Bailey and Samson Oliver of South Bend
who 1epresent Pacific County Indians at the
Northwest Delepation of Indians Conference held at
Marysville, WA, where they, among others, have
staried “perfecting their claims under the old
“Stevens” treaties. The article also announces an
upcoming meeting a1t Chehalis where the claims will
be presented. "l is expecied that practically every
member of the local tribes will be present at thas
meeling.” Victor Johnson, principal of the school at
Tulalip, and his sister Myrile Woodcock were
specifically mentioned. “A cash senlement was
made with the Chinook tribe in 1913, but it was
unsalisfactory 1o many of these because they claim,
more of the iribal fund was wilthheld than
dispensed.”

A descendancy roll, prepared by the
Michigan Apency. BIA. as the resuli of a
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commission. was completed in 1984.
Although it included the HP1 {Huron
Polawatomi Inc.)it... wasa
Potawatomi descendancy claims roll and
not exclusively a description of the HPI”
(Huron Potawatomi PF, 4).

The same principal applies 10 a
newspaper article that applies to a
descendancy roll, if the article refers 10
individuals in a peographical area that
includes Indians from other tribes,
including federally recognized uribes, it
cannol be assumed that the anticle refers
to the petitioner.

The anticle briefly reports a previous multi-tribal
meeting reparding claims and announces that the
Indians of Pacific County will be attending the next
meeling 10 pursue their claims. This appears 10 be a
mubti-tribal claims meeting, not a Chinook tribe
meeting. This article does not slate that Witliam
Bailey and Sampson Oliver and Victor Johnson and
Myrtle Woodcock represent the Chinook tribe, or
that they were among the claimants in the 1913 case.
However, the 1914 annuity list shows Victor
Johnson and Myrile J. Woodcock as recipients of
payment 1o the Lower Band Chinook, and from this
and other evidence thal William Bailey was a
Clasop descendant. Sampson Oliver was a non-
Chinook brother-in-law of Woodcock.

See also, PF HTR, 44-46, which discussed a similar
announcement of a newly formed claims
organization.

This report of a multi-tribal
meening did not identify &
specific Chinook entity. and
therefore does not meet
critenon (a).

47911925

Newspaper article,
Columbia Kiver Sun,
Cathlamel, Wahkiakum
County (Ex. 1099)

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

83.7(a)(6) 11978]: evidence 10 be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers.”

This anticle announces a claims organization
meeting. It does not name any leaders, so the group
cannot be linked specifically to the petitioner. Its
reference 10 “arranging” business affairs may refer 10
a new o1 ganization rather than a continuing one. It
provides only 1emalive evidence, at best, that the
people at Cathlamer were likely 1o have an interest in
a Chinook claims meeting a1 Bay Center.

See PF HTR. 44-46, for an analysis of the claims
meetings in this era. The Proposed Finding noted
that a quaner-center after this claims activity the
Indian Claims Commission in 1958 accepted a
petition from a “newly organized™ Chinook group
(PF Summary, 7).

This is a vague
identification of a group of
Chinook descendants in
1925.
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

210 -

Date Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

6/26/1925 | Newspaper article, South
Bend Journal, Pacitic
County (handwriucn date,

6/26/1925) (Ex. 1101)

Similar to an Ilwaco
newspaper article of the
same date; see Petitioner's
PF Ex. 431 [cited in PF as:
liwaco 1923).

Sce also: PF HTR. 52.

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

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

This article’s reference to a Chinook tribe can be
assumed 10 be a reference to the federally recognized
Shoalwater Bay tribe, since George Charley was a
member and leader there. He was allotted at
Quinault. This article provides no basis for
concluding that it was an identification of an off-
reservation Chinook group. See the PF HTR, 32, for
an analysis of identifications of George Charley as a
Chinvok leader in the 1920's. The PF HTR noted
that during fishing rights litigation, “In his testimony
Charley referred 10 Chinooks and Chinook fishermen
‘as ‘they’ rather than "we'™ (PF HTR, 52).

This is an identification of a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it reters o
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members, it is
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
article does not meet
criterion (a).

91171925 | Newspaper article, South
Bend Journal {handwritien

date. 9/11/1925] (Ex. 1 104)

Sece also: PF HTR, 52.

Anonymous article, “George Charley Makes Big
Hauls in Columbia; He May Go East.” refers to
Charley as the Chief of the Willapa Bay [adians. It
says that he and his sons “together with a number of
other local Indians have been making drag scine
hauls on Peacock Spit. Charley was also called “the
hereditary monarch of what is now the greater part of
Pacific Couaty.” He will probably make a visit to
Washingion, DC, to check the status of the treaties
“under which he operates.”

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

This article’s reference (o the Willapa Bay Indians
can be assumed 1o be a reference to the federally
recognized Shoalwater Bay tribe. since George
Charley was a member and leader there. He was
atlotied at Quinautt, This article provides nu basis
for concluding that it was an identification of an off-
reservation Chinouk group. Chinuok descendants
along the Coluinbia River apparently are excluded
by a reference to Willapa Bay Indians. Thus the
whole petitioning group is not included in this
reference. See the PF HTR, 52, for an analysis of
identifications of George Charley as a Chinook
leader in the 1920, .;,

This is an identitication of a
federally recoynized tribe
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it refers to
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members, it is
not an identitication of the
petitioner as a whole. This
article does not meet
criterion (a).

972871923 | Letter from Supt., Taholah
Ageacy, 10 Col. T.J. McCoy

in Wyoming (Ex. 870)

Not new evidence; see
Petiioner’s PF Ex. 323.

Letter from Superintendent at Taholah says the
Chehalis, Skokomish, Cowlitz. Squaxin [sland,
Quinaielts, Quileutes, and Chinooks in his
jusisdiction live very much the way the whites do,
and did not participate in the habits of the plains
Indians ... names some leaders and the kinds of
houses they lived in, but does not mention a Chinook
leader.

A reference to Indians in general is not a
reference to the specific petitioning
group.

A reference 1o a historical tribe is not an
ident

ation of a contempurary entity.

This letter was in reply 10 Col. T.J. McCoy's secking
[ndians to participate in a “Last Great Council” at the
Philadelphia Exposition in 1926 {see McCoy's letter
10/6/1925, Ex. 871]. This letter provides no
identification of a contempurary Chinook tribe or
leaders. This is a generic discussion ol the
descendants of the historical tribes within the

agency's territory.

A discussion of generic
Indian culture does nut
identify a specitic [ndian
entity, and theretore does
not micet crierion (a),
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

Date

-1

Furm of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ A nalysis

176/1925

Lener from Col. T ).
McCoy 10 Supt. Sums.
Taholah Agency (Ex. §71)

Leuter inviting Indian leaders 1o participate in “Last
Great Council, and Hisworical Speciacle, Winning the
West" al the Sesquiceniennial International
Exposition in Philadelphia.

Same principle as seen under coiterion
(b): The petition documemation includes
references to the petitioner’s
participalion, as an vrganization, in
commemorative events and pow- wows.
Participation in public events such as
these, however, does not clearly function
as more than merely symbolic
identification of the group or organization
as Indian. It is not evidence in itself of
actual culiural beliefs or social
organization (Duwamish PF 1996, 10).

This is not an identification of a Chinook entity by
an exiernal ohserver. but a request from the
manaper / producer of a “Wild Wesl Side-Show™
who was contacting the various Indian agents to
obtain individuals 10 participate in the performance.
There is no evidence in the record that anyone
representing a Chinook entity, or the petitioner,
panticipated.

A leuter which does not
identily an Indian entity
does nol meel criterion (a).

4/2/1926

Newspaper article
|handwriuen note: Rayvmond
Herald, 412/1926)

(Ex. 1110)

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

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

Although this article is about an individual, it
contains a vague reference to a "Chinook Tribe.”
Since Myrtle Woodcock is mentioned in the article,
this may be a reference 10 a contemporary claims
organization in which she panicipated.

Bay Cenier included only a portion of the
petitioner’s ancestors at this ime, so a reference 10
an Indian entity in Bay Center was not an
identification of the petitioner as a whole.

This article makes a vague
identification of an Indian
entity in 1926. To the
exient that it refers 10 some
ancestors of the petitioner’s
members, it is not an
idemification of the
petitioner as a whole.
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

S12-

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analy

Conclusion

Letter from Sams contending that the Quinault and
Chinook tribes fished in the Columbia River before
and since the Quinault treaty of 1856, “There are
from 40-50 Indians, the majority enrolied with the
Quinaielts, who are in the habit of fishing in the
Columbia under the teadership of George Charley.”
The crew is hired by McGowan Cannery. Names
Charley's sons and refers to “other Bay Center
Indians,” all of them being enrolled and aliotted on
Quinault Reservation. Says a number of Indians
residing on Quinault fish with George Charley.
Reports that the [ndians have not been allowed to
fish the grounds. Sams urges the U.S. Assistant
Attorney (0 “exert himself to the utmost to prevent a
loss of these fishing grounds 10 the [ndians” which
would cause a great hardship for the 50 [ndians and
their familtes.

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

identification of the petitioner. . . .*

In this letter, Superintendent Sams expressed his
concerns for the fishing rights of the federally
recogmzed Quinault and Shoalwater Bay tribes in his
jurisdiction. Elsewhere, George Charley was
identified as the chicf of the federalty recognized
Shoatwater Bay Indians. This article provides no
basis for concluding that it identitied an off-
reservation Chinook group. See the PF HTR, 52, for
an analysis of identifications of George Charley as a
Chinook leader in the 1920's. This letter was not a
description of the petitioner.

This is an identification of’
federally recognized tribes
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it refers w0
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members, it is
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

Date Form of Evidence

12/1927 Letter trom Supt. Sams to
CIA (Ex. 912)

218/1927 | Newspaper article,

Raymond Herald, Pacific
County (Ex. 1120)

Anonymous article, “Indians Pow-Wow at South
Bend: U. S. To be Sued for Taking Lands,” says that
about " 100 members of the Chinook Indian Tribe”
attended, including about 15 full-bloods, and many
“half-breeds™ and many young people “dressed in the
latest mode who were almost unable to understand
the guuural Chinook that their elders were enjoying
-using again in their pow-wow.” LL. Bush {non-
Indian| of Bay Center attempted to run the meeting,
and named a Chairman and secretary, but “general
discussion suited the real Americans better.” George
Charley of Tokeland insisted on set fees for the
untimbered and timbered lands. “Old John Klip,”
once of Willapa harbor but nuw of Taholah. also
spuke. Peuple came from as far as Portland and the
Quinault Reservation. “Arthur Griffin [antorney)
handling the claims of 19 tribes in the state was
present 10 interview the old timers.”

83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence 10 be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers,”

This article explicitly refers to a group of Chinook
descendants. The basic topic of the mecting was
chims for Chinook lands. The description implies
that this was a meeting of Chinookan people.
Attendees, however, were not exclusive to the
petitioner. Other evidence does not establish
continuity between this claims organization and the
petitioning organization. This description is of a
contemporary group, not necessarily of a
continuously existing group.

The two individuals mentioned, George Charley and
John Klip [Clipp]. are known trom other sources to
have been amony the original allottees at Shoalwater
Bay Reservation. Charley called himself Chehalis,
while Clipp was a Chinook -Chehalis Indian. The

chairman and secretary of the meeting are not
named. For a discussion of these claims activities.

see the PF HTR. 46.

This article identificd a
group of Chinook
descendants, although not
nccessarily the petitioning
group, in 1927,
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule/ Precedent

Issue / A nalysis

Conclusion

1112511927

Leiter from Supt. Sams 10

ClA (Ex. 977)

Letter from Superiniendent Sams concerning
McGowan cannery suit “apainst George Charley and
a large number of our Quinault Indians 10 enjoin
them from fishing on the Columbia River.” Sams is
defending the rights of 40-50 Quinault Indians 10 fish
on the Columbia River, despite a resiraining order by
McGowan. He refers 10 the Quinaubts’ right 1o fish
as per the “memotandum decision rendered by Judge
Cushman in the case of Agnes Elliott et al. vs U.S."”
He asks for assistance in protecting the Indians’
reaty rights. and says it requires immediate
alention.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the {Snohomish] petitioner. and 1he
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservanon. Thus
identifications of the hisioric tribe in
Buieau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. . . ."”

This lener applied 1o the federally tecognized

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

References 1o Quinauli Reservation Indians are not
synunymous with references 10 a Chinook tribe or 1o
the petitioner.

This is an identificanon of a
federally recogmized tribe
rather than the pentiones

To the exient that it refers to
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members. it 18
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
leuer does not meet
criterion (a).

171511928

Telegram from Mason and
Garfield 10 U.S. Senate
(Ex. 900)

William Mason and W. ). Garfield [leaders of the
Quinault Indians] claim BIA auorneys “are working
for owmsiders, and against the wribe.” They ask the
Senate 10 tell the BIA anorneys 1o work for the
inierests of the wribe only. “These people asking
atlotments are white or almost white people.”

Anidentification of an entity must apply
10 the petitioner.

The only 1wo names on this iclegram are the two
men named by Sams in 1925 as leaders of the
Quinault {see Ex. 870). who are protesting further
allotments on Quinault Reservation. Their telegram
does not identify a Chinook Indian entity.

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian cnuiy
does not meet Criterion (a).

171611928

Leuer from Supt., Taholah
Agency, 10 CIA (Ex. 899)

Letter from Superiniendent at Taholah concerning
executive order daied April 27, 1927, for allouting
land in Shoalwater Reservation 1o “certain childien
and any other Indians entitled to allotments
according to the Act of 2/8/1887." Says that due 10
the sale of limber lands, thete is $15.150 in an
accounl for the Indians. He explains that, since the
reservalion was sel apart for the Georgetown Indians,
all of whom exceplt three or four children “were
allonted on the Quinault Reservation, it would appear
1hat there are no Indians entitled 10 this money.” The
sest of the lener discusses allotments for the
prandchildren of George Charley, one of the original
Georgelown Indians. He had maintained his
residence at Georgetown all his life.

Note: The leuter ends abrupily: the second page of
Ex. 899 does not match the first page of the lenes.

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

An identification of an entity musi apply
10 the petitioner.

This leuter does nol appear 10 perlain 1o the
petitioner. 1t concerns allowing and distributing
funds 10 Indians at Shoalwater/Georgelown
Reservation. George Charley is clearly shown 10 be
a resident of Georgetown and allotied there. His
grandchildren mentioned in the letter are no1 in the
petitioner’s membership. The petitioner has not
shown how allotments on Georgetown Reservation
demonstrate the existence of a Chinook tribe in the
1920's. This letter references individual members of
a federally recognized wribe, not the petitioner.

This is an identification of a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitoner. A
document which does not
refer 10 the petitioning
group does not meet the
requirements of

crilerion (a)
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Date

14-

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

172411928

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

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

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

This letter does not identity a Chinook Indian entity,
even if ather documents would indicate that some of
the potential Quinault allottees were of Chinook
descent.

Stee the PF HTR, 38-44. for a discussion of the
allotments on Quinault. 1905-1933.

A document which does nut
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

1/26/1928

Letter from Supt. to CIA
(Ex. 902)

Leter from the Superintendent asking that Mr.
Smiley, who works at the Agency and is an atorncy,
be authorized to handte the case of George Charley
involving rights of members of Quinault Reservation
to fish at Peacock Spit in the Columbia River.

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

This letter reters 10 a federally recognized tribe.
Other evidence shows that George Charley was
enrolled at Quinault and living on the Shoalwater
Bay Reservation. This letter does not mention a
Chinook tribe. References to Quinault Reservation
Indians are not synonymous with references to the
Chinook tribe or (o the petitioner.

This is a reterence 10 a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it refers to
an ancestor of a tew of the
petitioner’s members, it is
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).
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S15.

Columbia River was occupied by Chinook Indians,
“but it can easily be proved thal a large number of
Indians from the Georgetown Rescrvation and the
Quinaiell Reservation have been accustomed to
going 10 the Columbia River each season™ to fish and
sell their fish to McGowan's cannery. They fished as
far up the river as Dahlia. George Charley and his
Indians |specifically sons Miichell and Roland] “who
are representative of the various other Indians 1o the
number of about 50,” have been in the habit of
fishing in the Columbia for the past 30-40 years.
Superintendent Sams described the fishing crews
lead by George Charley as varying some each year,
but that the Charley family and a “number of other
leading Bay Center Indians fish each year and they
pather with them as many other Indians as they can
use, most of whom come from Taholah in the
Quinault Reservation.” Sams says Charley and
members of his family were all born and reared al
Georgelown and have been atlotied on Quinauh and
have maintained their tribal relations at all times and
are considered duly enrolled members of the
Quinault Tribe. “The Indians who now fish there are
in part of the blood of the Chinook Indians as well as
Quinault and therefore there is an admixture of the
Chinook-Quinault in the present Indians who are
now fishing...." [Ex. 903)

based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Burcau and other documents in diffesent
historical periods do nol constitute
identification of the petitioner. ..."

An identification of an entity must upply
10 the pelitioner.

accusiomed to fishing on the Columbia River. Other
than the Charley family, who were Shoalwater Bay
|Georgetown) Indians allonied on Quinauli. no other
fishermen were named. This letier summarized
Sams’ view that the some of the Indians who fished
on the Columbia (specifically George Charley's
crew) had 2 trust relationship based on being allotied
on the Quinault Reservation. The petitioner did not
submit any of the court records from the Pacific
County Superior Court, which may name other
members of the fishing crew. J1 cannot be assumed
that the crew was included ancestors of the petitioner
when the Superimendent of the Agency clearly said
that a “large number” were Georgetown and
Quinault Indians who were fishing with George
Charley. This is an identification of members of a
federally recognized tribe. References 1o a federally
tecognized ribe are not synonymous with references
10 a Chinook tribe or to the peuitioner.

The letters in Exhibits 904. 905, and 907 repeat
much of the same information and all periain io
George Charley and the lawsuit, not 10 the petitioner.

See also the PF HTR, 52, for additional discussion of
this 1opic.

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion

211011928, 1 Leuers from Supt. Sams 10 Summary of McGowan v. George Charley, etal n Snohomish PF 1983, 9. concluded that The Superimendent was not describing a Chinook This is an identification of a
211671928, | CIA (Ex. 903, 904, 905. the Superior count of Pacific County for a permanent | “the {Snohumish] petitioner. and the tribe that was fishing on the Columbia. but was federally recognized tnibe
212111928, | 907) testraining order against fishing at Peacock Spit in ancestors of the current membership, are defending the rights of Quinault Indians, some of rather than the petitioner. - -
81011928 Columbia River. Sams says that the land north of the | distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe | whom may have had Chinook descent, who were To the extent that il relers 1o

some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members. it 1
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole.
These letiers do not meet
criterion {a).
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Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

The Superiniendent reports on the decision of Judge
Cushman on the Quinault v. McGowan sull. The
court found that Indians could fish in their usual
sites, even if they were outside of their reservation.
Refers 1o William Mason as the son of Chief
Taholah and the Quinaults usually fishing on the
Chehalis River. Explains that Attorney McCutcheon
did not want to pursue the question until he had read
the brief prepared by Mr. Smiley of Taholah Agency.
Sams wants an attorney assigned who will work on
these cases.

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

This letter refers (o a case about the tishing rights of
Indians of the Quinault Reservation. It does not
name participants in the case and does not provide
evidence that it refers to the petitioner. A reference
0 a federally recognized tribe is not synonymous
with a reference 16 4 Chinook tribe or to the
petitioner.

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

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

Date Form of Evidence

111271928 | Letter from Supt. to CIA
(Ex. 908)

111971928 | Leuer from Supt. Sams o
CIA (Ex. 909)

1172471928

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

This letter refers to a case about the fishing rights of
Indians of the Quinault Reservation. It offers no new
evidence that George Charley represented a Chinook
tribe or that the superintendent at Tahofah was
supporting the ettorts of a Chinook tribe. A
reference 10 a federally recognized tribe is not
synonymous with a reference 1o a Chinook tribe or to
the petitioner,

This is an identitication of a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it refers o
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members, it is
not an identilication of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

Letter trom Supt. 1o CIA
(Ex. 910)

This fetter lists the participants in Halberr v. U.S.
Sams tells the CIA there are 61 typed pages in the
mernorandum handed down in the case, and that “the
court found for plaintiffs in every case excepting”
[four casesl. “The court has laid down the very
broad ruling that the [ndians of the Cowlitz, Chehalis
and Chinook tribes and other bands . . . are entitled
to allotments on Quinault. This will open the door 10
more [ndians for alotments of land than there is land
10 be gtven out.”

Nearly half of the individuals named in this suit have
either direct descendants or collateral relatives in the
modern CIT/CN membership. However, these
descendants are only a small percentage of the

petitioner’s current memhership,

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and
Duwamish PF 1996. 3. 4. noted that
criterion (a) requires the identification of
an entity or group, not just individuals.
Specitically, Duwamish PF 1996, 3,
noted that evidence did not meet
criterion (a) because [Special Agent|
Roblin's [1919] report identitied

individuals rather than a tribal entity.

In this particular leter, the superintendent named
individuals who participated in the suit, not a tribal
entity. This is not new evidence, as this litigation
was discussed in the Proposed Finding Historical
Technical Repurt. In large part, this letter reports
Sams® version of the court’s opinion rather than any
identification by the superintendent himself. The
court did not identity a conternpurary Chinook tribe.

See the PEHTR, 41-47_for a summary of Halberr v.
U.S. Seealso the PF HTR, 31, 44-45_ and 49.

Seealso the discussion ot Hatberr v. U.S. in the
context of unambiguous previous Federal
acknowledgment 1 the Cowlitz FD. 38-39, 47, 48,
55.61-66.

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

] N
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

12/31/1928

Lener Irom Supt. Sams 10
CIA(Ex.911)

Superiniendent Sams appeals for help in securing the
Indians’ fishing rights and getiing the Indians
together 10 create a fund o pay for an attorney. It
includes a general discussion of fishing pracices on
the Columbia. but does not refer 10 a Chinook uibe.

A reference 10 Indians in gencral is not a
reference 10 the specific petitioning

group.

This is a peneral discussion of fishing rights of the
Indians in the area. and does not mention the
Chinook.

A document which does not
idemify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meel criterion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

1929 ca.

Petitioner’s Exhibit D:
Beckham, “Allotment Act”

PF Summary, 6, 8

PF HTR, 25, 31-32, 38-44,
49

BIA 1907-1933 {Aliotment
Ledyer at BIA Agency,
Hoguiam, WA|

{ndex 10 Quinault allottecs
at BIA Agency, Hoquiam,
WA. Copy in BAR
Historian's files.

Petitioner’s PF submission,
“Allotment Program,
Quinault Reservation,” by
Beckam, including a partial
list of allottees.

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

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

The Historical Technical Report described in detail
the alfoument of Chinook descendants on the
Quinault reservation both before and after the
Halbers decisions of 1928 and 1931, The analysis in
the Historical Technical Report was based on the
complete allotment ledger, and an alphabetical index
of all 2340 allottees, at the BIA Agency in Hoquiam,
WA. The analysis of allotments in the Historical
Technical Report was based on a database which
included 468 allottees of Chinook descent {see PF
HTR, 42).

28 of the 29 individuals listed by Beckham in
Exhibit D. and all of the individual cases, were
included in the database used for the Historical
Technical Report. However. one of Beckham's
individual cases. Antone Brignone. does not appear
on the index of Quinault allowees. [n its analysis of
allotmeats. the Historical Technical Report included
only individuals who had been included as Chinook
descendants on vne of the McChesaey or Roblin lists
of 1906. 1913, 1914, or 1919. Because 12 of the 29
individuals listed by Beckham did not appear on one
of those lists, 17 of the 29 should have been included
in the analysis of allottees in the Historical Technical
Repurt. Because 15 of those 17 individuals were
included in that analysis, Beckham has identified 2
additional Chinuok allottees.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the {Snohomish) petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. . . .
Samish amended FD 1995, 4. held that
evidence was not “relevant to criterion (a)
because it deals with the identification of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group ‘s
Indian ideatity.”

Beckham's discussion of allotments on the Quinault
reservation, in Exhibit D. ignores the analysis of
alloiments in the Historical Technical Report
prepared for the Proposed Finding. The lists of
aliottees provided by Beckham, both in Exhibit D
and in a submission for the Proposed Findiny, are
incomplete lists of the allotted Chinook descendants,
Also. Beckham lists Chinooks without noting
whether they were ancestral to the petitioning group.
Including the 2 additional allottees identified by
Beckham, 10gether with the 468 allottees identified
for the Proposed Finding, would not change the
BIA's analysis of Quinault allotments in any
meaningtul way. The evidence and the analysis in
the Historical Technical Report are more complete
and more thorough than the evidence and analysis in
the materials submitted by Beckham.

Beckham makes no explicit argument that the
evidence in Exhibit D meets criterion (a), but implies
that the BIA identilied a “Chinook Indian Tribe™ by
allotting its “members.” Beckham uses the
petitioner’s name as if it was used in the historical
documentation, although it was not. He writes as if
the BIA had maintained a list of Chinook tribal
members, although it had not. Beckham ignores the
finding of the Historical Technical Report that, prior
to Halbert, the BIA allotied Chinook descendants on
Shoalwater Bay but not on the Columbia River, and
thus did not identify them as a single entity.
Beckham ignores the tinding of the Historical
Technical Repurt that. after Halberr, the BIA did not
maintain a separate list of a Chinook tribe but listed
Chinuok allottees on the census roll of the Qutnault
reservation, and thus did not ideatify a group of
Chinook as distinct trom the Quinault.

The evidence described in
the petitioner's Exhibit D
does not identity any error
in the BIA's reseurch that
would require a change in
the BIA's analysis of the
data on allotments.
Exhibit D does aot provide
any basis for changing the
conclusions about Quinault
altotments in the Proposed
Finding.

The allotment evidence
described in the petitioner’s
Exhibit D does not
constitute an identificanon
of the petitioner as a whole
as a Chinook group in
existence at the time those
allotments were made.
Therefore, this allotment
evidence does not meet the
requirements of

criterion (a).

S
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analvsis

Conclusion

11411929

Letter f1om Supi. 10 CIA
(Ex. 979)

Letter from the superintendent with a list of trust
patents issued since February 1928. Roughly
alphabetical. the 7-page list does not name a uibe or
residence of any of the names

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meel criterion (a)
because [Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919])
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity.

The BIA finds that only about 26 of the 250 names
on the hist appear in the 1950's era genealogies
submitied with the petinon. Of this number, only
about 10 individuals aciually have descendants or
themselves appear on the membership list. This hst
of patents 1ssued in 1928 daes not name the tribe of
the individual. does not show a iribal entity, and on
the whole dues not pertain to the petitioner or its
anceslors.

See the PF HTR. 41-44, for analysis of the
allotments on Quinault.

Informanon ahout
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
dentify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion {a).

5/6/1929

Leuer trom Supt. Sams 10
ClA (Ex. 879)

Leuer from Superimendent Sams listing reservations
in the jurisdiction of the Taholah Agency:
“Georgelown or Shoalwater Bay, a few families of
Quinaiehs live on this reservation. The Georgeiown
Indians have been 1aken into the Quinaul Tribe and
have allotments on the Quinault Reservation. They
have lost their identity as Georgelown Indians.™

An idemtification of an entity musl apply
1o the petitiones.

Because this lener listed reservanions, it did not
identfy a Chinook tribe. This lener did not idenufy
any of the pentioner’s ancesiors. Georgetown
Indians were lisied as under the jusisdiction of
Quinault, but a reference 10 a federally recognized
tribe is not synonymous with a reference to a
Chinnok tribe or 10 the petitioner.

A document which does not
identify the pelitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

8/16/1929

Newspaper article
handwritien on copy: South
Bend Juurnal, 8/16/1929)
(Ex. 1125)

An anonymous article summarizing a meeting of the
pioneers of Pacific County held a1 Bay Center, which
elecied officers and heard a report by a local
historian. Included a section: “*Asks Aid for Indians
- Chief George Charley, head of the Indians who are
seeking 10 establish under an old reaty their sight 10
fish. . . made an eloquent appeal for the sympathy of
his hearers in their fight.” Charley 10ld how the
Indians of early days had helped the pioneers and
now the Indians needed their heip.

Note: The article e1.ds in mid-sentence; the rest of
the article on p. 8 of the newspaper was not included.

A reference to Indians in general is not a
reference 10 the specific petitioning
group.

A reference 10 a historical tribe is not an
identification of a contemporary entity.

Appiatently. George Charley was one of the speakers
at the local historical society meeting. ' This arnicle
does not mention a contemporaneous Chinook tribe.
This was a peneral appeal for help 10 the Indians in
the area. This anicle does not provide new evidence
thai the Chinook were identified as a distinct tribe in
the laie 1920's.

A peneric reference to local
Indians does not idenlity a
specific Indian entity, and
therefore does not meel
criterion (a).
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Daute Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
9/14/1929 | Letter from Supt. Sams 10 Letter from Superintendent Sams on pending cases Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that No Indians were named by Sams, but the letter This is an identification of
CIA (Ex. 986) of Quinauit and Quileute Indians’ rights to fish. “the {Snohomish] petitioner, and the indicates he was concerned about the Quinault and federally recognized tribes

Complains that the attorneys had not worked with the ancestors of the current membership, are Quileute Indians who were enrolled at Quinault. His | rather than the petitioner. A
Indians who were (0 give lestimonies, that the old distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe | reference 10 the old [ndian witnesses did not say that | document which does not
Indians were widely scattered. “However, we have based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus they were Chinouk Indians living in tribal retations. identify the petitioning
heard of two or three old [ndians and white people identitications of the historic tribe in References 1o Quinault Reservation Indians are not group as an Indian cntity
who know about conditions as they existed at the Burcau and other documents in different synonymous with references to the Chinook tribe or does not meet criterion (a).
time of the treaty ... [They are¢ in the vicinity of historical periods do not constitute to the petitioner.
Chinook. Cathfamet, and flwaco. | identification of the petitione. . . .

1/6/1930 Letter from Supt. Sams 10 Letter from Superintendent Sams about two cases:

CIA (Ex. 989)

George Charley v Baker's Bay Fish Co. and George
Charley v. McGowan. The agency took 35 witnesses
to Tacoma who were well acquainted with the
fishing on the Columbia. [The witnesses were not
named in this letter, but one was 102, while the
others were in their 90's.] Sams says that they
testified that the Quinault and Quileute fished on the
Columbia and that that was substantiated by
published accounts. He asks for the CIA's assistance
in getting the War Department to allow the {ndians
10 have access 10 cross over its lands to the river.

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

An identification of an entity must apply
10 the petitioner.

The witnesses and their tribal aftiliations were not
named in this letter. The superintendent specifically
‘referred to the Quinault and Quileute's rights to fish
on the Columbia, but made no mention of a
contemporary Chinook tribe or band.

The PF ATR. 94 listed seven people of Chinook
descent who were witnesses in the George Charley v
Baker's Bay Fish Co. case. See Petitioner's PF

Ex. 150 which identified them as: Johny Johns and
James Julius, Chinook; Margaret George % Quinault
and % Chehalis: Alex Luscier, part Chinook, part
Lower Chehalis; Emma Millett Luscier, % Chinook
and Y1 Cowlitz; James A. Petit and William A. Elliou
1/4 Quinault. This appellate court bricf did not
include the testimonies of these witnesses. Three of
these individuals: Johnay Johas, Margaret George,
and Emma Milett Luscier were among the original
allottees of Shoalwater Bay Reservation, along with

George Charley.

This is an identfication of
federally recognized tribes
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it reters w0
some ancestors of the
petitioner's members, it is
not an udentification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an [ndian entity
doces not mect criterion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

17151930

Letier from Supt. Sams 10
CIA (Ex. 991)

Leuer from Superiniendent Sams concerning an
application for enrollment of five children of a
daughter of George A. Charley. The letter includes
an observation that one of the childien (age not
piven) “was born at Bay Center in the Indian village
at that point.”

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish FD 1998, 8.
and Houma PF 1994, 3, accepred
identifications of Indian setilements, by
whatever name. as identifications of an
Indian entity.

This letier identified an Indian entity in the form of
an Indian village a1 Bay Center. Since the
identification of the village 1s at the time of the
child’s birth, it would be at sume time prior 10 1930.

The Proposed Finding concluded that an Indian
community existed at Bay Center untid at least 1920.
Bay Center included only a portion of the
petitioner’s ancestors at this time, 5o a reference (o
an Indian entity in Bay Cenier was not an
identification of the petitioner as a whole.

This letter identificsan
Indian settlement, probably
during the 1920's. To the
extent thal it refers to some
ancestors of the petitioner’s
members, it 1S not an
identification of the
petitioner as a whole.

12111930

Lener from Supt. Sams 10
CIA (Ex. 993)

Letter from Superintendent Sams concerning the
problem of 1aking an accurale census of the Indians
in the jurisdiction. “Of the living allolied Indians on
the Quinault Reservation™ {al the me of 1he 1929
census), there were: 278 Indians on the Reservation,
797 Indians living off the Reservation. and 224
Quileute Indians, mostly on the Quileute

[ Reservation, of the Neah Bay Agency. “The 797

Indians living off reservation are widely scatiered
and live in while communities.” He hopes there will
be a plan so that names of Indians reporied in the
decennial census will not be duplicaied on the Indian
census.

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

This leiter made no mention of specific Indians or
iribes other than the Quileue. References 1o
members of federally recognized tribes is not
synonymous with references 10 the Chinook tribe or
10 the petitioner. From other records, especially
censuses and allotment records. it is known that
Chinook descendants who were allonied on Quinault
were among the Indians who were “widely
scatiered.” However, this document does not
identify a Chinook uibe or entity in 1930.

This is an identification of
federally recogmized tribes
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it refers to
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members. it is
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
lenter does not meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
idemify the peritivning
group as an Indian entity
does not meel cnierion (a).

112211930

Leuter from Taholah Agency
10 C1A (Ex. 994)

One page of a letier from Taholah Agency
complaining that the War Department intends 1o
lease fishing off of Sand Island and that those sites
conflict with sites off of Peacock Spit and the
Indians’ fishing rights.

Note: The letier ends abruptly, and these 15 no
signature; it appears thal any succeeding pagels ]

were not copied.

An identification of an entity must apply
10 the petitioner.

This incomplete source dues not provide any new
evidence which identified a Chinook tribe or group.
There is no evidence that this document applied 10
the petitioner.

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does nol meet criterion (a).
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Date

47211930

Form of Evidence

Description

Rute / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1/28/1930

Letter from Supt. Sams 10
CIA (Ex. 993)

Letter from Superintendent Sams concerning the
War Department agreeiny “that a lease of the fishing
rights on Sand Island is to contain a proviso that the
same is subject to whatever rights, if any, the
Quinauit and Quileute [ndians may have under the
treaty..." Sams then expresses his opinion about the

desired outcome of the George Charley v. Bakers
Bay case.

An identification of an entity must apply
1o the petitioner.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the {Snohomish| petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in

"Bureau and other documents in different

historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. ., ."

This leuter did not identify a Chinook teibe or group.
There is no evidence that this document applied to
the petitioner.

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

Letter from Supt. Sams 1o
CIA (Ex. 965)

Superintendent Sams addresses a request from Henry
Strong [% Indian of the Chinook tribe. born and
reared on the Columbia River, who never affiliated
or lived on Quinault Reservation| for hospitalization
at the Government's expense. Says Strong was given
an allotment by the agent between 1906 and 1913,
but “in my opinion, the allotment was made without
proper authority.” Says, “Your Office has heretofore
held ... that Indians living away from the
reservations, such as the Quileutes — and [ believe
this would include the Chinooks of the Columbia
River band who may have allotments on the
Quinaiclt Reservation, in view of the fact that they
do not reside on the reservation or affiliate with the
Quinaiclt Tribe — would not be entitied to share in
the [Quinauli} tribul fund.” Concludes. “Henry
Strong, who is the subject of this letter, in my
opinion, had no right to an allotment, much less to
share in the tribal funds.”

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

This letter dealt with an individual case, rather than
with a group or catity.  Sams's reference to
“Chinuoks of the Columbia River band who may
have allotments™ on Quinault, implicd that he was
aware that there were other Chinook descendants
who were in the same or similar circumstances as
Henry Strong. While this letter implies the existence
of a historical Chinook band. it does not. however,
indicate that Sams saw the descendants of such a
band as a group or entity in 1930

Since none of these other Chinook allottces were
named here. it cannot be determined how many
individuals Sams was referring to, and whether they
were all in one family, There are some Strong
descendants in the modern CIT/CN membership.

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does nut meet criterion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

9/16/1930

Leuter from Supt. 10 CIA
(Ex. 998)

Letter from Superinendent concerning the annual
census at Quinault Reservation and how he will
atiempt to comply with previous instructions by
combining the Quinauli and Quileuic census ralls 10
get the entire number of enrolled and allotied Indians
of the Quinault Reservation. This includes a
recapitulation of the number of Quinaults and
Quileutes who live on and off of the reservation, but
does not list any Chinook or other tribes.

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

This letter did not identify a Chunook enuity or group.
) was a recapitulation of the Indian census and did
not designate how many members ol the Quinault
Tribe may have had Chinook descent. See the
discussion on the 1933 census in the Summary
Under the Criteria of this Final Determination for a
breakdown of the statistics regarding Indians
enumerated as Chinook in 1933,

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not mect critenion (a).

1930 and
1931

Inswructions for wking the
1930 Indian census, and
excerpts of the 1930 and
1931 Indian census

(Ex. 825 and 826)

See also: PF HTR, 49.

Exhibit 825 is information about and instructions for
1aking the Quinault Reservation census, and page 1
of the 1930 census showing names ages, residence,
etc.

Exhibit 826 is eight pages of the 1931 census of
Quinault Reservation.

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

The 1930 and 1931 censuses were of Indians under
the jurisdiction of Taholah Agency - Quinault
Reservation, not tribal rolls of Chinook Indians.

Neither exhibit is a complete record.

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a)

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meel criterion (a).

312711931

Leuter from Myrtle
Woodcock 1o CIA (Ex. 844)

Not new evidence: see
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 262
|dated as 372871931}

Resolution, signed by Myrtle Woodcock, president,
and Edna Clark Olsen, secretary, of the Chinook
Tribe of Indians in a mecting in South Bend. The
resolution stated, “Our people arc old and passing
away"” and asked the Commissioner of Indian Affairs
10 expediic the production of evidence for the
Chinook case in the Court of Claims.

Self-identification is not accepied as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish FD 1998, 7-8,
found that evidence did not meel
criterion (a) because: Some of the [third
party) comments which mentioned the
“identity" of the petitiones referred 10 the
petitioner’s own self-identification, not 10
identification by external sources under
83.%(a).

This resolution provides evidence thal there was a
claims organization in 1931. but its reference to a
Chinook tribe was self-identification rather than
identification by an external observer.

This resolution was discussed in the PF HTR, 45.

Self-identification does not
meet the requirements of
criterion (a).

7129/1931

Leter from Supt. 10 C1A
(Ex. 966)

Letter from the superintendent responding 103
request from the CIA for a report of the “unatiached
Indians” of Taholah Agency. Nicholson replied that
\here were 343 male and 350 female Indians at the
Taholah Agency by the 1930 census. He refers the
CIA 10 the Recapitulations Sheets for his 1931
Teport.

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

The list of these “unaitached Indians™ and the
recapitulation sheet referred 10 were not included.

The recapitulation sheets tor the 1932 Indian Census,
prepared by the superintendent |see Petitioner’s
Ex. 827} do not have a table of “unattached Indians”

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meel criterion (a).

10 analyze.
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Date

.24

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

12/3/1931

Letter from Supt. 1o ClA
(Ex.971)

Leuter from superiniendent summarizing a meeting of
the business committee of the Quinault Tribal
Council on November 28, 1931, “at which a large
number of other Indians were present” whea all
present endorsed a request for money for a water
system on Quinault.

An identification of an enuty must apply
to the petitioner.

This does not name anyone in atiendance. does not
name members of the business committee, and does
not mention anything related to Chinook. The
petitioner has not shown how this document relates
1o a Chinook tribe or to Chinook individuats who
were members of the Quinault Tribe.

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

1291931

Lettec trom Supt. 10 CIA
(Ex. 972)

Letter from superintendent relating instructions given
to Charles Roblin for making allotments on Quinault
and the subsequent lists of persons entitled to
allotments and the children of allottees who are
entitled. Says the issue is on hold until Halbert is
settled. Does not mention individua) names or tribes.

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

The letter focused on Quinaiclt allotments. There
wis no particular mention of Chinouk. This letier
did not identity a Chinook eauty.

A document which does not
identify the peutioning
group as an Indian entity
does not mect criterion (a).

1932

Recapitutation of Indian
census, 1932 (Ex. 827)

See also: PF HTR, 49.

The recapitulation of the 1932 census of the
“Combined Quinault, Quileute, Chinook, Chehalis
and Cowlitz Tribe of the Quinault Reservation”
includes a separate sheet for cach historical tribe
within the combined tribe of the Quinault
Reservation,

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

Numbers only for cach group represented among the
Indians enrolled / allotted at Quinault. No chicls /
leaders cited. References to members of a federatly
recognized tribe are nut synonymous with references
1o the petitioner. A recognition that some Quinault
members or allotices had Chinook descent is not the
same as an identification of a separate Chinook tribe
or entity.

This is an identitication ot a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it refers
some ancestors ol the
petitioner’s meinbers, i is
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a)

1932

Indian census, 1932

(Ex. 824, p.1-6)

[See 1925 for other pages of
other documents with this
same exhibit number. |

Included here are six pages of the 1932 census
showing names “added by the Indian oftice und
Supreme Court Decision granting allotments.”
Thirty-seven of the 62 names were Wentitied as
Chinook.

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

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meet criterion (a)
because {Special Agent} Roblin's [1919]
report dentified individuals rather than a

tribal entity.

The census entries did not identify a tribe of Chinook
Indians, but were individual entries of those enrolled
at Quinault, which included individuals of Chinook
descent who were allotted. Not all of these
individuals are ancestral to the petitioner. See the
section of the FD Summary Under the Criteria for a
fuller analysis of the [ndian census.

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion ().
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(Ex. 956)

adoption of 11 individuals and why the Quinauh
Business Council decided for or against adoption of
each of these people. Some were unfavorably voted
on hecause they were not of Quinaiell Indian blood .
.. "any recognition on behalf of them as Indians
should be obtained for them through the tribes to
which they are eligible by blood rights.” None of
these individuals are identified as Chinook or part of
2 Chinook tribe.

evidence did not meet criterion (a)
because |Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity

An identification of an entity must apply
to the penuioner.

brief statement aboul the status of certain
individuals, a few of whom, from other records. may
be shown to have Chinook ancestors.

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Isxue/ Analysis Conclusion

6ON932 | L ener from Anhur Griffin Anorney Griffin asks 1or names of those who can A group’s anorney or atiorneys have not | A letier 10 a group fiom an atiorney employed by the | This letter does not meet
10 Myrile Waoodeock give evidence of the houndarics of the three Chinook | been considered neuliral external group 1o bring a claiums case merely repeats the criterion {(a).

(Ex. 843) bands. In apparent seply 1o a leuer from Woodcock, | observers in prior acknowledgment cases. | client’s self-identification and cannot be considered
talso Ex. 855] |Scee also he saies, T is not that | wanied 10 divide the as an identification by a neutral external observer
Ex. K44 and 1096). Chinook Tribe into bands,” but that the U.S. had set

up provisions for payment to descendants of the
Not new evidence; see three bands
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 261.

8/13/1932 | Lener from Supt. 10 CIA Superiniendent at Taholah provides corrections 10 Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that Individuals alloned at Quinault because of court Information about

(Ex. 868) the siatistical report. “The 62 Indians deducied from | evidence did not meet criterion (a) decisions included individuals of Chinook descent. individuals does not meet
the estimate of Unattached Indians because of because [Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919]) | Notall of these individuals are ancestral 10 the critenon (a).

Not new evidence; see allotment with the Quinault Tribe on the Quinault report identified individuals rather than a | petilioner.

Petinoner's PF Ex. 326 Reservation are those indicated on the various tribal entity.
reports for the three new tribes of Quinault See the PFHTR, 42.

Cuted in PF as: Reservation ... Cowlitz, Chehalis, and Chinook

BIA 8/13/1932 Tribes.” The corrections are on page 17 % of the
report.

117321932 | Lener tiom Quinault Six members of the Quinault Business Commitiee of | Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that This docunknt dues not identify a Chinook tribe or A document which does not
Business Committee 1o the Quinault Tribal Council sent a list of eight names | evidence did not mee criterion (a) eatity. or indicate that any of the eight people trying identify the petitioning
Superiniendent a1 Taholah that they say should not be adopted at Quinault, because |Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919] | 1o be adopied at Quinault were a part of a Chinook group as an Indian entity
(Ex. 955) cither because they only lived there a short time, or report idennfied individuais rather than a | enuity. does not meel criterion (a).

have tried 10 get into other tribes, or are white. This | tribal emity
{see also Ex. 956 {os letier does not say which people fall into which See the superintendent’s leuer dated 11/4/1932 Information about
additional information} category. One other Quinault commitiee member An identification of an entily musi apply {Ex. 956} for addiional information on this process. | individuals does not meet
was in favor of adopting five of the eight individuals. | 10 the petitiones. criterion (a).
No triba} ancestry or sesidence is shown for any of
the individuals on the list.
11/4/1932 | Leuer from Supt. to C1A Letier from Supersintendent concerning the proposed | Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that This lener does nol identify a group or enlity. Jtisa | A document which does not

identify the pelitioning
group as an Indian enuty
does not meel criterion (a).

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1933 ca.

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

BIA leuter to petitioner,
1271711997

PF Summary, 6, 8

PF HTR. 25. 31-32, 38-44,
49

BIA 1907-1933 [Allotment
Ledger at BIA Agency,
Hoquiam. WA}

[ndex to Quinault allouees
at BIA Agency, Hoquiam,
WA, Copy in BAR
Historiun's files.

Petitioner’s PF submission,
“Supplemental Response to
Letter of Obvious

Deliciency Review,” 37-48

Petitioner’s PF Exhibits
539-580

In Exhibit D. Beckham nutes that individuals of
Chinook descent received allotments on the Quinault
reservation after the Halbert decision of the Supreme
Courtin 1931. Beckham cites two 1934 documents
to note that some allotments on the Quinault
reservation were issued in 1933 and 1934 (p.3). He
claims that at least 83 Chinook descendants were on
those allotment lists, but he does not identify any of
those Chinook desceadants by name.

The Historical Technical Report described in detail
the allotment ot Chinook descendants on the
Quinault reservation both before and after the
Halbert decisions of 1928 and 1931, The analysis in
the Historical Technical Report was based on the
complete alloiment fedger, and an alphabetical index
of all 2340 allottees. at the BIA Agency in Hoquiam,
WA. The analysis of allotments in the Historical
Technical Repurt was based on a database which
included 468 allottecs of Chinook descent (see PF
HTR, 42).

In Exhibit D, Beckham claims that Agent Roblin's
post-Halbert alloiment work was documented in the
petitioner’s Exhibits 539-636 submitted for the
Proposed Finding (p.3). Actually, only Exhibits
539-580 match that description.

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

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, held that
evidence was nol “relevant to criterion (a)
because it deals with the identification of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group s
Indian identity.”

Beckham's discussion of allotments on the Quinault
reservation, in Exhibit D, ignores the analysis of
allotments in the Historical Technical Report
prepared for the Proposed Finding. Exhibit D does
not identify any additional allouiees, nor present any
new evidence about the allotment process, atter the
Halbert decision.

Beckham alleges that the BIA staff did not review
the petitioner’s selection of affidavits collected by
Agent Robiin after the Halbert decision (p.3). In
fact. the Historical Technical Report cited some of
the atfidavits collected by Roblin (PF HTR, 32, 45-
46, for Elliott 1932, Bates 1932, Oliver 1932). The
BIA Anthropologist discussed those attidavits in a
supplemental letter (12/17/1997) 10 the petitioner.
Beckham advances no explanation of how the
evidence in those atfidavits would change the
conclusions of the Propused Finding.

Beckham makes no explicit argument that the
evidence in Exhibit D meets criterion (a). but asserts
that allotments in 1933 and 1934 were made to
“members of the Chinook Indian Tribe” (p.3). This
language implies that a membership list of a Chinook
tribe cither existed at that time or was prepared by
the allotting agent. No evidence shows that this was
the case. The evidence shows only that Roblin
judged the merits of individual cases of pevple who
claimed Chinouk descent and were not enrolled at
Quinautt or another reservation.

The evidence described in
the petitioner's Exhibit D
does not identify any error
in the BIA'S research that
would require a change in
the BIA’s analysis of the
data on allotments.
Exhibit D does not provide
any basis for changing the
conclusions about Quinuult
allotments in the Propused
Finding.

The allotment evidence
described in the petitioner’s
Exhibit D does not
constitute an identification
of the petitioner as a whole
as a Chinook group in
existence at the time those
allotments were made.
Theretore, this atloiment
evidence does not meet the
requirements of

criterion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

z:._:n / Precedent

1ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

1933

Indisn census, 1933
(Ex. ¥29)

Addnions made 10 the
census by Indian office
authority (Ex. 830)

169 pages of the microfilm of the census of Taholah
Agency / Quinault Reservation for 1933

“Taholah Indian Agency - Washingion Quinault
Reservation Added by Indian Office Authority April
1, 1933." The names added 10 the census are on 56
pages in roughly alphabetical order. Same format is
the same as that of the census |see Ex. 829).

Samish amended FD 1995, 4. held thal
evidence was not “'relevant 10 criterion (a)
because it deals with the identification of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group's
Indian identity.”

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did nol meet criterion (a)
because [Special Agent} Roblin's [1919]
1eport identified individuals rather than a
tribal entily.

This is the census of all those enrolled on the
Quinauli Reservaton. Although this includes a few
of the petitioner’s ancestors, this is not the petitioner.
The additions 10 the Reservation were those who
were recently alloned as a result of the Supieme
Court decision on Halbert v U.S. Ste the full
analysis of this census in the FD Summary Under the
Criteria.

Information about
individuals does not meet
crierion (a).

o o

128/1933,
3/14/1933,
6/15/1933

Letiers from Supt. 10 CIA
(Ex. 944, 867, and 860)

The lctier of 1/28/1933 1s

not new evidence,

Cited in PF as:
BIA 1/28/1933.

see Petitioner’s PF Ex. 327.

Letters from the Superintendent at Taholah asking
for instructions on how 10 record the 62 Chinook.
Cowlitz, and Chehalis Indians who had been allotied
on Quinault and were on the 1932 Quinauh Census,
as per Halbert v. U.S. He had specific questions
about carrying them on separate rolls or a combined
rol). “They are listed on the Quinault Roll as 40
Indians of the Chinook Tribe ... allotees of the
Quinault Reservation.” The Superintendent 1s asking
for instructions, “Inasmuch as there will be much
more work incident 1o the compilation of census roll
of the Taholah Agency this year owing to the fact
that several hundred Indians are to be placed on the
rolls.” {Ex. 944]. There had not been a census of the
unattached Indians because they were scattered and
he did not have information on them. “There has
never been, as the office is aware, a census rol} of the
Chinook tribe nor of the Cowlitz Tribe, and this
agency never reporied them on any census roll up
until the time they were granted alloiments on the

Quinaielt Reservation.”

Snohomish “PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the (Snohomish] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
idenuifications of the hisioric tribe in
Bureau and mher documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. . . ."

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noied that
evidence did not meet crilerion (a)
because |Special Agent] Roblin's [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
wibal cntity.

Taken together and in context with Lhe writien
instructions that accompanied the census forms.
these letiers show that the superintendent was
uncertain about how to list the new allottees. He had
received conflicting information which necessitated
listing the Indians by “mixed tribes whereas they had
formerly been listed as Quinaielts, Quileutes.
Chehalis, Chinooks or Cowlitz” {Ex. 866). By the
term “mixed tribes” the superintendent apparently
meant that families were listed in alphabetical order
by surname, with no separalion by iribal descent.

The superintendent denied that the agency had ever
kept a Chinook tribal roll.

See the discussion in the PF HTR, 49. That report
cited the BIA letier of 11/28/1934 as a resolution of
this line of inquiry.

Information about
individuals does not meet
crierion (a).

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not neel criterion (a).
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Date Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

731/1933 | Leuter from Supt. to CIA

(Ex. 947)

The superintendent refers to a contract between
Arthur E. Griffin, auorney, and certain other tribes,
which had been approved by the Department. It was
“intended to cover Skokomish, Squaxin, Chinook,
and upper Chehalis [ndians of this jurisdiction.” but
their representatives did not sign the contract and it
was approved, “excepl as 10 those Indians.

A reference 10 Indians in general is not a
reference to the specific petitioning
group.

This correspondence indicates that the
superintendent was aware that Chinook descendants
were pursuing a claims case on behalf of the
historical tribe, but this letter does not actually
identify a contemporary Chinouk entity.

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does nut meet criterion (a).

9/26/1933 | Letter to CIA (Ex. 950)

Four pages of “results of physical examinations
Makah and Quinaielt Reservations, 1.E.C.W."
showing there were tive Chinook individuals under
the jurisdiction of Siletz Agency and four under
jurisdiction ot Taholah Agency.

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

This statistical report does not name the Chinook
individuals and does not show them in tribal
relations with a Chinook entity rather than a federally
recognized tribe.

[nformation about
individuals does nut meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group a3 an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

6/29/1934 1 Newspaper article
[handwritten on copy:
Raymond Herald, Pacitic
County, 6/29/1934)

(Ex. 1136)

Anonymous article, “Chicf Entertains Team at
Dinner.” A Bay Center itemn says, “Several baseball
fans accompanicd the Bay Center team to Taholah
Sunday where the gaine was played. . .. The Bay
Center team and visitors were treated 1o a dinner of
clam chowder and Quinault salmon by Chief George
Charley.”

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, held that
evidence was not “relevant to criterion (a)
because it deals wilh the identitication of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group's
Indian identity.”

This item is too vague to demonstrate identification
of an [ndian entity. This item identifics George
Charley as the leader of an Indian baseball team, not
as the leader of a much larger Chinook tribal entity.
From other documents it is seen that he was
sometimes referred to as the chief of the federally
recognized Shoalwater Bay Indians.

A documnent which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

771411934 | Leter from Supt. to CIA

(Ex. 934)

Letter from Superintendent at Taholah concerning
corrections to the statistics and revised rolls for
Quinault Reservation. One line says “Sheet 22 -
Quinaiek-Upper Chinook Tribe.” The enclosures
were aot attached.

An identitication of an eniity must apply
to the petitioner.

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did ot meet criterion (a)
because [Special Agent] Roblin's [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity.

This letter refers to members of a federally
recognized tribe rather than the petitioner. It has not
been shown that individual ancestors of the
petitioner were included on this census roll.

This is an tdentification of a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner.
To the extent that it might
refer 1o some ancestors of
the petitioner’s members, it
is nut an identitication of
the petitioner as a whole.
This letter does not meet
criterion (a).
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te Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedem Issue / Analysis Conclusion
12729119341 Lener from Supt. 10 C1A Letter from Superintendent with a list of 28 trusi Duwamish PF 1996. 3, noled thai Over half of these individuals hsied have Information about
(Ex. Y38) patents issued at Taholah in 1934. his a list of evidence did not meet criterion {a} descendants in the modern CIT/CN membership, but | individuals does not meet
names, patent and alloiment numbers, but does not because |Special Agent) Roblin's [1919) | this document does not identity a Chinook entity in criterion (a).
include the residence. ancestry. or ape of the report identified individuals rathes thana | 1934,
individuals. tribal entity, A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does nol meel criterion (a).
1939 Indian census, 1/1/1939 Caover sheet and two pages of corrections 10 the 1938 | Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noied thai Two individuals were identified as Chinook, but this | Information about
(Ex. 833) vensus Taholah Agency, Quinaiell Reservation: evidence did nol meet criterion (a) document did not identity a wribe of Chinook Indians. | individuals does not meet
changes in (1) residence, (2) classifications by scx, because |Special Agent] Roblin's [1919] criterion (a).
(3) other changes such as new married name. teport identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity. A documemt which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian enlity
does not meet criterion (a).
1941-1947 | Register of Vial Siatistics 22 pages from the repister of births and deaths Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that Some of the petitioner’s members or ancestors Information about
for Taholah Agency showing the individual, the Quinauli census number, | evidence did nol meei criterion (a) appeared on this list. but this regisier of births and individuals does not meel
(Ex. 824) data about the birth or death, residence, and ancestry. | because |Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919] | deaths of Indians who were under sgency jurisdiction | criterion (a).
Some individuals who had Quinauli census numbers report identified individuals rather than a did not idemify a contemporary Chinook tribal
were identified as Chinook or Chinook-Cowlitz, etc. | wribal entity. entity. A document which does not
in the tribe field. Some children who died young had identify the petitioning
“DBE" [Died Before Enrolled]) in the census number group as an Indian entity
feld. does not meel criterion (a).
12/29/194 1| Letter trom Taholah Apency | Letter trom the chief clerk at Taholah 10 a funeral Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This letter said the hve individuals were “enrolled at | A document which does not
1o Cassedy & Allen, funcral | home in Tacoma requesting the death places of five Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that this Agency,” but did not name a ribe. This leuer identify the petitioning
directors (Ex. 822) individuals who were enrolled al Taholah. The criterion (a) requires the identification of | did not identify a Chinook tribal entity. group as an Indian entity
funeral director’s response was typed on the same an entity or group, not just individuals. . does nol mneel criterion (a).
letter. '
172011945 | Letter from Supt. LaVaua to | Lener from George P. LaVaua, Superintendent, A reference 10 Indians in general is nota | This letter did not identify a Chinook entity in 1945. | A document which does not

CIA (Ex. 1277)

Taholah, concerning a leuier dated 1/10/1945.
“regarding an estimated population of unenrolled
members of the Cowlitz, Chinook, and other tribes.”
He has no evidence that the estimated number of 500
unenrolled Indians is correct.

reference 10 the specific petitioning’
group.

identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does nol meel critesion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

5/10/1948

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Letter from [ndian Claims
Commission to Myrtie §.
Woodcock (Ex. 1000))

Not new evidence; see
Petitioner's PF Ex. 259

Cited in PF as:
Indian Claims Comaussion
1948.

Letter from Charles F. McLaughlin. Chief,
Investigation Division, Indian Claims Commission,
concerning Woodcock's letter of 4/27/1948
requesting information concerning the Chinook
Tribe of Indians. Says that no claims are pending,
but provides information on six unratified treaties of
1851 which made land cessions.

A reference 10 a historical tribe is not an
identification of a contemporary entity.

This letter did notidenuty a Chinook enlity in 1948,
This letter referred to a historicat Chinook tribe as of
1851.

See the discussion of this letter in the PF HTR, 48.

A document which does not
identity the petitioning
group as an [ndian entity
does not meet criterion (a).
This letter does aut micet
criterion (a) for 1943,

Correspondence with
attorneys (Ex. 1001, 1002,
1003. 1004, 1006, 1007,
1008, 1009, 1010, 1011,
1012, 1013, 1014, 1015,
1016, 1017, 1018, 1022,
1023, 1024, 1023, 102%)

Letters from attorneys representing the Chinook
Tribe of Indians, on claims issues, eligibility of
applicants, descendancy, and attorney contracts, eic.

A group’s attorney or attorneys have not
been considered neutral external
observers in prior acknowledgment cases.

Letters to a group from attorneys employed by the
group to bring a claims case mercly repeat the
clienl’s self-identification and cannot be considered
as identifications by ncutral external observers.

These fetters do not meet
criterion (a)

1951--

PF Summuary, 8

The Proposed Finding concluded that several
organizations of Chinook descendants had been

identified since 1951,

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

[dentification as a “tribe” is not required
under criterion 83.7(a), which specifies

only identification as an “entity’ (Match-
e-be-nash-she-wish FD 1998, 8).

The comments submitted in response 10 the Proposed
Finding support the conclusion of the Propused
Finding.

Severat organizations ot
Chinook descendants have
beea identified by external
observers since 1951,
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Portland Area Office 10
Myrtle Woodcock
(Ex. 1021b), and blank
forms (Ex. 1021a)

Office, with a copy of a blank form [Ex. 1021a] 10
use for enrolling applicants for “wribal enroliment.”
The form is in two paris: an affidavit and an
application.

affidavits in the petition documentation. These
applications were used 10 form the database for the
membership of the Chinook organization in the early
1950's and 10 provide the genealogical connections
between the 1950's organization and the historical
Chinook tribe. This blunk form provides no new
information about the petitioner

Dare Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ A naly Conclusion
9/22/1951 | Minutes (Ex. 1005 and 848) | The meeting was called by Superintendent Bitney, “A BlA officia) . . . autended the 1934 BIA officials called a meeting of Chinook This document identified a
Western Washington Agency, for the purpose ot meeting at which the corporation charter descendants for the purpose of dealing with a group claims group in 1951.
Noi new evidence: see selecting delepates 10 sign contracts with aliorneys was adopted. Her report identified the which would manage the clains case against the
Pentioner's PF Ex. 344, who had been previously selecied 10 represent group as a group of Narraganseu Indians” | Government. The Indian Claims Commission
groups pursuing claims. There were 65 individuals (Narraganseu PF 1982, 8). accepied petitions on hehalf of. and made awards io,
Cited in PF as: present. J. Grant Ellion, Myrile Woodcock. and historical tribes. Thus, the references here were 1o
CTC 972211951, Claude Wain were nominated 1o aci as delepates. claims on hehalf of a historical Chinook tribe, not 10
Claude Wain of Raymond called for a recognition a contemporary political entity. The Commission
comimitiee comprised of the present officers 10 “pass allowed unrecopnized but oryanized groups of
upon who is a Chinook and who is not.” descendants of the historical tribe 10 bring claims on
behalf of the historical wribe.
The first part of these two copies of the minuies of
the meeting at Skamokawa, are identical. The note This meeting was discussed in the PF HTR, 55.
at the end of Ex. 848 says that it was evidently
copied from a carbon copy of the original.
10/23/1951| Lener from Celeste Leuner from Celesie Peierson, Astoria, OR, Self-identification is not accepred as internal correspondence of the petitioning group Self-identification does not
Peierson 10 Myrile concerning tribal enrollment segistration questions evidence tor meeting criterion (a). does not constitute identification of the group by an meet the requirements of
Woodcock (Ex. 1018), and concerning children 1o be enrolled separately or on external observes. criterion (a).
Woodcock's response their parents’ cards.
(Ex. 1019)
1072571951 Lener from ClA to Senator | Leuter fiom D. S. Myer, CIA, concerning “cerntain A reference 10 a historical iribe is not an | This correspondence concerns a hisioricat Chinook This leuer does not meet
Warren Magnuson unratified and unsigned Indian trealies beiween the identification of a coniemporary entity, tribe, rather than a contemporary one. criterion (a).
(Ex. 1020) U.S. and the Chinook, Cowlitz, Chehalis and
Quinauh Tribes.”
10726/1951 | Cover leuer trom B1A Cover leuer from Edward Swindell, Portland Area N/A There are hundreds of these completed forms and A routine reply or

ransmintal leuer does not
meel criterion {a).

The peutioner's own
applications do not
constitute identification by
an external ohserver

CIT V001 D008 Page 115 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

Date

Form of Evidence

.32

[ Descri

escription

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

5/5/1932

Letter from Area Counsel

Conclusion

Swindell to Supt. Bitney
(Ex. 860)

Not new evidence.

Cited in PF as:
BIA 5/5/1952.

Edward Swindell, Area Counsel, says, in reply to a
question about the issuance of identification cards
(“blue cards™) to individuals, that “for tribes whose
existence has in effect been ‘revived” in connection
with prosecution of claims against the United
States.” he agrees that, “in view of the fact that these
tribes undoubtedly have not maintained tribal
relations over the years™ it should be their
respoasibility to prepare a roll and to attemipt to have
itapproved “by a court of record.” He also potats
out that the State might question the issuance of
cards to individuals who “are descendants of [ndians
who did not have a ratified treaty...."

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

No specific people or tribes are named in this letter.
This letter does not provide evidence that a Federal
official identified a Chinouk tribe or entity in 1951,
On the contrary, it reveals that the area counsel
considered some of the claims groups to be
“revivals” of tribes that had ceased to maintain tribal
relations.

For a discussion of this evidence, see the PE HTR.
64.65.

This letter does nut meer
criterion (a).

11716/1952

Newpaper article. Seatile
Post-Intelligencer
(Ex. 1157)

Not new evidence: see
Petitioner's PF Ex. 96.

Anonymous article with Raymond byline, “Chinooks
not Pleased Over Timber Deal,” says that Pacific
County Chirook Indians are not pleased about the
timber sale prices cn the Crane Creck logging unit of
the Quinault reservation. The article calls Claude
Wain the “chair-maan of the Willapa Harbor unit of
the Chinouk tribe.”

83.7(a)(6) [1978}: evidence 10 be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers.”

This article identificd a local Indian entity and
implied that the “Willapa Branch™ was partof a
larger claims organization.

[t does not appear that Wain has any descendans in
the current CIT/CN membership.

This article identitied an
Indian entity in 1952, [t
does not identily the
petitioner as a whole, but
implies a larger than local
organization.

1/15/1953

Newspaper article,
Raymond Herald, Pacific
County (Ex. 1158)

Anonymous article, “Chinooks Set Tribal Meet,” at
Skamokawa, says attorneys discussed pending claims
before the [ndian Claims Commssion and that a
special observance marked the return of the skull of
Chicf Comcomly from a museum in England.

83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence to be relied
upon inctudes “identification as an (ndian
entity in newspapers.”

This article identified a Chinook entity.

This article identitied a
claims organization in 1953,

11811953

Newspaper article
fhandwritten on copy: trom
Oregonian. 1/18/1953)
(Ex. 1159)

Anonymous photo article, “Chinooks Accept Flavel
House as Repository for Chief's Skull,” with photo
ot *J. Graat Elliott, chairman of tribal council of the
Chinook Nation™ and his wife ut a tribal council
mecling in Skamokawa.

83.7(a)(6) [1978): evidence 10 be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers.”

This article identified a Chinook tribal entity.
(The date of this article may be later than Jan. 1953.)

This article identitied one of
the Chinook organizations,

ca. 1953,
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Peterson 10 James Sarreault
(Ex. 1020)

she forwards a cupy of Chinook Nation minutes of
6/13/1953.

evidence lor meeting criterion (a).

activiies represents the group’s self-identification.

See the PF HTR, 2. 54-56, tor discussion of these
meelngs.

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ A palysis Conclu
473071953 | Newspuper anticle. Anonvmous article, “Early History of Chinookville A reference 10 a historical tribe 18 noi an This anicle did not identify a Chinook tribal entity in | This article does not meet
Kavmand Herald, Pacific Told at Society Dinner,” provides a summary of the identification of a contemporary entity. = | the 1950's. This article did not describe a Chinook criterion (a).
County (Ex. 1160) meeting of the Pacific County Historical Socicty at tribe n carlier times. although other sources have
the Seaview communily center, al which Jack Petit. described Chinookville as an Indian village. This
St., spoke on the history of Chinookville on the article did not identify Petit as a representative or
Columbia River. Says that, "Mr. Petit is a grandson member of any Chinook organization that may have
of Amable Petit who came 10 Chinookville in 1859 existed in the 1950's.
and recalls stories of the early period 10ld by his
grandmother...."”
5/14/1953 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Chinooks Elect Tribal Officials | 83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence i0 be relied This aniicle identified a Chinook tribal entity. Most This article idemtified one of
Raymaond Herald, Pacific to Press Claims,” says that Roland Charley of upon includes “identification as an Indian | of the individuals named have descendants in the the Chinook claims
Coumy (Ex. 1162) Tokeland was elecied president of the Chinook entity in newspapers.” maodern CIT/CN membership. organizations, not the whole
Tribal Council. Others elected included: Leonard petitioner, in 1953,
Hawks, Bay Center; Myrtle Woodcock, South Bend; | San Juan Paiute FD 1989, 5. noted that This organization was discussed in the Proposed
Catherine Troeh, llwaco; Claude Waine, Raymond: 1he petitioner is not required 10 have heen | Finding. See the PF HTR, 56. See the PF ATR, 8,
Paul Petit, Bay Center; Jack Petit, llwaco; Mildred identified with the specific tribal name 30, 79. and 96. This article does not provide new
Colbert, Portland; and Charles Larsen, Tacoma. curiemly used by the petitioner. evidence.
5/15/1953 | List of stanstics by "CEL” These lists show that there were 950 1otal “applicants | Self-idemification is not accepted as This exhibit refers 10 the application process for the The petitioner’s own
{handwritien note says: to-date” and 1hat there were 313 Chinooks living in evidence for meeting criterion (a). 1953 membership list discussed in the PF GTR, 28. apphcations do not
Charles E. Larsen) towns near Bay Center and 195 Chinooks living in constitute idemtification by
(Ex. 857) towns near Skamokawa, Larsen's note says the an external observer. Self-
fipures include all of the applications in the hands of identification does not meel
the secretary |of the Chinook claims organization], the requirements of
but not those in the hands of {chairman) J. Grani criterion (a).
Ethou. i
6/30/1953 | Lener from Carol Quigley Leuter from Carol Quigley, council woman for Self-identification is not accepled as This lerter from the Chinook Tribal Council Self-identification does not
10 Superinendent, Wesiern Chinook Tribal Council, re: election of officers in evidence for meeting criterion (a). reporting the results of an election 10 the B1A meet .:.n requirements of
Washington Agency June 1953; lists officers, all with Skamokawa repiesents the group’s self-idemification. criterion (a).
(Ex. 834) addresses: John Grant Elliot, Chairman; Kent
Elliou. vice-chairman; Frank Quigley, sec-treas.
76/1953 Lener from Celeste Leuter from Celeste Peterson, Astoria, OR. in which Self-idemilication is not accepted as A leter from the group and discussion of s Self-identification does not

meet the requirements of’
criterion {a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

11933

Letter from Frank Quigley
10 Supenintendent, Western
Washington Agency

(Ex. 835)

Letter from Frank Quigley, secretary-treasurer of the
“Chinook Tribe" [sic/ concerning election of
officers.

Self-identification is not accepted as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

A letter trom the group about the group's activities
fepresents the group's self-identitication.

See the PF HTR, 2, 54-56, for discussion of this
evidence.

Self-identification does not
meet the requirements of
criterion {a).

83171953

Newspaper article (source
not cited] (Ex. 1163)

Anonymous article, “Indian Agency Shift Protested
by Tribe.” says Claude Waine of Raymond,
chairman of the meeting, was in favor of a
Congressional investigation of the reasons for the
BIA agency transfer from Hoquiam to Everett.
Myrtle Woodcock protested that the transfer made it
hard t0 go 10 the agency to do business.

83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence to be relied
upon includes “identitication as an [ndian
entity in newspapers.”

This article identiftes u Chinook Indian enlity
meeting in 1953. The only two members of the
group who were specifically named in the article
were from South Bend and Raymond.

This is not new evidence.

the Chinook claims
organizations, not the whole
petitioner, in 1953

This article ideatitied one ol

1/23/1954

Letter trom Supt. to Area
Director (Ex. 861)

Letter from Superintendent at Western Washington
Agency responding 1o requests for “blue cards” from
individuals who are not oa an approved roll,

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

This leticr concerned whether or not 10 issue
identification cards 10 individuals who were not on
the rolls of recognized tribes. This letter was not an
identification of a Chinook entity or group.

Sce the discussion of “blue cards™ in the PF HTR.
64-65.

Information which does not
identity an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

221954

Letter trom CIA to Charles
Larsen. Tacoma, WA
(Amclia 1998)

Not new evidence:; see
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 249,
409.

Cited in PF as:
BIA 2/2/1954.

Letter from CIA in response to Larsen’s questions on
encollment for the [ndian Claims Commission case
and proposed termination legislation. The
commissioner made a distinction between rolls
prepared for claims cases against the Government
and rolls prepared pursuant to the proposed bill. He
indicated that a Chinvok descendant allotted on the
Quinault Reservation could be on both the Quinault
roll for termination purposes and the Chinook roll
for claims purpuses.

A reference to a historical tribe is not an
identification of a contemporary entity.

This fetter does not specifically identify a Chinook
eatity, although it implies the existence ot a Chinook
claims group.

See the PF HTR. 67-68, for a discussion of the
termination bilk.

This letter does not meet
criterion (a).

10/1171954

Letter from Charles Larsen
10 Supt. Robertson
(Ex. 862)

Not new evidence: see
Petinoner’s PF Ex. 140,

Letter from Charles Larsen, secretary-treasurer of
Chinook Indian Tribes. [nc.. concerning non-
issuance ot “bluc cards™ to nun-treaty tribes.

Selt-idenuticauon 1s not accepted as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

This letter is not an outsider’s identification of an
Indian entuy.

Sce the PE HTR. 60. tor a discussion of Charles
Larsen’s rote in the Chinook Tribes. Inc.

Self-identification does not
meel the requirements of
criterion (a).
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule/ Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
nd Naote from Julia Butler Briet note from a former neighbor saying Ned (7) Samish amended FD 1995, 4. and Although Hansen was a Staie Representative., this Information abowt
[probably | Hansen (Amelia 1998) was % Indian and she Mermiss (Cathlamet), eic. Duwaimish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted tha was not an identification of a Chinook tribe by a individuals does not meel
ca. 1955] criterion (a) requites the identificaton of | state official. 1t was the reminiscences of an old criterion (a).
an entity or group, not just individuals neighbor abowt an individual.
2110/1955 | Letter from Marie J. Leuer from Marie J. Scarborough, Tacoma, WA, Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This lener was an inquiry about records a former This leter does nol meet
Scarborough 10 Julia Butler | concerning litigation of the Scarborough family and Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4. noted that neighbor might have that would help in family criterion (a).
Hansen (Amelia 1998) requesting copies of the land paient in question for criterion (a) requires the identification of | litigation for reimbursement for the Fi. Columbia
Fort Columbia. an entity or group, not just individuals. land. 11 did not identify a Chinook entity in 195S.
2/12/1955 | Leuer from Julia Butler Letter from Julia Butler Hansen, | State Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This letter concerns family linganon. I does not This letier does not meet
Hansen 10 Marie ). Represemative], replying 10 above leuer and Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noied tha ideniify a Chinook entity in 1955. criterion (a).
Scarhurough (Amelia 1998) { indicating when she will be able 10 provide a copy of | criterion (a) requires the identification of
the deed. an entily or group, nol just individuals.
51511955 Letter from Area Director Letier fiom Area Director Perry E. Skarra Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This record identifies an individual as a Quinauh Information about

Skarra 10 Supt. Robertson

(Ex. 859)

concerning an arder 10 remove restrictions on land at
Bay Center, property of Loyal L. Clark, a member of
Quinault.

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that
criterion (a) requires the identification of
an enlity or group, not just individuals.

alloutee. 1t does not identify a Chinook group o1
entity.

individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

10/31/1955

Letier from Marie J.
Scarborough to Julia Butler
Hansen (Amelia 1998)

Letier from Marie J. Scarborough, Tacoma, WA,
concerning the claim of Scarborough Heirs v. United
Siates 1e: a donation land patent.

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

This lettes provides some information on the
Scarborough family, but is data on an individual or
family. 1t does not identity a Chinook entity

This leuer does not meet
criterion (a).

11371956

Letier from Win. Coburn 10
Bewsy Trick (Ex. 798)

Wm. Coburn |Chief Counsel, Subcommitiee on the
Legistative Oversight Function) sends a thank you
for the copy of the Chinook constitution and by-laws.
He says it will be helpful “to the Commitiee in its
study of timber sales policies on the Quinault
Reservation.”

N/A

This letter represents routine correspondence. not an
identification of the Chinook Tribe, Inc

A routine reply o
transmintal letter does not
meel criterion (a).

4/12/1956

Newspaper article,
Ravmond Herald, Pacific
County (Ex. 1164)

Anonymous article, “Bay Center,” with news of local
people and an announcement that, “A regular
meeting of the Chinook Indian Council was held on
Saturday at the Paul Petit home. Plans were made for
their annual meeting to be held at Georgetown on

June 17.7

83.7¢a)(6) | 1978]: evidence 10 be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
ennity in newspapers.”

This article is an example of a local newspaper
reporting the activities of a Chinook entity in the
local area.

This article identified one of
the Chinook claims
organizations, not the whole
petitioner, in 1956.
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.36 -
Date Fora of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
6/14/1956 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article. “Chinvoks to Meet Near Tribal 83.7(a)(6) [1978]): evidence to be relied This article is an example of a local newspaper This article identified one of
Raymond Herald, Pacitic Home,” says a meeting will be held at Ft, Columbia, | upon includes “identification as an Indian reporting the activities uf a Chinook group in the the Chinook claims
County (handwriuen date, in the vicinity of the ancestral home. Says, “Some entity in newspapers.” local acea. organizations, not the whole
6/14/1956] (Ex. 1166) 300 Chinvoks from both sides of the Columbia, the petitioner, in 1956,
shores of Willapa Bay, Taholah, and other towns in
the Northwest are expected 1o attend.” The article
refers (o traditional chiefs and the present “Chicf,
Roland Charley.”
712211956 | Newspaper acticle, Seattle Article by Lucille McDonald. “When Is an Indian 83.7(a)(6) (1978]: evidence to be relied This article described a meeting of a group of This article identitied one of
Times (Ex. 1167 not an Indian? Complex Questions Face Descendants upon includes “identification as an Indian | Chinook descendants, with references to at least two | the Chinook claims
of Chinook Tribe in Pressing Claim Against entity in newspapers.” leaders and a large number of individuals in organizations, not the whole
See also: Amelia 1998, Government.” Describes large gathering of Chinook atendance. This article identitied an Indian group. petitioner, in 1956.
at Fort Columbia state park to discuss the value of Newspaper articles . . . identified the
Not new evidence. clinging to their tribal identity and how 10 document petitioner’s ancestral group as [ndian in Sce the PF HTR. 61.
their claim against the U.S. The article refers to the late 1920's and 1930's (Jena Choctaw
Cited in PF as: Roland Charley as the president of the “Council of PF 1994, 2).
McDonald 1956. the Chinouk Tribe." Jack Petit of llwaco presided at
the meeting.
8/8/1957 Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Bay Center,” with local news: 83.7(a)(6) [1978): evidence to be relied This article identitied an Indian group. This article identified one of
Raymond Herald, Pacitic “The Chinook Indians held a special tribat upon includes “identification as an [ndian the Chinook claims
County (Ex. 1169) meeting...”" A large crowd attended. The next entity in newspapers.” organizations, not the whole
meeting will be election of ofticers. petitioner, in 1937,
1371958 | Newspaper article. Anonymous article, “Quinault Allottecs Called to A reference (o Indians in general is nota | Although it is known from other sources that Claude | A discussion of generic
Raymond Herald. Pacitic Mecting.” says that a meeting of allottees in the reference to the specific petitioning Waine was one of the leaders of a Chinook Indian issues does not
County (Ex. 1 172) Quinault Reservation was set at Hoquiam. Claude group. organization in the 1950's, this article did not specify | identify a specific Indian
Waine explained that the meeting was to torm an that the meeting was for Chinook allottees only. enuty, and theretore does
advisory board and committees 0 represent the Quinault allottees included Quinault, Quileute, not mecet criterion (a).
Indians who held allotments. Chehalis, and Cowlitz descendants, and was thus
broader than a Chinook group.
22011958 | Newspaper article

{handwritten on copy:
Raymond Herald, Pacitic
County 2/2(/ 19358

(Ex. 117}

Anonymous article. “[ndian Tribes Form Business
Policy Group.” reports the results of a meeting at
Hoquiam and says it was attended by representatives
of the BIA and the vanous tribes owning timber
allouments on Quinault.

A reference 1o [ndians in general is not a
reference 1o the specitic peutioning
group.

The references to the allottees on the Quinault
Reservatiun are not synonymous with reference 1o
the petitioner. Four of the nine commitiee members
mentioned were of Chinook descent.

A discussion of geneni
Indian issues does nat
identify a specitic Indian
entity, and theretore does
oL Micet criterivn (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

11711958

Newspaper article,
Ravmond Herald, Pacific
County (Ex. 1174)

Anonymous anticle. “Chinooks Postpone Scheduled
Meeting,” due 10 veath of Roland Charley. Savs
that, “Charley was one of the leaders of the Chinook
bands of the twin harbors area.”

83.7(a)(6) } 1978]: evidence 10 be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
eniity 1in newspapers.”

This article identified a Chinook group. or groups.

This anicle idemtified one of
the Chinook claims
organizations, not the whole
petitioner, in 1958.

1960's

Newspaper article. Astorian
Abmnanac, 111411998
(Ex. 1177)

Note: There are 1wo iems
with this exhibit number.

Anonymous obituary of “Beisy Ann Trick,
Homemaker, 91, who died at llwaco, WA. the
daughier of “pioneer residents.” Says that, "Afier
her return 10 Jlwaco |in 1960), she served as the
secretary of the Chinook Indian Tribe.” The
obituary gives some genealogical information and
states that she was proud of her Chinook ancesury.

N/A

Although this article primarily contains information
about an individual, the obituary does mention that
she was the member of a Chinook organization and
had served as its secretary.

The PF ATR, 114, 118, 125, 141, 144-145, 162
discussed Trick's role in the leadership of the
Chinook Indian Tribe from the 1950's 10 the 1970's.
This article does not provide new evidence, but
confirms what was found in the Proposed Finding.

5N0/1962

Newspaper article

fhandwrinien on copy:
Longview Daily News,
5/10/1962) (Ex. 1176)

Anonymous obituary, “Chinook Nation Chairman.
John Grant Ellion, Dies.” Says he was 74 and a
relative of 1wo forines chiefs. Comcomly and
Wahkiakum. The obituary includes a list of
surviving relatives.

N/A

This article identifies a
Chinonok entity as of the
1960's.

Ahhough this article is about an individual, it
indicates the exisience of a Chinook organization.

This article identified one of
the Chinook claims
organizations, not the whole
petitioner, in 1962,

3/13/1963

List of tribes. Purtland area,
ca. 3/13/1963 (Ex. 1184)

“List of Tribes and Tribal Oflicers, Portland Area
Office,” lists federally recognized tribes and
unacknowledged groups of Indians. The only
identification for this list is the stamped note:
“Received Mar 15 1963 Washington State Library.”

N/A

This is a mailing list or finding aid which includes
groups dealt with for purposes of bringing claims
against the U.S.. bul not as recognized tribes. This
does not support a conlention that the Chinook were
recognized by the BIA Poriland Area Office as a
tribe. See the further explanation of the petitioner's
arguments on this document in the FD Summary
Under 1he Criteria

This document identified a
Chinook claims
organization, ca. 1963. The
petitioning group is not
clearly 11s organizanonal
SUCCESNOI.

107971964

Questionnaire lo1
Enrollment in Chinook
Tribe (Ex. 819)

See full collection in BAR
files and discussion in the
Proposed Finding.

A sample of the questionnaires used in the 1950's
that were included in the original petition. Myrtle
Johnson Woodcock says she was horn 1889 in
Oysterville and maintained tribal relations by
continuous association with Indian friends and
relatives.

Self-identification is not accepted as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

This application indicates an individual's self-
identification. The group’'s own procedures and
forms do not indicate identification of it by an
external observer.

The petitioner’s own
applicanons do not
constilute identification by
an external observer. Self-
identification does not meet
the requirements of
critenion (a)
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

9/30/1966

Newspaper article. liwaco
Tribune (Ex. 1177)

Anonymous article, “Petit Relatives Hold Reunion
Honoring Pioncer Forefathers.” A summary of the
celebration of the descendants of Amable and
Amclia Aubichon Petit who moved to Chinookville
in 1866. Many of the family members were named
and a summary of the lives of the pioneer couple was
included.

N/A

This summary of a family reunion makes no mention
of a Chinvok tribe or that Amelia Aubichon Petit was
a Chinook descendant. This article makes no
mention of a Chinook entity in 1966 when the
reunion took place.

Thus article does not meet
criterion (a).

4/8/1974

Newspaper article. Tacoma
News Tribune (Amelia
1998)

Anunymuous obituary for Edwin Scarborough, 83,
grandson of Paly Temaikami Tchinook.

N/A

This article identifies an individual as a Chinook
descendant, but it does not identify a Chinook eatity
in 1974,

This article does not mect
criterion (a).

1990

U.S. Census statistics
(Tarabochia 1998, ¢x.7)

Data trom the 1990 federal census report of
“American [ndian Population by Selected Tribes:
1990.” showing the distribution of *Chinook,
Clatsop and other Chinook™ under the general
category of Chinvok Indians. Of the totat 978
Chinook [ndians in the U.S., 769 are in the Pacific
region, with 341 Chinook in Washington, 308 in
Oreyon, and 120 in California (pp. 1, 6). Other
statistics in the report relate to age and gender,
household size. school enrollment, and fabor force
status.

Samish amended FD 19953, 4, and
Duwamish PF 1996, 3. 4, nuted that

criterion (a) requires the identification of

an eatity or group, not just individuals.

Self-identification is not aceepted as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

This report, which contains statistics only, is based
on individuals' self-identification ia the Federal
census. None of the petitioner’s members are named
in this report.

Information about
individuals does not miect
criterion (a).

Self-identification does not
meet the requirements of
criterion (a).
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ A nalysis

Conclusion

1990

U.S. Census statisiics
(Tarabochia 1998, ex.8)

“Selected suppon documents regarding the
distribution of American Indians in Pacific County,
by census tract and census “block group’ for the
1990 US census.” This information shows the
distribution of Indians within Pacific County. The
statistics show that there were 533 American Indians
in Pacific County: 119 in the Raymond, 81 in South
Bend, 113 in Bay Center, 77 in Nasselle, 23 in Long
Beach, and 16 in llwaco. A footnote says that 67 of
the 83 Indians who self-identified as Shoalwater
Indians reside in Washington Sf8te and that the 1990
U.S. census shows 66 Indians resided on the
Shoalwater Reservation. A second footnote says
“Chinook Tribe - 341 of the American Indians who
self-identified as Chinook reside in Washington™ and
“There are more American Indians residing in Bay
Center. . . than on the Shoalwater Reservation.”

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

Self-identification is not accepted as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

This evidence is a general census summary. It does
not name Chinook individuals, but reports the
number of individuals who self-idemified as Chinook
on the 1990 census

Intormation about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

Self-identification does not
meel the requirements of
criterion (a).

11/22/1997

Newspaper article by
Theresa Willeford-
Hathaway |no source],
dated 11/22/1997
(Ex. 1179)

Article, “Harbor Lifestyle: Anna Mae Suong,” siates
although a resident of Raymond, Strong has roots at
Bay Center, and that her grandmother was Annie
Hawks Clark, of Chinook-Chehalis descent.
Recalling her childhood, she reported visits to
Taholah 10 see old friends, such as Chief Tom Payne
of the Queets tribe and others. Strong was involved
in “various projects concerning Pacific County’s
Native Americans” and gave specches “in order that
the history of the Wheelapa Chinook people will not
he forgotien.”

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and
Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted tha
criterion (8) requires the identification of
an entity o1 group, not just individuals.

Self-identification is not accepted as
evidence for meeting criterion (a).

The article contains some penealogical information
about the Rhoades-Hawks family, and names some
of the Indians of the reaty era. However. this article
does not identify a Chinook Indian entity in 1997.

This article does not meet
crierion (a).
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Date Form of Evidence

Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis

2611998

Conclusion

Letter trom Cliftord E.
Trafzer 10 Timothy P.
Tarabochia (Ex. T)

The author of The Chinook expressed his shock 1o N/A
learn, from Tarabochia, that the “BIA is using my
bouk to deny The Chinook Tribe federal
recognition.” In his letter to Tarabochia, Trafzer
stated his “outrage™ that the BIA staff had given the
petitioner “a negative finding based on u
misinterpreted statement found in my short survey of
Chinook people.” Trafzer told Tarabochia that he
would defer to the petitioner’s researcher Beckham
as the expert on the Chinook.

Since the Proposed Finding emphasized the lack of
ideniification of a Chinuok entity between 1873 and
1951 (PF Summary, 8), Trafzer's identitication of
three contemporary Chinook groups in the 1980's
was not the reason the petitioner failed to meet
criterion (a).

PF Summary, 7

PF HTR 5-7, 54, 81-82

Trafzer's book was cited on | page of 4} puges of
the PF Summary under the Criteria. Obviously, the
Proposed Finding was not based on Trafzer's book.

Trafzer, The Chinvok
(19901, 100, 104
[see also p.97 |

The Propused Finding said. in its evaluation of
criterion (a), that, “Trafzer concluded that “the
Chinook no longer are a unified tribe.’ He identified
three contemporary groups of Chinook in the 1980's:
the Chinvok Indian Tribe organization, the
Wahkiakum Chinook, and the Chinook on
Shoalwater Bay" (PF Surmunary, 7).

Trafzer appareatly did not consider Beckham to be
an expert on the Chinook at the time he published his
book. for he failed to cite Beckham as one of the
authorities upon whom he had relied (see, ey,
Trafzer 1990, 104).

It is clear that Professor Trafzer has relied on the
comments by Tarrabochia and has not read either the
Trafzer's reply states: “On the issue of ‘unified Summary under the Criteria or the Historical

tribe.” what | meant by this stalement was that there Technical Report. He has not demonstrated that any
have been several Chinook groups historically based statement in the Proposed Finding misinterpreted his
on village and arca leaders. No one Chinook leader book.

could speuk for all Chinooks.... Neither the
Chinooks at Shoalwater Bay or Quinault can speak
for the Chinook people who remained on their sacred
lands along the Columbia” (Ex. T).

Trafzer's letter does not
require any revision of the
Proposed Finding,

His identitication of
contemporary Chinook
groups is consistent with the
conclusions of the Propused
Finding that several
organizations of Chinook
descendants had been
identified since 1951.

Recommendation: The petitioner did not provide new evidence of identifications of a Chi
its ancestors were identified in 1925 and 1927, and again in 1951 and the followiny
but that evidence does not show that a Chinook entity was identified on a “substan
and the 1970's were of organizations which did not appear to include the petitione
show that the petitioner meets the requirements of this criterion prior to 1951.

Therefore, the evidence in the record does not show that the petitioni
“from historical times until the present” on a “substantially continuous™ basis.

For these reasons, the petitioner does not meet the requirements of criterion 83.7(a).

nook [ndian entity between 1873 and 1924, The petitioner has provided examples to show that some of
years, as a group or groups bringing claims on behalf of a historical Chinook tribe against the United States,
tially continuous™ basis between 1927 and 1951. The identifications of Chinook organizations between 1931

r as a whole and do not have clear continuity with the petitioner’s organization. The evidence is insufficient (o

ng group has been identified as an Indian entity
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Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation (C1T/CN)

CRITERION B - The petitioner forms a distinct community and has existed as a distinet community throughout history.

The PF for the CIT/CN petitioner concluded that the petitioner met criterion 83.7 (b)
fiom 1811 10 1880, based on the continuing existence of distinct Chinook Indian villages.
Using a combination of evidence to show people lived in village-like settings and
maintained distinct cultural pattems, it also concluded that, from 1854 to about 1920,
there is evidence that a community of Chinook Indians who had intermarried with
Chehalis Indians and whites, lived along the shores of Willapa Bay, particularly in the
town of Bay Center and on Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. This Bay Center
community met the requirements for community found in criterion (b) under the
1egulations; however, this community did not incorporate the entire Chinook population
claimed as ancestors by the petitioner. Significant portions of the petitioner’s ancestors
lived in other communities along the Columbia River, 25 to 45 miles 1o the south and
southeast of Bay Center. The PF found hittle or no evidence that the Chinook people
living on the Columbia River and those in or near Bay Center formed a community under
the regulations afier 1880.

The PF found that daia from the 1880 Federal Census was used 10 demonstraie that many
Chinoock descendants, including those who were permanent residents in Bay Center, were

fishing side by side in Chinookville, a village which was almost exclusively inhabited by
Chinook Indians. The year 1880 was the last year for which the PF found there was

sufficient evidence demonstrating that the petitioner, as a whole, met the requirements of
criterion 83.7(b).

The petitioner submitted new evidence during the PF comment period 1o support a
revised finding of continuous, significant social interaction between the Indians living in
Bay Center and the Chinook descendants concentrated in communities on the Columbia
River 10 the South 10 1950. However, the evidence from 1950 to the present is not
sufficient 10 show that the petitioner, as a whole, meets criterion 83.7 (b). Evidence
submitted by the petitioner in response 1o the proposed finding supports cominuous
significant social interaction between the Indians living in Bay Cenier and the Chinook
descendants concentrated in Dahlia or llwaco between 1880 and 1950. The evidence
which is available from 1880 10 1950 is sufficient to show that the petitioner, as a whole,
meets criterion 83.7 (b).

Dates of Form of Evidence Descriptivon Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusivn
Appli-
cation
Before L.L. Bush, “Bush Writes About | A long article about the aboriginal Indians This anicle is rather general and does not add o1 This is supporting
1860 indians,” Kaymond Herald, with discussion about the Columbia River change the PF that a Chinook tribe exisied evidence that a Chinook
Dec. 22, 1921, tribes. historically on the Columbia River. 1t is a secondary | unbe exisied before 1860.
source.
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Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1850's -
1930's

Paper attributed to Charles
DeForrest Scarborough and
Edwin J. Scarborough. n.d.,
butca. 1957, (See Amelia
1998)

A five page paper entitled “What the
Scarborough Heirs Have Done About
Regaining the Scarborough Homestead™
includes the gencalogy of Xavier (as
baptized) or Edwin Scarborough, Sr., 3® son
of James Allen Scarborough...bom at
Chinook Hill, 1/4/1848. Not dated or signed,
but the names of Charles DeFocrest
Scarborough and Edwia . Scarborough
appear below the signature lines. [t refers to
Senate Bill 2002, which is dated May 8, 1957.

This document concerns a single tamily and does
not show tribal activities. Because this letter
consists of recollections about an earlier period
made by individuals who were not adults during part
of the period being discussed, this evidence is not as
valuable as direct contemporancous evidence, even
about the history of the family line. The petition
includes many contemporancous documents about
the issue of allotments.

This document does not
change the position ot the
PF that the allotment
activiry does not
dernonstrate that the
petitioner meels Criterion

(b).

1850's to
1880's

Manuscript antnbuted to
Catherine Herrold Troeh re:
Colbert House in liwaco, WA,
but last page of history says
Betsey Trick and Charlone
Davis of llwaco furnished the
informnation (Ex. #796)

Story of the Colbert House in llwaco
belonging 1o the descendants of Aubichon
and Mary Anne, the cousin of Comcomly,
Chinook. lncludes a hist. of Hudson Bay
Company (HBC) in the area and the family’s
moves, eventually to French Prairie in Ore.
and stays there until 1866, Talks about in-
laws and neighbors at French Prawrie, and a
daughter and son-in-law Petit who moved to
Chinookville in 1866 to set up a store. An
Aubichon granddaughter, Catherine, moved
to llwaco in 1882, began to build their house,
using luber from the old house at
Chinookville. This information was
furnished by Betsy Trick and Charlotte Davis,
grand-daughters of Catherine Petit Colbent
who was bom in 1853 in Bunteville, mamied
in Astoria in 1870, moved to Chinookville in
1872, and then to llwaco in 1882, where they
built the house described in the article.

See Cowlitz PF concerning the roles played by
some White spouses of Indian women as
mediators between Whites and the mbe.

Chinook Summary under the Cniteria tor PF, p.

14,

This evidence corroborates the PE that a Chinook
commumty existed at Chinookvitle untii 1880. This
isa secondary source that is helpful in showing
when a family of Chinook descent left Chinookville
and moved to Itwaco. The focus of the article is on
the arrival of non-Indians to the lower Columbia
River, their establishment in Chinookvitle, including
a mamage to an [ndian spouse, and subsequent
movements from one community to another. There
is no discussion at all of a Chinook enuty, or its
social and political organization, nor is there any
indication that the family pamiarch acted in a role of
mediator between the Chinook [ndians and Whites
or played any other significant role which would
indicate a Chinook community existed.

Combined with evidence
already considered and
evaluated under the PF,
this document comroborates
the PF that a Chinovk
community existed at
Chinookville until 1830
The petitioner meets (b) to
18380.
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Apphi-
vation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Anslysis

Conclusion

1552

lenier 10 M1, Reed, 3/6/1909
[Ex. 505]

letier in 1909 from M1, McGowan describing
how John Edmunds, “but his name in some
way was changed to Pichemell, under which
his descendants now live” helped McGowan
move from Portland by scow in 1852,
Edmonds was marmied 10 a nalive woman and
had several childien, one, a Mrs. Russell hives
near liwaco [in 1909) Genealogies show that
Julia Pichernell Russell was b.in 1843

See Chinook Summary under the Cruena for
the PF,p. 13

This lener discusses the Pickemell’s family line

This document corroborates the evidence discussed
inthe PF showing the Pichernell’s at Chinookville
from about 1850 10 1880, and stating that a Chinook
community lived there at this tune. Because it is
recollections made at a later date than the activities it
discusses, i11s not as valuable as other
contemporancous data, available for the PF, such as
a Federal census.

in combination with
census and other evidence,
this document
demonstrates that &
Chinook commumty
existed 1n Clunookville
1850 t0 1¥80. The
petitioner meets (b) for
1850- 1850

1565-7

Deposition of Emma Millen
Lucier made on 4/24/1952
|ex.854)

Emma Lucies says she is the dau. of Sam
Millett [1833-1913] and was b. at Kelso when
her father was fishing on the Cowlitz, that
Sam was a Chinook b. at Wahkiakum on the
Columbia River. Describes fishing habus and
seeing Chinook fishing for oysters at
Brucepoint and she “knew Mr. Russell who
paid the Indans for oysters with guns, dishes,
hardware and traps.” No dates. "Many
Indians were working at Willapa Harbor,
consisting of Chinook and neighboring
tribes.”

Oral history -

*Community must be undersiood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group” (25 C.F.R. 83.1).

This does not identify an Indian emity in 1952 when
the deposition was made, but is a 1ecollection of her
youth. Sam Millert’s Indian ancestry is not a
question, and this document generally describes
Indian gioups before 1880 and perhaps later on
Willapa Bay. However, this oral history’s
chronology is very weak and so general as 10 be of
limited use in demonstrating that the petitioner
meets (b) afier 1880 o1 as a combined Chinvokan
entity in the 1900's.

This document generally
conoborates the PF that
Chinook communities
were found in several
locations before 1880, and
met (b) befure that daic.

1871-1878
1894

Store accounts ledger, 1871-
1878 and ) 894 for Koshland
Bros. (Ex. 1181 and 1182)

Appears 10 be a ledger of store accounts for
vanous customers - 1 1pages and 49 pages
respectively

“Community must be undersiood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group™ (25 C.F.R. 83.1).

Several of the persons named on these accounts
have descendants in the modern membership J. G.
and Chas. Ellion; Lamben Enyart; Archie, Alex and
Adetine Pellard; Joe LaFrambois; Louis Dunval,
William Bailey, Ed Pickernell, Louis Ducheney,
Mrs. Mary Pysk, Henry Suong. and Wm. Bailey.
This document shows members of families ancestral
10 the petitioner and known to be living in
Oysterville in the 1870's frequenting this store.

_This document
comoborates the PF that
the Chinook petinoner
meets (b) before 18¥0.
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Dates of Form of Evideace Description Rute / Precedent Issue / Anulysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
el
1880's CIT/CN Submussion 1993,

“Discussion,” 35

Petitioner’s Exhibit K:
Beckham, “1900 Census,” 4-5

Peutioner's Exhibit J:
Beckham, “1920 Census,” 3

PF Sumumary, 14, 23, 27-28

AT, 2-3,57-58

The Proposed Finding found evidence that a
Chinook village had persisted until 1880 at
Chinookville on Baker's Bay on the
Columbia River, but no evidence that the
village existed for any length of time after
1880.

The petitioner's attomey has labeled this
finding as a scrious error because it did not
conclude that the village of Chinookville had
been brought o an end by being destroyed by
non-Indians, rather than by being voluntarily
abandoned by its Indian residents.

The peutioner's researcher discussed the
destruction of Chinookville in the petitioner’s
Exhibin K.

In Exhibit K, historian Beckham attributes the
destruction of Chinookville to the natural “massive
erosion” of the Columbia River which “washed
away”™ the old village in the 1850's, followed by the
actions of Mr. McGowan in buming the remaining
Chinook houses at the site (p.4).

For purposes of criterion (b) of the regulations, what
matters is not how Chinvokville was brought 1o an
end, but whether its permanent residents moved
together as a group 1o a new location and whether its
seasonal residents continued to gather seasonally at
anew location. The petitioner has not responded
effectively to this issue. Beckham makes no attempt
to trace such continuity of a group, but simply
asserts that Indians at Chinook and [lwaco on
Baker's Bay were “direct successors to
Chinookville” (p.3). The petitioner does not show
that the same families from Chinookville continued
to live together after |8X0

The petitioner has not
shown that there was error
in the Proposed Finding's
discussion of
Chinookville's demuse,
and its response does not
show the conuinuity of this
social commumty in a new
form atter 1880, The
Proposed Finding found
evidence that a Chinook
village at Chinookville
persisted unul at least
1880, and no evidence or
argument has been
presented to change that
conclusion.
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PF Summary, 14-16
HTR, 25-30
HTR, Tables 1-3

Census 1900

Washington State and says that 76 households
and 272 individuals were Chinook. The
Historical Technical Repon noted the
presence of 333 descendants of the 1851
historical Chinookan bands and 91 ancestors
of the petitioner in 1900, either on the Federal
census in 90 households in thiee counties of
Washington and Oregon ot on the Indian
census rolls of four Indian agencies.

Beckham’s list of households on the 1900
Federal census differs from the data used in
the Historical Technical Report in only a few
minor ways: (1) Beckham lists 7 households
not identified as Chinook descendants in the
Historical Technical Repon -- Oysterville #2;
Nema #176; Brucepon #203; liwaco #31 and
#193; and Brookfield #229 and #235 (actually
#226 and #232); (2) Beckham lists 4 “Indian"”
households in seasona! fishing camps at
liwaco and Chinook not counted as Chinook
in the Historical Technical Report -- #467,
#472, #495, #496, and (3) Beckham liste
every “Indian” household on the Indian
schedules, thus including 12 households not
counted as Chinook in the Historical
Technical Report. Beckham’s list of the 1900
census, however, also overlooks 14
households of Chinook descendants included
in the analysis in the Historical Technical
Repon -- Oysterville #27; Bay Center #183;
Bruceporn #198; liwaco #59, #142, #151,
#167, #190, #191, #456; Frankfon #422.
Cathlamet #158, #228; and Eureka #284. The

Historical Technical Repon also found 10

Dutes of $orm of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis

Appli-

cation

1900 Petitioner’s Exhibit K: In his list of households on the 1900 Federal Beckham’s discussion of the 1900 Federal census, in
Beckham, “ 1900 Census” census, in Exhibit K, Beckham includes 97 Exhibit K, ignores the discussion of the 1900 census

Census # 1 Indian houscholds in two counties in inthe Proposed Finding and in the Histoncal

Technical Repon. The analysis of the 1900 census
in the Historical Technical Repont was more
thorough and more complete than the listing
piovided by Beckham in Exhibit K of the
petitioner’s response

Beckham lists Chinooks and other Indians without
noling whether they weie ancestral to the petitioning
group. In addition 10 an analysis of Chinook
descendants on the 1900 census, the Historical
Technical Repon included an analysis of the census
daa which considered only those Chinook
descendants who also were ancestors of the
petitioner’s members.

The 1900 census evidence submined in Exhibit K
was considered and analyzed for the Proposed
Finding, and is not new evidence. Including the 7
additional households identified by Beckham.
together with the 90 households identified for the
Proposed Finding, would not change the BiA's
analysis of the 1900 census in any meaningful way.

Conclusion

The hst of Chinook
descendants on the 1900
census provided by the
petitioner in 1S response
does not idenuty any enor
in the BIA’s 1escarch that
would require a change in
the BIA’s analysis of the
data. The 1900 census list
in Exhibit K does not
provide any bhasis for
changing the conclusions
of the Pioposed Finding.

CIT V001 D008 Page 129 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent .

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1900

Census # 2

Petiioner’s Exhibit K:
Beckham, 1900 Census”

PF Summary, 3-10
HTR, 25-30
HTR, Tables {-3, Figure 3

Census 1900

In Exhibit K, Beckham asserts that the 1900
Federal census “confirms™ that “three primary
Chinook communities existed” (p.6). He
identifies the “primary“communities™ as Bay
Center, Dahlia, and Chinook-liwaco, and a
“secondary community” as Cathlamet.
Beckham asserts that the census “confirmed a
settlement pattern within a discrete
geographical area” (p.1).

The Proposed Finding and Historical
Technical Report identified clusters ot
Chinookan descendants on the 1900 census in
the Bay Center, llwaco, and Dahlia areas.
The Proposed Finding found evidence of the
existence of an {ndian community at Bay
Center at this time, but inadequate evidence
of distinct Chinook communities elsewhere.

The original acknowledgment regulations
required evidence tor criterion (b) that “a
substantial portion of the petitioning group
inhabits a specific area,” but linked that
requirement, by an “and,” with a requirement
that the group be “distinct from other
populations in the area.” Social interaction
within the group is required. Geographical
evidence alone without a village-like setling
compassing 50% of the membership (1994
regulations moditied existing practice) was
insufficient to meet the requirements of the
critenon. '

Indiana Miami; RMI Reconsidered
Determination, MBPI

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, specific evidence™ in support of its
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation” in response 1o the critenia.

Beckham's argument appears to be that geographical
communities existed simply because a certain
number of Indians lived within a general
geographical area. The Historical Technical Report
demonstrated that av census eaumeration district
wias predominantly Chiavok (HTR, Table 3), and
found limited evidence of predominantly Chinvok
neighborhoods (HTR, 29). Exhibit K does not
dispute that evidence.

The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice
that an argument that the petitioner’s ancestors had
lived within a discrete geographical ares was not
adequate to meet the requirements of criterion (b).
Quoting trom the guidelines and technical assistance
letters 1o the petitioner, the Proposed Finding (pp.8-
10) advised the petitioner that it would need to
improve its documentation by supplementing the
residence data” (p.10) it had presented with
additional evidence that “the Chinook constitute a
socially distinct community within which significant
interaction” (p.9) occurs among members.

Reswdential patterns on the
1900 census do not show
that the petitioner’s
ancestors were so clustered
that social interaction as a
distinct community can be
assumed on the basis of
geographical evidence
alone. Because there is no
village-like sctuing, data
about residential pattems,
absent actual evidence of
social interaction, s
insutticient 1o show that
the petitioner’s ancestors
in these various areas in
1900 interacted as a
distinct soctal community
or commumues. This
census evidence provides a
context for understanding
other evidence about the
petitioner, but this
geographical evidence by
itselt does not meet the
requirements of’

criterion (b).
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Dates of
Appli-

cation

Furm of Evidence

Description

Rule / _.-.“....a::

lssue / Analysis

Counclusion

1900

Census # 3

Pennoner’s Extibit K-
Beckham, " 1900 Census”™

PF Summary, 8-10
HTR, 25-30
HTR. Tables 1-3, Figure S

Census 1900

in Exhibit K, Beckham argues that the
“numbers” of Chinooks in Bay Center,
Dahlia, and Chinook-llwaco “were sizable
and sufTicient 10 sustain tribal relations...”
(p.6). He also argues that these
“communities,” plus Cathlamet, were
“connected by waler transponation” and were
“within one day's travel or less of each other”

®.6).

The Proposed Finding and Historical
Technica) Repont identified clusters of
Chinookan descendants on the 1900 census in
the Bay Center, Hwaco, and Dahlia areas.
The Proposed Finding found inadequate
evidence of social interaction between Bay
Cenier, Dahlia, and lwaco which united these
separale arcas as a social community.

§ 83.6(a): A documenled petition must conlan
“detailed, specific evidence™ n support of s
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documemed pention “must
include thorough explanations and supporung
documentation™ in response 10 the critena.

Indiana Miami; RMI Reconsidered
Determination, MBP)

Rather than providing evidence of actual social
interaction and social activities by ancestors of the
petitioner, whether in one settlement area or between
seftlement areas, Beckham’s argument is hmited 1o
suggesting the possibility of social interaction
because of the number of Chinook descendants
living in a single geographical area, and the
possibility that Chinook descendants residing in
separale geographical areas could have visited each
other because steamboat travel existed

The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice
that it would need to provide “evidence that
demonstrates social interaction that involves 4
substantial portion of the group’s members on a
tegular and frequent basis™ (PF Summary, 9).

Because the regulanons
require evidence of the
existence of a disunct
social community, these
arguments that social
interaction would have
been possible among the
peutioner’s ancesiors in
1900, absent actual
evidence of such social
interaction, do not meet
the requirements of
criterion (b).

1900

Census # 4

Petiioner’s Exhibit K:
Beckham, 1900 Census™

Census 1900

In Exhibit K, Beckham argues that the
occupations of Indians (not yust Chinooks) in
1900 as oystermen and fishermen constituies
“shared work and community” because such
people “worked togethes in crews.” (p.2). He
calculates that 94 percent of Indians at
Dahlia, 81 pescent of Indians at Chinook-
1lwaco, and 70 percent of Chinooks at
Cathlamet were fishermen in 1900 (p.3-5).
These calculations include non-Chinook
Indians and non-Indian spouses. Beckham
contends that fishing had been *a central
element in the lifeway and subsistence” of the
Chinook from “time immemorial” (p.3).

Fishing was a predominant occupation among
people living on the Columbia River and Willapas
Bay. Because these occupations were shared by the
non-Indian as well as Indian residents of these areas
in 1900, the occupational labor of Chinooks by nself
was nol an sclivity that defined a distinct community
of Chinooks. Beckham does not show that labor

was shared, only thai occupations were similar. He
does not show that most Chinooks worked in work
crews that were predominantly Chinook. Nor does
he show that their labor was shared, as opposed 10
labor for individual wages. He suggests, bul does
not show, that Chinooks from different serlements
worked together. Census data alone cannol
demonstrate panemns of shared work.

Occupational data from the
1900 census by itself is
inadequale 1o meel the
requirements of

cnerion (b).
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W:.«.v.. of Form of Evideace Description Rule / Precedeat Issue / Analysis Conclusion

ppht-

cation

1900's ca. | Peutioner's Exhibit K: In Exhibit K, Beckham asserts that newspaper In Exhibit K, Beckham presents no examples trom This unsupported assertion
Beckham, 1900 Census” documentation “confirms the social such local newspaper articles, and he does not cite by itselt is inadequate to

coanections of the [ndians living on Willapa any specific articles or any specific dates. The meet the requirements of
Bay with each other™ (p.1). exhibits of newspaper articles will be examined on criterion (b).

their merits separately from this reference to them

by Beckham.

1901 “Ralph C. A. Ellion, the A reporter has talked to Mr. Elliott M. Elliott describes an Indian community at This document
Pioucer” Skamokawa Eagle, concemning early years he spent in the Cathlamet under Skamokawa. Clearly, Chiet Quillis | corroborates the PF thut
October 24, 1901 (Ex. 1032) Columbia river area starting in about 1850. had authority within the Indian community because the Chinouk petitivner

He discusses Skamokawa and Chief Quillis, he was able 10 make an ladian who had stolen mcets (b) before 1830
whom is described by the reporter as “another something retum it to Mr. Elliottt. The thicf lived
good Indian.” across the Columbia in another viltage.

1907 “Bills for Indians Would “Sen. Fulton of Oregon has introduce three The three bands described are the three arcas that the | This document does not
Reimburse Indians for Lands bills providing for final settlements with three PF questioned as being a single tribe. This evidence | provide evidence that the
Taken....South Bend Joumnal, bands of Indians living in ...Washington reinforces the concerns expressed in the PF that the petitioner meets (b).
December 27, 1907 (Ex. 1038) | along the Columbia River.” lower Band of petitioner represents more than one tribal unit,

Chinooks, Wheelappa band of Chinooks, and
Whakiakum band of Chinooks.

1908 “Money for lndians™ The South | “Sen Fulton has introduced three bills. . . for The three bands described are the three areas that the | This document does not
Bend Journal, January |, 1908. | final sentements with three bands of Indians PF questioned as being a single tribe. This evidence | provide evidence that the
(Ex. 1039) living in ... Washington along the lower reinforces the concerns expressed in the PF that the petitioner meets (b).

Columbiu river.” The lower band of pelitioner represents more than one tribal unit.
Chinooks...the Wheelappa band of Chinouks,
Wahkiakum band of Chinooks...
1908 *Chinook Claim Baseless™ The | “Secretary Garticld today reported to The three Chinook bands are described as This document does not

South Bend Journal, Jan 28,
1908. (Ex. 1041)

Congress that there is no foundation for the
claims against the goverminent by the Neu-
Que-Clah-Wessuck band of Chinook Indians
of Oregon and the Chehalis tribe, Wheelappa
and Wauktakum bands of Chunook Indians of
Washington.”.....""The department says that all
those Indians, save the Chehatlis tribe have
died or intermarried.

intermarried and not living on reservations. This
evidence corroborates the PF that the members of
the Chinook bands were geographically dispersing
within their territory and marrying whites. It does
not indicate whether they continue 1o interact or

‘maintan g conununity despite thetr marrages

whites.

provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue 7 Analysis Conclusion
Applhi-
cation
1yue “Money for Indisns” The South | Congress Cushman has inuoduced bills which The three bands described are the three areas that the | This document does not
Bend Journal, February 13, would provide paymient 10 the Lower band of PF questioned as being a single tribe. This evidence | provide evidence that the
190% Chinooks, Wahkiakum and Wheelappa as reinforces the concemns expressed in the PF that the pentioner meets (b)
pavment for “the vact of terntory ... .which petitioner 1epresents more than one tribal unat
they allcge was taken from them..”
1907,1908 | “Astona Wins Two Games,” Anonymous newspaper anicles about a The teams are both made up of individuals of These documents are not
& 1915 The Svuth Bend Journal, May baseball game between Cathlamel and Chinook Indian descent and non Indians. No evidence in themselves
2, 1907 and Apnil 15, 1915. Skamokawa and Cathlamet and Ft. Columbia; reference 10 Indian ancestry is made. 1t dues show that the peutioner meets
“Bay Center Indians lose game | Anonymous newspaper article about a that the Indian families from various communities (b). Combined wilh
of Football™ South Bend football game between Bay Center and South locations played on the same 1eam with non Indians, | similar evidence it
Journal, Yan 3, 1908 Bend. however, these articles treat the Indians and non- contextualizes the PF that
Indians without making distincuions. Combined Chinook communities
with many bits of other mentions in newspapers existed in
about the activities of the Indians near Cathlames CathlamevDahlia and in
and Bay Center, they provides contextual Bay Centes.
information concerning  the PF that disunct Indian
communities existed in Cathlamet and Bay Center
1907 Skamokawa Eagle, May 16, Repors the death of 1da la Fromboise, who Makes no reference 10 her tnibe, merely that she This document doces not
1907 artended Indian schools and an easiern anended Indian schools. She was very well provide evidence that the
college. She was a native of Pillar Rock. educated for any woman of her ime. petitioner meets (b)
1907 “Indvan Shaker Faith Dying -- The only place Bay Center is mentioned is in The continuation of the Shaker Church in Bay This document does not
Retains hold on Bay Center the headline and in the last sentence which is Center would be evidence that Bay Center nicets (b), 1 provide some evidence
Indians -- Strange Belief.” nol readable because half of the column was if the petitioner’s ancestors anend it. Some of them that a portion of the
South Bend Journal, Dec. 20, cut off during xeroxing. It may list three did, others did not. The document, with other petinoner meets (b)
1907 places where the Shaker Faith continues — information concerning the Shaker church at Bay
Lapush, Bay [Center) and Neah Bay.” Center evaluated for the PF, provides supponing
evidence that the Bay Center meets (b) in 1907, but
does not clanfy whether the petitioner as a whole
meets (b) at the same time.
1908 “Aloona” The South Bend Two items conceming the Elliotts: E.C. has No reference 1s made to 9~ Chinook or Indian This .aoﬁ.:.d:_ does not
Journal, Jan. 16. 1908 eleven men cutting cordwood; Wm. will be participation in these activities. provide evidence that the
manager of Farrell seagoing grounds opposite pettioner meets (b)
Skamokawa.
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Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Anulysis

Conclusion

1909

“Bay Center,” South Bend
Journal, Feb. 5, 1909, Feb. 19,
1909, March 5, 1909,

Three columns concerning community news
in Bay Center. The articles concern mostly
fishing activities. Jokes made at Lizzie
Charely’s and Jos. Georye's expense. [See
newspaper charts and data base)

“This cniterion does not require that social
interaction and relationships be uniform within
the membership, but allows for the common
circumstance where the main body of a group
has substantial social ties while a periphery of
membership has a lesser degree of social
connection” (Snoqualmic PF 1993, 18).

These kinds of gossip columns were analyzed in
depth over a forty year period to determine who was
interacting with whom. In total, they indicate that a
Chinook community meeting the regulations existed
in Bay Center to 1950 and that the Columbia River
communities of Dahlia and Hwaco maintained
contact with the Bay Center community through
close kin.

In combination with
similar evidence from
newspapers between 1910
and 1950, the petitioner
meets {(b).

1910-1919

Newspaper articles from the
South Bend Journal, April 15,
1910; llwaco Tribune, Jan. 20,
1912, Apnil 26, 1913, The
South Bend Journal, Dec. 4,
1919, Dec. L, 1919

Anonymous articles about “Bay Centre,” and
Astona, section with reference to varnious
community activities and individuals in
attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in
acighboring towns, obituaries, tishing
activities, ctc., of known Chinook
descendants [see newspaper charts and data
base]

**Social relationships® refers to circumstances
where the individuals within a group detine
themselves and are defined by others as
connected with each other in a particular way,
accompanied by role definitions, feelings of
social attachiment, obligations and
expectations.” (Snoqualmie PF 1993, 15-16).

These kinds of gossip columns were analyzed in
depth over a forty year period to determine who was
interacting with whom. In total, they indicate that a
Chinook community mecting the regulations existed
in Bay Center to 1950 and that the Columbia River
communities of Dahlia and Hlwaco maintained
contact with the Bay Center community through
close kin.

In combination with
sumilar evidence trom
newspapers between 1910
and 1950, the pets
meets (b).

1910

“Chinouk Observatons,” South
Bend Journul, July 8, 1910.

*Geo. Charley and his crew arrived here from
Bay Centre on Tuesday.. by ra

There 15 no list or information about who was on the
fishing crew. This becomes problematical for the
pettioner. Other evidence does not show the
Charleys associating with other members of the
petitioning group. It cannot be assumed that they
arein his crew.

Without a record of who
was on this tishing crew,
this document is not
evidence that the petitioner
meets (b).

1914-1918

Letters to the Commissioner of
Indian Attairs, and individuals
regarding their atlotments,
fishing issues, and financial
querics [Ex. 813-816, 863-864,
799-308)

Various letters from the superintendent at
Taholah  h dealing with individual allottees
on the Quinault Reservation, fishing issues,
seeking clanfication and authorization from
the Commissioner of Indian Aftairs on
various issucs pertaining to their individual
trust accounts.

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a difterent entity,
mects (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These documents deal with individual issues and not
tribal issues. Most are letters trom individuals
requesting their timber money which is held in trust
by the government. The justifications by agents for
remuting the money to the individuals demonstrate
that the agency was much more likely to release
targe amounts for cars, boats and homes to
acculturated individuals married to non-indians who
were the petitioner’s ancestors) than to “traditionally
oriented™ or elderly individuals whom the agent
betieved may one day require weltare from the state
As such, he seems 1o distinguish the Bay Center
Indians trom reservation Indians.

These documents provide
some support  other
evidence that the agency
otticials make distinctions
between the petitioner's
ancestors and reservation
Indians and therefore
provides supporting
evidence that the pe
meets (b) 19131913
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Conclusion

The South Bend Juurnal, Dec.

4,1919, Dec. 11,1919, Apni
¥, 1920

Three shon stems in newspapedrelating
siblings Mingo and Mermiss Amelia had
visited Astoria from Cathlamet, where they
lived.

These ariicles do not shiow any interaction between
individuals. They do refiect the tact thar
documentation 1s more hkely 10 show residents of
Columbia River commu ng Astona (other
Columbia River communities) rather than venturing
o Bay Center.

1€8 vi

provide evidence that
petioner meets (b)

-1 -
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1920

Census # |

Petiioner’s Exhibit J:
Beckham, “1920 Census™

PF Summary, 14-18, 24

AT, 42-43, 69-80, 34-57,
Table 3 (pp.48-49)

HTR, 30-32

Census 1920

In Exhibit J, Beckham asserts that the 1920
Federal census showed that *Chinooks
continued to reside in their aboriginal
homeland” (p.1) He also asserts that two
settlement areas, Bay Center and Dahlia,
“were distinctly Indian™ (p.1). Beckham lists
68 Indian houscholds on the 1920 census in
two counties of Washington State, and says
that 65 houscholds with 270 individuals were
Chinook (pp.7-23). Beckham notes that the
census enumerator in 1920 “identified part of
the village (of Bay Center| as *Indian Town™

®.2).

The Anthropological Technical Repont
concluded that, “The 1920 census provides
information that supports the continuing
existence of concentrations of Chinook
Indians in Bay Center and Dahlia” (AT, 86).
The Histoncal Technical Report made the
point that the 1920 census identified an
“Indian Town" section of Bay Center (HTR,
31). The Historical Technical Repont did not
include a comprehensive survey of Chinook
descendants or ancestors of the petitioner on
the 1920 census. That report’s survey of the
1900 census demonstrated, however, that
Chinook descendants were living in
northwestem Oregon and on several Indian
reservations in Washington and Oreygon, nut
just in Pacitic and Wahkiakum Counties of
Washington State.

The original acknowledgment regulations
required evidence for criterion (b) that “a
substantial portion of the petitioning group
inhabits a specific ares,” but linked that
requirement, by an “and,” with a requirement
that the group be “distinct from vther
populations in the area.” Geographical
evidence alone is insufficient to meet the
requirements of the cniterion, unless there is a
village-like setting encompassing 50% of their
membership.

The term “aboriginal homeland™ is not
mentioned in the regulations.

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, speciftic evidence” in support of its
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation” in response (o the cniteria.

Beckham's discussion of the 1920 Federal census, in
Exhibit J, makes no reference to the mention of the
1920 census in the Historical and Anthropological
Technical Reports. He ignores the discussion of
distinct seatlement patterns in Bay Center and Dahlia
in the decades of the 1910's and 1920's in the
Anthropological and Historical Technical Reports.
Beckham does not define what made a settlement
“distinctly Indian.” The evidence and argument in
Exhibit J is consistent with the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding that there was “some cvidence
that the Indians at Bay Center maintained a separate
geographical community until about 1920 (p.16),
and that there was “evidence that some of the
Chinook descendants may have been living in an
exclusive (or nearly exclusive) settlement at Dahlia™
(p-14) before the 1930's. The evidence from this
census strengthens the conclusion that an area of
majority Indian residents (14 of 19 households)
existed in Dahlia Precinct in 1920. However, this
evidence does not show that a majority of the
petitioner’s ancestors lived in majority Indian arcas
at that ime.

The Propused Finding put the petitioner on notice
that an argument that the petitioner’s ancestors had
lived within their “aboniginal homeland™ was not
adequate to meet the requirements of criterion (b).
Quoting from the guidelines and technical assistance
letters to the petitioner, the Proposed Finding (pp.8-
10) advised the petitioner that it would need to
improve its documentation by supplementing the
residence data” (p.10) it had presented with
additional evidence that “the Chinook constitute 3
socially distinct comaunity within which signiticant

interaction”™ (p.9) occurs amony members.

Residental patterns on the
1920 census do not show
that the petitioner’s
ancestors were 50 clustered
that social interuction as a
distinct communtty can be
assumed on the basis of
geoyraphical evidence
atone. This data about
residential patterns, absent
actual evidence ot social
interaction, s insutficient
to show that the
petitioner’s ancestors in
these various areas in 1920
interacted as a distinct
social commumty or
communities. This census
evidence provides a
coatext for understanding
other evidence about the
petiwner, but this
geographical evidence by
itselt does not mieet the
requirernents of

cniterion (b).
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1920

Census #2

Petioner’s Exhibn )
Beckham, “1920 Census™

In Exhibit J, Beckham argues that the
occupational data on the 1920 census shows
“the pessistence of shared work in the
seapoing and tap fishery” (p.4).

He calculates that 80 percent of Chinooks in
Dahlia, 65 percent of Chinooks in Chinook-
Hwaco, and 62 percent of Indians in Bay
Center were engaged in fishing or crab
fishing or the oyster harvest (pp.3-5).
Beckham contends that the ““vast majonty™ of
employed Chinooks were engaged in
“traditional occupations” with a disect Jink 10
traditional patierns of subsisience (p 4, 5).

Fishing was a predonunant occupation among

people hiving on the Columbia River and Willapa
Bay. Because these occupations were shared by the
non-indian as well as Indian residents of these arcas
in 1920, the occupational labar of Chinooks by nself
was not an activity that defined a distinct community
of Chinooks. Beckham does not show that labor

was shared, only that occupations were similar. He
does not show that individuals from separate
geographical settlements worked together. Census
data alone cannot demonstrate patierns of shared
work.

Conclusion

Occupanonal data from the
1920 census by nself i
ingdeyguate 10 meet the
requitements of

cnienon (b)

1920 ca.

Petitioner’s Exhibit J:
Beckham, 1920 Census™

In Exhibit J, Beckham argues that water
wravel linked the Chinooks, and that Chinook
sesidential arcas were linked by steamboats,
rowbuoats, ferries, and canoes (p.1)

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, specific evidence™ in suppon of its
request for acknowledgment

§ 83.6(c): A duocumented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation™ in 1esponsc 10 the criteria.

Rather than providing evidence of actual social
interaction by ancestors of the petitioner who hved
in geographically separate settlement arcas,
Beckham’s argument is himited 10 suggesting the
possibility that they could have visited each othes

The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notce
that it would need 10 provide “evidence that
demonstrates social ineraction that involves a
substantial portion of the group’s members on a
regular and ficquent basis” (PF Summary, 9)

Because the regulations
require evidence of the
existence of o distinct
social community, this
argument that social
inieraction would have
been possible among the
petitoner’s ancestors in
1920, absent actual
evidence of such social
inerachion, does nol meet
the requirements of
cnienon (b).

S13-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

8/7/1922 10
12/6/1922

letter to/trom Rose Gricks [Ex.

885 - 892

Letter from Superintendent at Taholah  h,
enclosing a check for her share of the
Chinook settlement. Witnesses to her
application were Inez Lawson and Emma
Elliom [Ex. 886, p.4] letter of 10/10/1922
says Rose lived at Dahlia, was living in
Alaska in 1914-5 when the payments were
made, but when she returned, she heard about
the $3, she is in Dahlia in Aug. but was in
Astona in Dec. 1922. (Ex. 892) names her
mother and brothers/sisters

May be used to show that Mrs. Grick, a Chinouk
descendant, heir of Mary Kelly and Judith Pecrs,
Astona in 1922, but does not establish that there was
a continuing tribal entity, although she says "l
belong to the Chinouk tribe of Indian Tribe ™

These documents do not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

1922 &
1923

Myrtle Woodceock, “An Indian
Romance.” Unidentified
newspaper and “The Chinouk
Legend ol the *Dark Day '™
Raymond Herald, Dec 21,
1923

These are two poems relating what is
supposed to be an Indian story. Both are
written by a woman who would become
seeretary o the Chinook organization later.

The author is described “of South Bend, member of
the Quinault Indian Tribe.” on the “romance” poem
and on the other she is described as “of royal Indian
lincage.”

These documents do not
provide evidence that the
petioner meets (b).

19221923

Personal diary for ?Precious
Gram Elliom? (Ex. 1180)

Appears 10 be photocopies of entries in a
personal diary. Diary dated 1898, but entries
are from 1922-1923 (10 pages); appears to be
farm records concerning planting vegetables
and producing cream; one note dated Oct. 12,
1922, states "Rosco Miles and Lee Aulden
started to cut cord wood . They cut 15 cord in
a week at 5 dollars a cord. They left for home
on 15.

*Community must be understood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group™ (25 C.F.R. 83.1).

This diary could belong to an Elliottt and it
documents some visits from Columbia River
Chinook. The entry about cutting cord wood is
relevant to an eactier entry trom 1908 when EC
Elliont has I | men cutting wood. However, this
evidence, even when combined with the 1908
evidence, does not demonstrate that the Elliotus
were acting as middleman between Indian laborers
and whites. Ut appears more likely that the wood is
for Elliottt’s own use during the coming winter.

These documents provide
evidence fragmentary
evidence that the petitioner
meets (b).

-14-
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Dates of
Appli-

tution

1923-1925

Form of Evideuce

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

“Bay Cemer” South Bend
Journal, Sepr. 28, 1923, Nov.
2,1923, Nov. 9, 1923,
December 7, 1923, Dec. 14,
1923, February 1, 1924, March
14,1924, June 6, 1924, Aug.
22,1924, Aup 29, 1924, Sept.
5, 1924, Sepi. 12, 1924, Sept.
26, 1924, Oct. 10, 1924, Oct
17,1924, Oct. 26, 1923, Dec.
5, 1924, Jan. 2, 1925, Jan. 9,
1925, Feb. 13, 1925, Feb. 20,
1925, Mar. 13, 1925, Mar. 20,
1925, Apr. 3, 1927, May 1,
1925, Sept. 11, 1928,

“Bay Center,” Ruymond
Herald, October 12, 1923, Dec.
7, 1923, Aug., 29, 1924, Sept
12, 1924, Jan 2, 1925,

“Dahlia liems” The Svuth Bend
Journal, Apr. 10, 1924, May 1,
1924, May 8, 1927, July 17,
1924, Aug. 28, 1924, Sept. 11,
1924

Anonymous anticles about “Bay Center,” and
Dahhia, with refeience 10 vanous community
activities and individuals in snendance,
visiting of relatives and friends in
neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing
activities, eic., of known Chinook
descendants [see newspaper chans and data
base]

Social relanonships’ refers to circumstances
where the individuals within a group define
themselves and are defined by others as
connected with cach other in a panicular way,
accompanied by role definitions, feelings of
social anachment, obligations and
expectations.” (Snoqualmie PF 1993, 15-16)

These kinds of gossip columns were analyzed in
depih over a forty year period to detennine who was
inleracting with whom. In 1otal, they indicate that a
Chinook community meeting the regutations existed
in Bay Center to 1950 and that the Columbia River
communities maintained contact with the Bay
Center community through close kin and some
visiing.

In combination with
similat evidence from
newspapers between 1910
and 1950, the pettiones
meets (b)

1924

Lener 1o C.B. Fiizgerald, siate
chairman of State Cenual
Commutiee, fiom Taholah h
Agency, Ociober 8, 1924,

Lener from Taholah  h Agency stating that
719 Indians on Quinault and that only about
150 of the 719 live on the Reservation, others
scaniered at Bay Center, Seattle, Tacoma,
Portland, and all over the northwest, he does
not have the addresses.

"Members of the group or their ancestors
identified as Shoshone and as living in the area
were carried on BIA censuses from at least
1916 thiough 1940" (Death Valiey PF 1982,
3).

These population figures probably refer in pan to
the petitioner’s ancestors, who, as allofiees were
included on the Quinault reservation statisucs from
ume 10 ime.

1925

Myrile Woodcock, “The
Alhance of the Quinault and
the Chinook Tribes,” Raymond
Herald Dec. 20, 1925.

This poem was written by a woman who
would become secretary 1o the Chinook
organization later. She is identified as a
membes of the Quinauh Tribe.

The Quinaults are presented in an unfiatiering
manner; the Chinooks in a flanering manner. This
poem may reflect some of the lensions between
these two groups of people.

These documents provide
somie evidence that the
petitoner meets (b) in tht
1s may show a disunction
berween Quinault and
Chinooks.
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Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Newspaper article (handwritien
on copy) South Bend Journal,
03/13/1925 (Ex. 1096)

Anonymous article “Indians Ask Federal
Treaty Ratification: Representatives Attend
Meeting at Marysville; Will Hold Big Tribal
Mcet in Chehalis in June™

Chinook PF 1997, 7, and Cowlitz PF 1997, 17,
provided examples which were accepted as
meeting criterion (a) of local newspaper
discussion of a local Indian group and
description of its activities.

Article mentions local tribal representatives William
Bailey and Samson Oliver (both Chinook) at the
Norhwest Delegation of Indians Conference held at
Marysville, WA, among others have started claims
proceedings under the Stevens non-ratified treaties.
Article also mentions Victor Johnson and Myrtle
Woodcock (both Chinook), with Mr. Johnson
providing legal representation for the tribe. There
are Bailey, Johnson and Woodcock descendants in
the modem CIT/CN membership.

Because this document
deals soley with claims
issues, it does not provide
evidence that the petitioner
meets (b).

1925

Letters to and from Col. T.J.
McCoy in Wyoming and
Supernintendent. Sams, Taholah

h Agency, Hoquiam, WA
[Ex. 870)(871]

Letter from Superintendent. at Taholah  h
says the Chehalis, Skokomish, Cowlitz,
Squaxin Istand, Quinaielts, Quileutes, and
Chinouks in his jurisdiction live very much
the way the non-Indians do, and did not
participate in the habits of the plains
Indians..names some leaders and the kinds of
houses they lived in. Response from Col.
McCoy inviting Indian leaders to participate
in a council with other Indian leaders anyway.
Willing to offset any expenses.

“Community must be understood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group™ (25 CFR 83.1).

lnquiry and reply to Col. T.J McCoy's secking
Indians 1o participate in a “Last Great Council” at
Philadelphia Exposition in 1926 Has litle or no
significunce 1o petitioner's claims. McCoy knows
nothing about the Chinook and therefore his
comments are unreliable. Sams® comments about
the acculturated status of the petitioner’s ancestors
does not prejudice their case for (b).

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

1926

“Indian Lore on Kiwanis
Program™ The Raymond
Herald, Auyg. 6, 1926

Says that Myrtle Woodcock gave an original
reading *“The Mussacre of the Palis,” and
“tollowed with a brief history of the Chinook
and Quinault iribes who were masters of this
country in the carly days.”

The Quinaults are presented in an untlanening
manner; the Chinooks in a flattering manner. This
poem may retlect sorme of the tensions between
these two groups of people.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

8/16/1926

letter to Sams (Ex. 917] and
trom Sams [Ex. 918}

letter from Motor Co. in Bay Center re:
repossessing and selling cars to [ndians at the
Bay Center Reservation.  Mr. Sams responds
that there 15 no Reservaton. at Bay Center
and that contracts tor Indians purchasing cars
is the same as whites purchasing cars.

“Community must be understood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization ot the group™ (25 C.F.R. 83 1).

No Indians are named and no tribal relations are
stated. This corroborates the BIA's analysis of

newspaper articles that a Bay Center community
existed in 1926,

Supports other evidence
that Bay Center and
nearby cosnmunitics
tormied a distinct
community under (b).
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Dautes of
Appli-

Fouim of Evidence

Descriptivn

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Anulysiy

Conclusion

9126/1926 | lener 10 Supenntendent of lener from Superintendent at Tulalip re: boys Only one of the seven namies in the lener s the same | This document does not
Taholsh b [Ex. 842) who should be in school there, but are not, as a name in the petitioner’s penealogies. However, | provide evidence that the
wants 10 know where they are. There s a there is not enough information on the “Jimny petiioner meets (b)
hand writien note in the margin that says 6 are McBnde,” who was a school boy in the 1926, 10
Chinooh assume he is the same as the Elmer Jaunies McBnde
(no birth date or age given) who appears in the
1950's apphications. Neither immy McBnde noi
Elmer James McBride appear in the petitioner’s
membership list. An Emest McBride appcared on
the 1994 CIT list of deceased members. Therefore,
this document does not appear 10 relaie to the
petitioner.
11411927 letier 1o CIA {Ex. 919] leer from Sams 1e: Paul E. Petit of South This lener concerns an individual. This document does not
Bend provide evidence that the
petitioner meelts (b)
1/24/1927 | lenter 10 CIA [€x.920] also see lenier from Sams on the allotments of Agnes, This lener confirms that the Elliotus received This document does not
[Ex. 922,923 and 925} William Elliottt, and Swart H. Elliom, cites to allotments on Quinault, but does not provide provide evidence that the
a letter dated Jan. 18, 1927 information about the petitoner’s community. There | petitioner meets (b).
|Ex. 922 & 923 describe tracts; Ex. 925 appears to be at least 147, probably 175, of Agnes
discusses payment of atlomey’s fees] Ducheney Elhont’s descendants in the petitioner’s
membership.
217111927 lener 1o CIA [Ex. 921] Letter fiom Sams re: re-adding Antone This lenes may be used 1o confirm family This document does not

Brignone [b. 1894 and on 1913 roll] to the
rolls of *Quinault Reservation.” Was on the
roll several years, appears 1o have been
inadvertently omined in 1922, his mother is
allotied and his siblings are enrolled.

relationships and that Ellen Ameha Spnager and her
children are ensolled at Quinault, but does not
establish tribal relations of name them as
descendants of the Chinook tribe.

provide evidence that the
penioner meels (b).

-17-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Descriptioa

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

4/1211927

lenter 1o ClA (Ex. 924)

letter from Sams re: Virgin Walkowsky et
al. v. U.S. An affidavit from Kate
Walkowsky refers to Kate's children [Grace,
Leonard, Rose, Kenneth, Alber, Louise,
Frank and Ida) who were adopted by Quinault
Reservation in 1910, and approved by the
DO, and allotted on Quinault

Agency activity on behalf ot an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Cites to aftidavits that say Kate's father was
Chinook and her mother was full Indiun, probubly
lower Chehalis tribe. Names her current husband as
Robert Weiss. This may be useful in contirming
some family ties, but not in showing that the
Chinook tribe existed as a separate eauty in 1927
There are at least 4 descendants of Walkowsky,
possibly 11 more.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

11211927

letter to CIA [(Ex. 974)

letter from Sams re: Quinault By-laws on
fishing rights on the Reservation.

No rule or precedent; data included for
informational purposes only.

Unclear, does not seem 1o apply 1o any issuc re;
Chinook petitivn

E—
This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

1071971927

letter to CIA [Ex. 975)

letter from Sams re: Grace Heiner of Altoona
asking about her allotment

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Grace has at least 9 descendants in the CIT/CN list.
Individual inquiry, no mention of tribal relations. 1t
does show residence.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets crilerion
(b). Lucier of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b)
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Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

C onclusion

1011971927

lener 10 CIA [Ex. 976)

lener from Sams re: Emily Cashel applying
for enroliment and aliotiment on Quinault She
1s related 10 the Lusciers who are alicady
allonted, but mammed to a “white man” and
hiving in Astona

Agency acuivity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized yeservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a difterent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

“.. . the Lusciers were adupted into the tribe. The
Benrands were allotted by Finch R. Archer, the
allotting agent, a1 the time he alloned all Bay Center
people.” No Cashel descendants in the CIT.

This document does not
change the posinon of the
PF that the allotment
achviaty, inself, does not
demonsirate that the
pettioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agents
trcatment of the
petiioner’s ancesiors
provides suppon 1o their
being a disinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner mieets (b)

12/19/1927

lenier 10 CIA [Ex. 978)

lenter from Sams 1e; removing names from the
census roll because he cannot cenify them;
Lawrence Axford b. 1915, father white,
mother a part Indian, parents separated and
boy lives with father a1 Bay Center, Helen
May Garrapei, b. 1907, mother was alloned
but does not live on the Reservation. Helen
was never allotied; Lizzie Jackson and Fowler
Jackson b. 1848 and 1849, cannot locate them
and do not know if living or dead, presume
dead, can’t be found; Emma Steliz, b. 1868,
Mann Steltz b. 1890, Hubbard Seeltz b. 1892,
enrolled in 1913, not on the Archer schedule,
can find no authornity for their enrollment;
Mary Thomas, b. 1917, father is white, she is
about 174 ind. Mother went to Cushman,
Mary was b. in the vicinity of Bay Center

“Members of the gioup or their ancestors,
identified as Shoshone and as living in the
area, were carried on BlA censuses from at
least 1916 through 1940" (Death Valley PF
1982, 3).

This document shows some residences, but not
proof of a tribal entity. Lawrence Axford, who is
named in this letter is a member of the CIT, as are
two of his children and the children of his sister
Mary (Quigley) Thomas does not have descendants
in the petitioning group, but some of her siblings
have descendants in the membership. The only clue
10 the ongins of Mary Thomas is that she was born
in Bay Center, but her tribal affiliation is not given,
only that she appears on the Quinault census. Other
evidence in the record indicates she was of Chinook
descent from the LaFramboise/Souvenir line. That
line has several descendants in the petitioner's
membership. However, Garrapei, Jackson, and
Steltz do not have descendants in the CIT
membership. The Superintendent at Quinault is
recommending removing all of these names from the
census because he cannot cenify them, his inquinies
suggest that they were not living in tribal relations or
that some of the older ones were probably deccased.

This document does not
provide evidence thal the
petitioner meets (b).

CIT V001 D008 Page 143 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



C.:n.n. of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conctusion

4/26/1928

letter to CIA [Ex. 906)

Letter from Superintendent Sams with
aftidavit on the application of Henry Petit for
his allounent on Quinault, which Sams wants
denied because he is not a member of the
Quinault Tribe. Petit has Chinook blood, but
appears 1o be a well-to-do business man who
has fived in various parts of the West, but
never lived on Quinault or associated with
Quinault Tnbe. Henry's brother was allorted
on Quinault in 1914, even though the ribe
declined to adopt him,

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a ditfersnt entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Sams brings up several issues that show he was
concemned allotting someone who was not aftitiated
with a ribe, who had not lived with other members
of that tnbe, who had hitde Indian blood, and who
had only tenuous [and probably unauthorized)
connections to the Reservation. through his brother
who was alloted. This letter may show that Henry
Petit had Chinook blood, but does not establish
tribal relations. Henry Petit does not appear to have
descendants in the petitioner’s membership. It also
indicates that Superintendent. Sams was aware of
Chinook descendants in tribal relations with each
other since he could easily recognize someone that

was NOT.

1w does not
provide evidence that the
petitoner mecets (b)

17471929

letter 1o CIA [Ex. 979)

Letter trom Sams re; list of trust patents
issued since Feb. 1928. Roughly
alphabetical, but does not name 4 tribe or
residence of any of the names on the 7 page
list

in the area, were carnied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

The petitioner provides no analysis of this list of
about 250 numes to identify how they relate to the
petitioner. The BIA finds that only about 56 of the
names on the hist appear i the 1950's era
gencalogies submitted with the petition. Of this
number, about |5 names actually have descendants
or themselves appear on the membership list. This
list of patents issued in 1928 does not naine the tribe
of the individual, does not show a tribal entity, and
oaly marginally pertains to the petitioner or its
ancestors.

The document does nut
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).
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also [Ex. 875)

fishing areas a1 Sand Island and Peacock Spit.
|Ex. 874] and farming (lack of) a1 Quinauh
Reservation. |Ex. 875]

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent lssue / Analysis Conclusion

Appli-

cation

171571 emcé lener [Ex. 872) letter from Supenntendent at Taholsh  htoa | Agency acnviy on behalf of an allotice on a This s anandividual claim by the Corwin family This document does not
denustse: the bill for work on Rosa and recogmized reservation does nol provide who are in the jurisdichion of the Taholah  h change the posiion of the
Chitord Corwin evidence that the petioner, 2 diffesent entity, Agency. Rose and Cliffoid Corwin were Rosa PF that the allotimem

meets (b), evenif that individual has Pickemell’s grandchildien (Chinook), although no actvity, in niself, does not

descendants who are, or they themselves are, durect descendants appear in the CIT/CN cunent demonsuale that the

members of the petinoner. membership hist pentioner meets cntenon
(b). Howcver, the apents
treatment of the
PEDTIONET’S anCesiors
provides support 1o thews
being a disinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the pennoner meets (b)

172371929 | Jetier 10 CIA [kx yBUj letter teom Samns 1e; atlowing Agues (Inez) No tribe mentioned and no residence. How does this | This document does not
Gracey Rumsicad access 1o some of het Agency aclivity on behalf of an allotiee on a apply 1o Chinook? This woman does not appear 10 apply 10 the peutioner and
muoney. she 1s ¥ blood and married 10 8 white | recognized reservation does not provide have descendants in the petinoner’s membership and | therefore can not provide
man, educated and has “a beautiful home on evidence that the petioner, a diffecnt entity, her name does not appear in the 1950's penealogies, | evidence that the petitiones
land purchased for her which is held in rust.” | meets (b), even f that individual has however, there is a Gracey family that descends meets (b).

descendants who are, or they themselves are, from the Pichemell-Pysk family
members of the pentioner.

21511929 letier 1o CIA [Ex. 873] lener from Superintendent gives location This document a«_:.c__v.:s_nm that w:ou._sé_ﬁ was a This document does not
(Twp/Range) of the reservations in his small reservation with a small population, but does apply 10 the petitione and
junisdiction. For Georgetown or Shoalwater not name the :..mani.m or show that they are does not :::;an evidence
Bay, the Reservation. is in Pacific County has connected 1o the petitioner. that the peationes meets
about 10 Indians on it [not named) (b)

2/1171929 | lener 10 CIA |Ex. 874) lener from Superintendent at Taholah  hre: This document doesn’t answer the questions raised This document does not

about fishing al Peacock Spitin the PF, its
vrgamization and leadership and the panicipaton of
the petitioner’s ancestors..

provide information which
would aher the PF.

221 -
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

216/1929

letter to ClA (Ex. 876

letter from Superintendent. Sams re: cases
involving allotments on Quin (Provog,
Cowlitz, etc.)

See the discussion of the Halbert case and allotments
on Quinault

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does nut
demonstrate that the
petitioner meelts crilerion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

32111929

letter to CIA (Ex. 877

letter from Superintendent. Sams. Re:
allotments of Walkowsky family members,
cites a memo on the family prepared by
Roblin

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This 15 an individual inquiry, but alludes to “tribal
funds.”

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aftotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
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Dates of
Appli-
¢

tion

4/23/1929

Form of Evidence

Deseription

Rule / Precedent

lisue / Anulysis

Cunclusiun

letier 10 CIA [Ex 981)

letter from Sams re: letung Mrs. Ida Suong
Peut have funds fiom her account. She lives
in Scattle

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petiboner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petioner.

This 1s an individual inquiry, it does not provide

evidence of a tribal entity. Mrs. Petit has at least 12

or 13 descendants in the pentioner’s membership

4/24/1929

letter 10 C1A [Ex. 878]

Leties from Supenintendent. Sams re a reguest
for tunds w purchase a car for Alexandet and
Emma Lusciers, Mrs. Luscier had an account
and 1+ entitled 10 other allotments that are not
yet logged off.

Agency activity on behalt of an allotiee on a
recogmzed reservation does not provide
evidence that the peutioner, a different ennty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitiones

This docunient does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotimem
activity, in iself, does ot
demonsirate that the
petiioner meets critenon
(b). However, the apent’s
teatment of the
penbioner’s ancestors
provides suppor 10 theu
bemg a disunct communmity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitoner meuts (b)

This 1s an individual inquiry. The letier says that the
couple’s only pleasure is 10 nide around the country
visiting church meetings and other pathenngs. The
Luciers are a Chinook family, but the letier does not
provide details of who or where they were visiting.

The Lucier family has 8 descendants in the
petitioner’s membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in iself, does not
demonstrate that the
petiioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
ueatment of the
peustoner’s ancestors
provides support 1o then
beng a disinet commun
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitoner meets (b)

5/6/1929

letter to ClA [Ex. 879)

Lener from Superintendent. Sams listing
reservations in the junsdiction of the Taholah
h Agency “Georgetown or Shoalwater Bay,
a few families of Quinaults live on this
Reservation. The Georgetown Indians have
been taken into the Quinault Tribe and have
allotments on the Quinault Reservation. They
have lost their identity as Georgetown Indians

in the area, were camed on BIA censuses
fiom at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3)

The issue appears to be that Georpetown Indians

were placed under the junisdicuion of the Quinault
Reservaton. However, 1t provides no evidence for

the petitioner

This document does not
provide evidence that the
peutioner meets (b)

-23.
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Counclusion

3/8/1929

letter to CIA (Ex. 850}

letter from Superintendent re: Mrs. Leda
Clark Reed of Bay Center having use of her
account, she 1s educated and never tived on
the Reservaton. Married to a white man,
clearly able to handle her own aftairs

Ageacy activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized rescrvation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a differeat entity,
mects (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This does not state Mrs. Reed’s tribe or any
assoctation with a tribal entity, only an individual’s
account. Mrs. Reed has more than 16 descendants
who are listed in the petitioner’s membership.

723/1929

letter to CIA {Ex. 85338

letter from Supenntendent Sams re F.J. and
Freddie Ward, full brothers who are ¥ bro. to
H.J. Logan, all have the same mother who
was undoubtedly Chinook blood. They are
not enrolled with some tribe, and are
inquiring about enrollments with the view of
getung a portion of the 1ICC awards. H.J.
Logan is married to Martha Jackson, an
Indian woman who is enrolled at Quinault but
his not lived on the Reservation. She lived at
Bay Center with Indians of the tribe a1 Bay
Center and has affilisted with Indians in this
part of the country.

Three individuals have Chinook descent and that the
wife of one of the men is enrolled at Quinault and
always associated with Indians. However, the letter
does not show who she associated with or the ages
of any of these people. The mother is not named.
According to the information on the Chinook
genealogies from the 1950's, Martha Jackson Walker
is a descendant of Lucy Heck, who was the nicce of
Cooseau of the Willapa Tribe. Howard Logan, Jr.,
is a member, with at least 7 other Logan members
with same ancestral families. Sams does identify an
Indian commuaity in Bay Center and says that this
woman is part of it.

This document provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

8/9/1929

letter to CIA (Ex. 982)

letter from Sams re: Bakers Bay Fish Co.
claiming a right 1o tish at Sand Island, again
asks for assistance in securing the Indians
nghts

“Gaining land for the Snoqualmie to settle
upon and the maintenance of fishing and
hunting rights under the treaties were two
issues that [Chiet] Kanim spoke powerfully
about. . .. Hunting and fishing rights were of
great importance because the Snoqualmie
hunted and fished extensivety for subsistence
purposes. Aceess to traditional hunting and
fishing grounds was becoming increasingly
limited because of competition with non-
Indians and increasing restrictive game and
fish laws. Land and hunting and fishing rights
were thus clearly issues of significance and
concen to the Snoqualinic as a whole.”
(Snoqualmic PF 1993, 25)

24

This document does not mention any Chinook
Indians, or anything about Chinouk leaders or a
tribe, but cites to “the [Quinault] tndians nights to
fish on the Columbia River as far as Dahlia.” Usage
of "Quinault Indians™ is a looscly defined term, in
this case meaning lodians allotted on the Quinault
Reservation. Because the petitioner's ancestors are
not named in association with these tishing issues,
there 13 no evidence that it was a great significance
to them.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petoner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-

Cation

91211929

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Anslysis

letier 10 CIA |Ex. 983)| Ex
984)

letter from Sams re: protecting fishing rights
of Quinault and Quilhicute Indians; seizure of
Paul Peur’s fishang boat by Oregon fish
warden

“Gaining land for the Snoquainue 10 senle
upon and the maintenance of fishing and
hunting rights under the ticaties were two
issues that [Chief) Kanim spoke powerfully
about. ... Hunting and fishing rights were of
great importance because the Snoqualmie
hunted and fished extensively for subsistence
purposes. Access 10 traditional hunting and
fishing grounds was becoming increasingly
limited because of competition with non-
Indians and increasing restrictive game and
fish laws. Land and hunting and fishing rights
were thus clearly issues of significance and
concem to the Snoqualmie as a whole.”
(Snoquatmie PF 1993, 25)

More on fishing rights and decisions 1ssued in
previous cases. Mentions that Paul Petit’s boat was
seized and urges a quick response by the
government to have it retumed since 1 was
purchased with wust funds. 1t also discusses the suit
brought on behalf of Geurge Charley. Both nien are
associated with the Chinook petinoner, however, the
aclivities at this time do not appear to be organized
by the petitioner. The extent of the petitioner’s
members involvement 1s unknown.

Conclusion

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b)

9/14/1929

letier 10 CIA [Ex. Y8S])(Ex.
Y87)

lener from Sams 1e: suit of Mary Fuzpatrick,
et al; asking for a cenified copy of the
affidavit filed by cither plaintiffs: Mary
Fuzpatrick, Agnes Eastland, Nora Wood,
Rebecca Aupperle, Kate A. Baird, Walter
Fuzpatnick, Marie E. Johnstone and Sereta
Oberendes who made application for 3
portion of the Chinook fund.

Mary Ducheney Fitzpatrick has seven descendams
n the petitioner’s membership thiough her Easiland
grandchildien.  None of the others in the lener
appear 10 have descendants in the CI'T/CN
membership. However, this letier 1egards an
individual applying for funds tiom the Chinook tund
at Taholah  h, not fiom a Chinook tribal sccount.
Descendants had a right 10 their share of 1he fund.

This document does not
change the positon of the
PF that the alloument
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the

petitioner meets cntenon
(b). However, the agent’s
eatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 10 then
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petinoner meets (b)

- 25-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedeat

Issue / Analysis

Counclusion

9/14/1929.-
6/23/1930

letter to CIA [Ex. 986, 989,
990, 994, Y93 and 997]

Corespondence from Superintendent. Sams
secking the government’s assistance in
supporting the fishing rights for the Quinault
and Quileute fndians (George Charley
lawsuit) and expressing discontent on the lack
of experience in these matters that the
attomeys had in these matters that were
assigned to the case. He provides insight on
the locations to find the best witnesses for the
case (35 in all), however, none are named.

“Gaininyg land for the Snoqualmie to settle
upon and the maintenance of fishing and
hunting rights under the treaties were two
issues that [Chief] Kanim spoke powerfully
about. ... Hunting and fishing rights were of
great importance because the Snoqualmie
hunted and fished extensively for subsistence
purposes. Access (o traditional hunting and
fishing grounds was becoming increasingly
limited because of competition with non-
Indians and increasing restrictive game and
fish laws. Land and hunting and fishing nights
were thus clearly issues of significance and
concen to the Snoqualmie as a whole.”
(Snoqualmie PF 1993, 25)

No Indians are named. but the lewer implies that old
Indians and white witnesses who knew what was
going on in trealy tines are living in the cited
locations. Sams cannot get the CIA 10 respond and
he cannot get the War Dept. or the State of Wash. to
respect the Indian fishing rights. He spends all his
time writing letters, begging for support. There is
not enough information t understand if the
petitioner is involved in this dispute.

This docwment does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

9/20/1929

letter to CIA [Ex. 983)

letter from Sams ce: Loyal Clark, Jr. (age 17)
wants to invest some of his money in
Japanese seed oysters (o plant in the 66 acres
of oyster lands he now owns in Willapa
Harbor. His father wilt teach him the
business

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This shows that Loyal Jr. was tndian with an
account at Taholah  h, and that his father was
white. No specific mention of tribe or residence,
though it implies that Clark lived at Willapa harbor
area. There ure Clark descendants in the current
CIT/CN membership.

1930-1939

Newspaper articles trons the
The South Bend Journal, South
Bend Journal, Raymond
Herald, and the Skamokawa
Eagle (Ex. 1127-1133, t135-
11438)

Anoaymous articles highlighting the “Bay
Centre” section with reference to various
community activities and individuals in
attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in
neighboring towns, obituaries, tishing
activities, etc., of known Chinook
descendants (sce drafted newspaper charts)

This is evidence that Bay Center peuple continued to
visit llwaco lony atter 1880, the date the PF last
accepts their living there,

This document provides

evidence which supports
the petitioner meeting (b)
to 1930,
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Conclusion

Thas document does not
demonstrate thai the
petitiones meets (b).

accurate census of the Indians in the
junisdiction because they are widely scatiered,
summary shows that there were 278 Indians
on Reservation and 797 Indiane off
Reservaton.

identified as Shoshone and as living in the
area, were caried on BJA censuses from at
least 1916 through 1940" (Death Valley PF,
1982, 3).

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedemt Issue 7 Analysis
Appli-
cation
SR R J— P - ]
19306-1940 | typescnptof oral listory [Ex. | Osal hustory “tahen trom Dolores Sund Guse™ Swry of "Grandma Pickemell” and her hushand who
K45} by Stephien Menwether 11/11/1969 traveled 10 llwaco trom Bay Center every spring n
the 1930's and 40's when the salmon ran and the
clams were ready to dig. Says they pitched a tem
apant from other Indians [not named] who came 10
Hwaco. She wove baskets fiom the rushes alung the
walers edge, spoke in their Janguage, descnption of
the fish and berry diet, drying meat. They returmed
10 Bay Center in the fall and stopped coming in the
late 1940's when Grandma’s heaslth failed. “Ednors
note: Grandma Pichernell is Emma Lucier” The
informant, Dolores Sund was born in 1910. Her
grandmother was Emma Bouton, wife of Joseph
Peun, her mother was Mary Ann Pichernell. The
editor’s note may not be corvect
171571930 { lenes 10 CIA (Ex. 991] Lener from Sams re: enrolling Fannie Shows family relationships and movements between
[**there is no Ex. 992, n was Charley McCrory Bumgamer and her $ seservations, Bay Center and the Columbia River,
not subnutied*?] childien. She spent most of her life on the however, George Charley and Fannie Charley
Georgetown or Quinault Reservation. McCrory Bumgardner do not have descendants in
Children bom there, on a fishing scow in the the petitioner’s membership. The petitioner
Col River during sslmon season, and one b. provides no analysis of this or other records showing
in the Indian Village a1 Bay Center. She is how these families may have interacied with one
the daughter of Gevrge Charley, his mother another. Many records show the Charley family
was full Quinauh and his father was Chinook going between Bay Center, Wallapa Bay and the
Columbia River. However, the petitioner’s
ancestors are not documented 1o be with them
112171930 | lenes to CIA |Ex. 993]) Letter from Sams re: the problem of wking an | “Members of the group or their ancestors, This document merely corroborates what was

discussed in the PF — that the petitioner was
distributed among several communities in SW
Washington. However, it does not demonstrate that
the petitiones meets (b).

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petinoner meets (b)

.27
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

4/8/19%0

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

letter 10 CIA (Ex. 996

letter trom Sams re: application of Paul E.
Petit of Bay Ceater for money from his
account

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Coactusion

Inquiry re: an individual account, no mention of
tribal status or relationships. A local businessman
states that Petit is capable of handhing his money 0 a
businesslike manner. From other sources we know
he is of Chinook descent. He has direct descendants
in the modern CIT/CN membership.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotment
activiry, in itself, does not
demwonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides .
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

6/24/1930

letter to CIA [Ex. 997)

Letter from Sams re: War Dept. constructing
a whart that will interfere with the Indians
fishing on Sand island

The petitioner has aever submitted materials which
would demoastrate that it was involved in this
fishing with the Charleys. Theretore, the
documents concerning this issue cannot be
connected with the petitioner.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitivner meets (b).

7/28/1930

letter to CIA [Ex. 965)

Lener from Sams re: request from Heary
Strong, ¥4 Indian of the Chinook tribe, b. and
reared on the Columbia River, never aftiliated
or lived on Quinault. He was given an
alioument by the agent between 1906 and
1913, probably would not be allotted now.

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

There do not appeur 1o be any direct descendants of
Heary Strong in the petitioner’s membership; his
sister 1da Grace (Strong) Petit has direct descendants
in the petitioner’s current membership.

Thes document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
peutioner mcets criterion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support (o their
being a distinct coanmunity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b)
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Dates of

Form of Evidence

Description

Ruie / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

¢ onclusion

1930-1931 fex 825)

wking the Quinault census, and p. 1 of the
1930 census showing names ages, residence,
etc. [ex.826] 8pp. of the 1931 census of
Quinault

identified as Shoshone and as living in the
area, were carmied on BIA censuses trom at
least 1916 through 1940" (Death Valley PF,
1982, 3).

Quinault, not a ibal roll of Chinook Indians

Appli-
cation
vvvvv S PR RN SR § — - ]
9786/1930 | lenier 1o CIA k. 998} Letter from Supenmiendent at Taholah,  re: There 1s no mennon of Chinook individuals or of the | This document does not
annual census at Qminault Reservatnon. How Chinook tnbe. This is not unusual piven the fact provide evidence that the
he will attempt to comply with previous that the other inbes or renmants were considered petinoner meets (b)
mstructions by combiing the Quinasult and affiliated with the Quinaull
Quiliutie census 1048 10 get the entire number
of enrolled and allotied Indians of the
Quinault Reservanon
117471930 | lentes 10 CIA |Ex. 999) cetter from Sams e letung 18 year old Loyal | Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a Shows possible 1esidence of Loval Clark. Thas This document does not
Clark, Jr. buy land in Bay Center recogmzed reservanon does not provide acuon by the apency was done on behalf of an change the position of the
evidence that the petinoner, a different entity, mdividual who had a trust account consisting of PF that the allotmient
meets (b), even if that individual has proceeds from nimber sales fiom an allounent. 1tis acuivity, i nself, does not
descendants who are, or they themselves are, action on behalf of an individual and docs not demonstrate that the
members of the petinoner. ndicate that a Chinook uibe existed or that the petiboner mecets Criterion
pentioner meets (b) (b). However, the apents
teatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support i then
being a distinct community
and thus provides
suppurting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
1930> Indian census 1ol instrucuons | {Ex. 825] Infonmation & nstructions for “Members of the group or the ancesiors, Itis a census of lndians under the jurisdiction of This docunient dues not

provide evidence that the
peutioner micets {b).

CIT V001 D008 Page 153 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



Dates of
Appli-
cation

orm of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

issue / Analysis

Counclusion

12/3/1930

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mes. David Frank, Bay
Center, WA, (Ex. 1183)

re: Explaining he is unable to increase
funding for purchasing items foc the children
at Christmas

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, of they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from tumber siles from an allotment. [t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouk tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner ineets (b).

12/3/1930

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiain, WA,
to Mr. Frank Petit, Seattle,
WA (Ex. 11¥6)

re: gives an itemization of trees standing on
his allotment and legal description of same

Ageney acuvity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reseovation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
micets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner,

Individual allotment account. Frank Petit has direct

descendants in the petitioner's modern metmbership.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
betng a distinct conumnunity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

-30 -
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Deseription

Dates of Form of Evidence

Appli-

cation

121671930 | Lener from N.O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent, Taholsh b,
Indian Agency, Hoguiam, WA,
10 Mr. Geo. Devers, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1187)

1241271930

Lener fiom N.O Nicholson,
Supenntendent, Taholsh b
ludian Agcency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 M1, Alexander Lusciers, Bay
Center, WA, (Ex. 1188)

Rule / Precedent

e enclosure of a chech payvable 10 Emms M.
Luciers " be endorsed by her in payment of
the balance she owes Lee M. Provo.”

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on g
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petiones, a different enuity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Issue / Analvsis

Disbursement of funds fiom individusl allotment
account to pay hving eapenses. Alex sand Emma
Lusciers have at least 7 descendants in the cunent
membership hist. This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
fiom an allotment. 1t is acton on behalf of an
ndividual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed or that the petitoner meets (b)

Thir document does not
chanype the posttion ot the
PF that the allouncm
actvaty, in atself, does not
demonstrate that the
peltioner meels cnterion
(b). However. the agent’s
treaiment of the
petiioner’s ancestors
provides suppont 1o theu
beng a distinct community
and thus piovides
supporuing evidence that
the pettioner meets (b)

re.grovery il of $140.00 sull unpaid even
alier being sent funds 1o cover same,

expressing dissatisfacuon over how he is

spending the money 10 ke care of theu
needs.

Agency activity on behalf of an allotee on s
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence thal the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
mdividual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from tnber sales from an alloiment. s
acion on behalf of an individual and does not
mdicate that a Chinook tnbe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b)

—
This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, i iself, does not
denionstrate that the
petitionet miceks crtenon
(b). However. the apent’s
treatment of the
petiivner’s ancestors
provides support io theu
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

-3]-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Fori of Evideace

12/13/1930

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Letter from N. O Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
o Mrs. Ellen Amiclia Nunes;
Mes. Mermiss Amelia Zollner;
and Mrs. Mary Amelia Baker,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1190)

re: respunding 1o their request on when
paymients are due regarding logging on their
allotment; advised no funds available until
10/1931 per the logging contract

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Atleast 40 direct descendants of Ellen (Ametia)
Nunes are amony the petitioner's current
membership. This acuon by the agency was done on
behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of pruceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. It is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that
the petitioner meets (b).

This docunient does not
change the position ol the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
meatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting cvidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/16/1930

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mcs. Nina McBnde Miller,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1191)

re: distribution of funds for living expenses

Agency activity oa behalt of an allottee on a
recognized rescrvation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Nina (Lane) McBride has at least nine direct
descendants amony the petitioner’s membership.
This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. [t is
action on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.32
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Dates of
Appli-

vution

Ui706/1931

017671931

Form of Evidence

N

Description

Rule / Precedent

Lener rom N O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Tsholash b
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 St. Vincent's Hospital,
Pontland, OR (Ex. 1192)

Lener from N. O. Nicholsun,
Supeniniendent,, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Frederick D. Murphy,
Cathlamer, WA (Ex. 1193)

1e: submitung payment on behalt of Mrs
Lizzie Pickemell Jolinson (Mrs. Iver Johinson)
for full payment of her hospatal account

re: requesting addiesses for his former
stepchildien and siep grandchildsen for the
benefit of the Examiner of Inheritance for the
James and Susan Julius estates

Agency acuvity on behalf ot an ablotice on a
recognized reservation does nol provide
evidence that the petitioner, a diffarent entity,
meets (b), even if that individua) hax
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner

01/06/1931

Letier from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenniendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. Frank Springer, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1194)

e recapt of 1/5/193) lenes requesting info
on the status of the Elizabeth and Ellen
Sprnger allotments informung hum that no

funds will be available unul 10/1931

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee un 2
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the pentioner, s diffesent enuaty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Iysue / Analysis

These actons by the agency was done on behalf of
an individual who had a trust sccount consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allounent. s
schon on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b)

Conclusion

These documents do not
change the position of the
PF that the allotiment
actvity, inaiself, docs not
demonstiate that the
petitioner meels cntenon
(b). However, the apent’s
treatment of the
peniioner’s ancestors
provides suppon to then
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporing evidence that

Ellen Springer (with allotiment #595) has al least 46
duect descendants in petitioner’s cunent
membership. This action by the agency was done on
behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
shotment. 1t is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

the petnioner micets (b

This docunient does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, dues nol
demonstrate that the
petitioner miecls cnterion
(b). However. the agent’s
treatment of the
petitiones’s ancesiors
provides supponi 10 theu
being a distinct communuy
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

-133-
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Dutes of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedeant

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

01/08/1931

01/08/1931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Leda Clark Reed, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1193)

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Carl’s Men’s Furnishings,
South Bead, WA (Ex. 1196)

re: update on status of logging on their
atlotment due to recent rainy weather

re: their sending a bill tor payment tor
clothing purchased for Claude Wain,
however, since no fuads are on account for
him with this oftice, the bill is being returned.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the 1gency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from umber sales trom an allotment. 1t is
action on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tnibe existed.

This docuiment does not
change the pousuion ot the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, inatself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
suppurting ¢vidence that
the petnitioner meets (b).

01/08/1931

01/08/1931

01091931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholsh b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Collector of Customs,
Abcerdeen, WA (Ex. 1197)

Letter from N.O. Nicholson,
Superintendeat, Taholah
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, Wa,
1o Mr. Mingo Ametia,
cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1203)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah  h
Indian Ageacy, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mrs. Emima Lusciers, Bay,
Center, WA (Ex. 1199)

re: enclosed bidl of sale tor a fishing boat to
Alfred Corwin, an lndian under this
yunisdiction from Andrew K. Anderson,
requesting review and comment of documents

e requesting statetnents trom her for taxes
due on her places, and estumates tor home
unprovements for her places so that he can
send her payment for same, but cautioned that
her funds were not unlimited.

re: requesting additional information tor the
Washington Ottice about the lack of
information on Mr. Lusciers’ death certiticate

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allottee on a
recugnized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a diftecent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These activas by the agency was done on behalf of
anindividual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an atlotment. It is
acton on behalt ot an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

234 -

These documents do not
change the pousinon of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, in itsell, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets Criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment ol the
petttioner’s ancestors
provides support to thewr
being a distinet commumty
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
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Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

= e e -

Conclusion

111271931 | lener 1o CIA [Ex. 961} letter from Supenntendent at Taholah  1e: Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a Other secords indicate Mr. Wain was of Chinook Thiese documents do not
Joseph Wain wanuig 10 loan $400 to his recogmzed reservation does not provide descent. but this 1s an individual request for money change the position of the
grandson, Claude Wain evidence that the pettioner, a diffesent entity, for a family member by a man with an allotment on PF that the allotment

0171471931 Lener from N O. Nicholson, te: enclosing check for doctor and hospital meets (b), even if that individual has Quinault. These actions by the agency was done on | activaty, in itself, does not

Supenintendent,, Taholah b services rendered for Mrs. Nina Salakike descendants who are, o1 they themselves are, behalt of an individual who had a trust account demonstrate that the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | McBride's 6 day hospital stay. membery of the petitioner. consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an petitoner meets criterion
o D1 A L. Maclh.ennan, allotment. 11 1s action un behalf of an individual and | (b). Howeves, the agent’s
Raynmiond, WA (Ex. 1200) dues not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed veatment of the
0171471931 Lener from N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing check o the Men’s Shop for petitioner’s ancestors
Supenntendent., Taholah b arucles purchused by Mrs, Emma Millet provides suppon 10 then
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | Lusciers and other matiers. being a distnct community
10 Mr. W. P. Cressy, South and thus provides
Bend, WA (Ex. 1201) supporung evidence that
01/14/1931 1 Lener fiom N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing check for payment of services the petitoner meets (b)
Supenntendent., Taholah  h for Mrs. Emima Millent Lusciers
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 South Bend General
Hospiwl, South Bend, WA (Ex.
1202)
01/14/1931 | Lener fiom N. O. Nicholson, re: assessmient of vees standing (figures given | Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a This achion by the agency was done on behalf of an This document does nol

Supenmendent., Taholah b
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 M. Mingo Amelia,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1203)

n board feet) tor his allotiment

recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the pentioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the peunoner.

mdividual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from tmber sales fiom an alloiment. It s
acton on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

change the posiion of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in nself, does not
demonsuate that the
petitioner meets Criterion
(b). However, the apent’s
ueatment of the
petitioner’s anceslors
pravides support 10 their
bewg a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

-35-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

_’—...:..: of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

0V15/193)

01/19/1934

012u/19 31

0112171931

Letter tfrom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. M. W. Farrell, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1204)

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent, Taholah  h
Indiain Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Quahity Grocery, Inc.,
Montesano, WA (Ex. 1205)
Letter from N. O. Nicholson, .
Superintendent., Taholah b
ladian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Joe Shone, South Bend,
WA (Ex. 1206)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. W. M. Farrell, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1207)

re: returning his bills tor services rendered for
“Misses Nina and Rose Cathoun” and Ms.
Emina Willert Lusciers, for additional
documentation.

re: grocery bill tor George Charley, a
Quinaielt Indian informing them Mr. Charley
has no money on account now, but would
make arrangements to pay his bill once funds
have been received in his account.

re: returning bill for items fumnished Nina
McBride, staung that his office is unable to
pay for items s0ld to Indians without pre-
authurization on a purchase order.

re: returning bill tor proper signatures on
behalt of Emma Millett Lusciers

Agency activity on behalf of an allontee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different cuuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These actions by the agency was done on behalf of
an individual who had a trust account consisting off
proceeds from timber sales trom an allounent. It is
action on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed

These documents do not
change the position of the
PF that the allounent
acuvity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct comimuniry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

01/22/1931

0172471931

0172871931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hogquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Rosa Pickernell, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1208)

Leuer from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Tahotah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
0 Mr. Mingo Amelia,
Cathlamer, WA (Ex. 1209)
Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Vina Wilson Barichio,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1210)

re: remitting checks for the continued care of
Rose and Clittord Corwin and will continue
to do 50 on 4 monthly basis.

re: unable to assist him with selling his timber
or his umbered allotment since the office
doesn’t appruve the sale of separate timbered
allounents, only unit sales since the prices are
so much higher for same

re: responding 1o request for a new heater for
which he is enclosing a purchase order to
cover same

Agency achivity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the peutioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

236 -

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom umber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to ther
being a distinct cominunity
and thus provides
supporting cvidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Conclusion

T'his action by the apency was dune on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allounent. 1is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tibe existed.

This acuon by the agency was done on behall of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds frum umber sales from an allotment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent bssue / Analysis
Appli-
cation
02/03/1931] Leuer rom N O Nicholson, 1e: plad 1o hear her son Albenas bach i Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a T
Supenntendent, Taholah  h school completing his high school education, | recognized reservation does not provide
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA, | and no cutiing bemp done on her sllounent st | evidence that the petitioner, a different ennty,
10 Mrs. Leda Clark Reed, Bay this e meets (b), even if that individual has
Center, WA (Ex. 1211) descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.
21671931 Lener from N. O. Nicholson, 1e: enclosing a check payable 1o Loyal Clark, | Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
Superintendent., Taholah b Ji, for the purchase of seed oysiers. recognized reservation does not provide
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
10 Mi. Loyal Clark, Sr., Bay mects (b), even if that individual has
Center, WA (Fx. 1212) descendants who are, or they themselves are,
2/6/1931 Letier fiom N. O. Nicholson, re: unable w provide an advance towards his members of the petitioner.
Supenintendent,, Taholah b small interest in the Elizabeth Springer
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | allotment 10 use as a rent payment for a
10 Mr. Henry Franklin, Bay boathouse in Aberdeen
Center, WA (Ex. 1213)
2/16/1931 Lener fiom N. Q. Nicholson, 1e: requesting info on hes son Charles’

Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Lottie Wain, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1214)

anendance for high school upon his
completion of the 8" grade.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
acuvaty, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petinoner meets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
trcatment of the
petioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 1o theus
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporing evidence that
the pentioner meets (b).

This docunient does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotimem
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate thai the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
ueatment of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides supporn 1o then
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

-37-
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Dates of Form of Evideace Description Rute / Precedeat Issue / Aaalysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
2/10/1931 | Letter trom N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing payment for boots purchased on | Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a This actton by the agency was done on behalt of an This document does not
Supeniatendent., Taholah  h behalf of Charles Wain, Jr. recognized reservation does not provide individual who had a trust account consisting of change the position of the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. 1tis PF that the allotnent
1o Charles Wain, Jr., South meets (b), even if that individual has action on behalf of an individual and does not activity, in itself, does not
Bend, WA (Ex. 1215) descendants who are, or they themselves are, indicate that a Chinook mbe existed. demonstrate that the
‘ members of the petitioner. petitioner meets coierion
21071931 | Letter trom N. O Nicholson, ce: enclosing payment tor the funeral and (b). However, the agent's
Superinendent., Taholah  h burial expenses of Alexander Lusciers, treatment of the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | deceased petitioner's ancestors
to Dickinson Fumiture provides support to their
Company, Raymond, WA (Ex. being a distinct community
1216) and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
211931 Agreement from Claude Wain re: a promissory note to repay a loan on funds | Agency activity on behalf of an atlotice on a This action by the agency was done on behalf of an This document does not

to repay Joseph Wain account,
Bay Center. WA (Ex. 1217)

drawn from the Joseph Wain account for the
benetit of Claude Wain

recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a ditferent enuity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

individual who had a wust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action oa behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itscelf, does not
demuoastrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
weatmient of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distnct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.38 -
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Dates of
Appli-

cation

211111931

271111931

Form of Evidence

Deseription

Rule / Precedent

Lenier from N O, Nicholson,
Supeniniendent., Taholsh b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Claude Wain, Bay Cenier,
WA (Ex. 1218)

Lenter from N. Q. Nicliolson,
Supeniniendent,, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. Joseph Gisard, County
Treasurer, Cathlamel, WA (Ex.
1219)

e cover Jener for the above promissory note
agrecmg 1o release the money once he has
received the signed note back in hix oftice.

e enclosimg payment for the 1930 taxes
levied on the propenty of Agnes Elhom

Agency activity on behalf of an allotice on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the pevtioner. a different entity,
meets (b), even i f that individual hag
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Issue / Anulysis

Conclusion

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
ndividual who had a trust sccount consisung of
proceeds from imber sales from an allotment
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

s

B k_m

This document does not
change the posimon of the
PE that the allounent

, activity, initself, does not
demonstiate that the
pettioner mieets Ccnierion
(b). However. the apem’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancesiors
provides support 10 then
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

2/12/1931

2/12/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholsh b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Leda Clark Reed, Bay
Cener, WA (Ex. 1220)

Letier from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent, Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Anwne Brignone,
Cathlamer, WA (Ex. 1221)
(Note: no Ex. 1122)

re: teplying 10 her letier requesting info on
when she can expect payment for imber 10 be
cut on her allotment.

re: iesponding 10 his request for infunation
on the next advance payments for the
allotment contracts of Elizabeth Springer and
Ellen A. Spninger

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, # diflerent enuity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds fiom timber sales from an alloiment. 1t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chimook tribe existed

This document does not
change 1he position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pettiones mcets critenon
(b). However, the apent’s
treatment of the

pethoner s ancestors
provides support 1o then
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporuing evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

-39.
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Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

re: expressing regred at the hospitahization of
her son Antone, wishing him a speedy
recovery, and suggesting they dismiss the
special nursing staft for his care as soon as it
s safe 1o do 30 to cut down on costs

Agency activity on behalf of an atlottee on a
recogmized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the pettioner.

Conclusion

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of’
proceeds from limber sales from an allotment. Itis
ction on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, a atselt, does nout
demonsirate that the
petiioner meets cnterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting ¢vidence that
the pettioner meets (b).

Dates of rm of Evidence

Appli-

cation

2/18/1931 | Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenatendent., laholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoguiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Emma Millent Lusciers,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1223)
(Nute: no Ex. 1122)

2/20/1931 Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,

Supenntendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Hon. Arthur Griffin,
Altorney, Seattle, WA (Ex.
1224)

re: reference to his 2/14/193 1 leter in
response 1o 8 notice of overpayment on his
fees from the Indian allotment accounts and
ways (0 handle the correction

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different eatity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment, [t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the attotment
actvity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
vﬂ—_:C:n—. meets cntenon
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides support o their
beinyg a distinct comimumity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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clusion

This action by the sgency was done on behalf of an
individual who had & trust account consisung of
proceeds from nmber sales from an allotment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
mdicaie that 3 Chinook wnibe existed

This document does not
change the positon of the
PF that the allotment
actvity, in uself. does not
demonstrate that the
—JF.:__::G_ meels entenon
(b). Homever, the apent’s
treatment of the
petoner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporiing evidence that
the petiioner meets (b).

Superniniendent.

Indian Agency, Hogquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Agnes Elliom, Alona,

WA (Ex. 1226)

L Taholah b

needs and nonce of reduced amounts in the
tuture 10 help it last for a longer period of
time.

recognized reservanon does noi provide
evidence that the penitioner, a different ennty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the peutioner.

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent fssue / Analysis
Appli-
cation
22171931 | Letier from N. Q. Nicholson, re: respondng 10 hey request for when Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on »

Supenniendent, Taholah b payment might be expected tor tunber cul on recognized resenvation does not provide

Indian Agency, Hoguam. WA, | her sister Rosa’s allotment and also provided evidence that the petitioner, @ different enuty,

10 Miss Nina Calhoun, Scattle, | an update that Mary Wagner's allotment meets (b), even if that individual has

WA (Ex. 1225) w/tiniber had not even been sold, so no descendants who are, or they themselves are,

prospect of mcomie any time soon members of the pentioner.

2/24/1931 | Lener iom N O Nicholson, te checks he has been sending 1o meet ther Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from imber sales from an allotment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tnbe existed.

This document does not
change the position of 1he
PF that the alloument
acuivity, in itself. does not
demonstrate thai the
peLLOner meets criterion
(b). However. the agent’s
treaiment of the
petitioner's ancesiors
provides suppon o their
beng a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b).

-4] -
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Dutes of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

—

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Counclusion

212411931

R —

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to First National Bank,
Raymond, WA (Ex. 1227)

re: responding to their recent letter regarding
Mrs. Edna Clark Olsen and her desire tor an
advance payment on funds duce her 1o
complete a land purchase

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a ditterent enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from tmber sules from an allotment. It is
action on behatf of an ndividual and does not
indicate that a Chinook mbe existed.

This documment does not
changz the position of the
PF that the sllotment
acuvity, in tiselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner mezts criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment ot the
petitioner’s ancestors
pruvides support 1o their
beinyg a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/24/1931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. George Charley,
Taholsh  h, WA (Ex. 122%)

re: approval of a loan payable to George
Charley at the request of Stanley Charley

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does aot provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sules from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouk ibe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demuonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the ageat's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the pettioner meets (b).
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T T T Y
Dates of
Appli-
cation

2/271193)

4/3/1931

4/4/1931

4/711931

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Jssue / Analysis

Leter trom N, O. Nicholson,
Supenniendent,, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Frank H. Peur, Scartle,
WA (Ex. 1229)

Lener tiom N O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 The Pacific State Bank,
South Bend, WA (Ex. 1230)

lener 10 CIA [Ex. 962]

Letier from N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to M. W. P Cressy, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1231)

re: has recent letier concerming checks payable
10 Mrs. Jda Suong Petnt and Mrs. Nora Peut
Chidester having been deposited into 4 now
collapsed Puget Sound Savings and Loan
Assoc.  Adwvised thair recourse 1s the same as
other deposiors, no special teatment because
they are Indian

1e: advising of advance payment due Mrs
Leda Clark Reed, and agreeing 1o make this
payment 10 the bank for advancing this
amount 10 Mrs. Reed now once it is received

lenter trom Supeniniendent at Taholah  re:
forwarding briefs by Mr. Smiley on the
fishing cases

te: request for repairs for David Frank’s boat
10 be paid from Emma Willen Lusciers
account, requinng her approval before
payment can be made

Agency activity on behslf of an aliotiee on a
recognized 1eservanon does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a differem entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who aie, or they themselves are,
members of the petinoner.

mdividual who had a trust account consising of

action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook nibe existed

This action by the agency was done on behalt of an

proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. s

Conclusion

This docunient does not
change the position of the
PF 1hat the alloument
activity, in itself, does not
demunstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agem’'s
trcatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o then
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.43.
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

471931

4/7/1931

4/7/1931

4/7/1931

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue 7 Analysis

Conclusion

Letter trom N O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
lndisn Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. M. W. Farrell, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1232)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superitendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Joha Hemphill, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 123})

Letter trom N. O Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Frances S, Anderson,
Suuth Bend, WA (Ex. 1234)
Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supernintendent., Taholash b
Indian Ageacy, Hoquiam, WA,
to South Bend General
Hospital, South Bend, WA (Ex.
12335)

re: enclosing payment for services rendered to
Alex Lusciers, Jr., son of Mrs. Emma M.
Luciers.

re: enclosing payment for drugs and supplics
for Mrs. Emma M. Luciers

re: enclosing payment tor room rental
incurred by Mrs. Emuma M. Luciers while her
50N was in the hospual

fe eaclosing payment tor protessional
services rendered Antone Luscier

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

indicate that a Chinook tribe existed,

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of’

proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment.
action on behalt ot an individual and does not

Itis

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does nut
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
suppurting evidence that
the petitioner meets {b).

4/8/1931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Heary Franklin, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1236)

re: sending approval of assignment of
payment to the Willapoint Oyster Co., Inc.,
on his behalf trom his 1/9th interest in the
allouncnt of Elizabeth Springer.

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
mects (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

action on behatf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

39 -

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a rust account consisting of
proceeds trom umber sales from an allotment. It is

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allouncnt
acuvity, i itselt, does not
demoastrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct comumunity
and thus provides
supporting evidence .
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dites of

b
tshon

.

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

471071931

4/10/1931

t cuer from N.O. Nicholson,
Supenimendent., Taholsh b
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
WMt WP Ciesay, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1237)
Agreement fiom Emma
Lusciers to N. O. Nicholson to
pay the John Fuss Company
for boat 1epaiss from her
account, (Ex. 1239)

1e: boat repairs for Mrs. FUSCIER and her
son, hrough Mr. Foss, mahing payment tos

same from her scoount

1e: authonzation W pay a charge for boat
repars on funds drawn from her account for
the benefit of her son, David Frank

Agency activity on behalf of an alloniee on a
tecognized teservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, s different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselve: are,
members of the petitioner.

This acuon by the agency was done on behalf of an
ndividual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales frem an allotment. ltg
achon on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chanook tribe existed

This docunient does not
change the posinon of the
PF that the allomient
activity, in itself, does not
demonsuraie that the
petitioner meels cnterion
(b). However, the agent’s
ueatment of the
petiioner’s ancestors
provides suppon (o theit
being a distinct communiy
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

4/13/1931

Lener from N O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. J. M. Bammen, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1240)

re: enclosing payment for professional
services rendered Vina Wilson Banchio

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalt of an
mdividual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds fiom timber sales from an allotment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe exisied

This document dues not
change the position of the
PF 1hat the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrste that the
petitioner meets critesion
(b). However, the agent’s
teatment of the
petiioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 1o then
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

- 45 -
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Aaalysis

Counclusion

4177193}

41771931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superiniendent., Taholah  h
Indisn Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Sputh Bend General

Hospial, South Bend, WA (Ex.

1245)

Letter trom N. O Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. ). M. Barnment, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1241)

re: enclosing payment for protessional
services rendered Dewey Banichio, husband
of Vina Wilson Barichio

re: enclosing payment for protessional
services rendered Vina Wilson Barichio’s
husband, and glasses for herself

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enlity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This acton by the agency was done on behalf of an
indtvidual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from winber sales from an allotmeat. 10 1s
action on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in iself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meelts criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

4/18/1931

letter 1o CIA (Ex. 963)

letter from Superintendent Nicholson re:
Loyal L. Clark, Jr Quinault allottee desires 1o
build an oyster boat, he was b. in 1912,

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
mieets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner,

No ribe mentioned, cites that he has a lot of moacy
in his account and is industrious.  This action by the
agency was done on behalf of an individual who had
a trust account consisting of proceeds from timber
sales from an allotment. It is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

This docuiment does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
acteviry, o itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
vn::c:n.‘ meets cnitenon
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
pettioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct cominunity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

- 16 -
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Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analbysis

Conclusion

te: enclosing payment for services rendered
Mrs. Lizzie P. Johnson, “an Indian woman”
of South Bend, WA

e enclosing paynient tur professional
services rendered Mrs. Lizzie P, Johnson

re: enclosing payment for services rendered
lrvin Johns

Agency achivity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation docs not provide
evidence that the penitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the spency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisung of
proceeds trom tmber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allounent
acuvity, in uiself, does not
demonsuate that the

peutioner meets criternion
(b). However, the apent’s
trcatment of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides suppon to thei
being a disunct commumty
and thus provides
supporiing evidence that
the pebtioner mects (b).

Form of Evidence g

Appli-

cation

4/24/1931 | Lener from N O. Nicholson,
Supetiniendent,, Taholsh  h
Indisn Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Di. Albent Matlieu,
Poniand, OR (Ex. 1242)

4/24/1931 | Lenes from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenniendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Dr. Lester Owens,
Raymond, WA (Ex. 1243)

4/24/1931 | Leuers from N. Q. Nicholson,
Supernintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 South Bend General
Hospital, South Bend, WA (Ex.
1244)

5/6/1931 Lener from N. O. Nicholson,

Supenntendent, Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Principal of Schools, llwaco,
WA (Ex. 1246)

re: request for them to retumn the enclosed
posicards with information concemning
atiendance of Indian students at their schools

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does 1ot provide
evidence that the petitoner, a differem entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, ot they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotiment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitiones meets crilerion
(b). However, the apent’s
ucatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 10 they
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporing evidence that
the petioner meets (b).

.47 -
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

5/6/1931

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h

Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,

to Mr. Clyde Clark, Bay
Ceater, WA (Ex. 1247)

re: approval for him to accept loan funds from
Pacific State Bank to be repaid tfrom funds
due him from his allomment once they are
recerved for the sale of timber

Agency activity on behalf of an allotice on a
recognized reseevation does not provide
evidence that the petioner, a ditferent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sules from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, in wself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct commumty
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

5/6/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h

lodian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Leeda Clark Reed, Bay

Center, WA (Ex. 1248)

re: approval for her to accept loan tunds from
Pacific State Bank to be repaid from funds
due her from her allounent once they are
received for the sale of timber

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitivner, a different enury,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. 1t is
action oa behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does nut
change the posinon of the
PF that the allotunent
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment ot the
petitioner s ancestors

provides support to thewr
being a distinct comunumiry
and thus provides
supporting ¢vidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

T
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Issue | Anslysis Lonclusion

Rule / Precedent

SR

e—

Description

s of Form of Evidence
h-
on
D —— e - ——
Agency sctivity on behalf of an allonee on 3 Thig action by the apency was done on behalf of an This document does not
individual who had 3 rust sccount consisung of change the pomition of the
rom an alloument. s PF that the allounent

retum the
ation conernng
udents 8t thent school

jecognized reservation does not pr ovide
evidence that the petinonet, 3 diftesent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who a1€, o1 they themselves are.

members of the petinoner.

re: sequest 108 them ©
postcards with inforn
atendance of Indian ot

proceeds lrom timber sales !
sction on behalf of an \ndividual and does not
indicate thal 2 Chinook ribe exisied or that the

petitioner meets (b)

activity. in nself. does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
weament of the
—..n::o:n_.,, ancesiors
provides suppon 1o thew
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporing evidence that
the petinoner meets (b).

Leter hom N O Nicholson,
Sup ::E_ar.:_;‘_u..:_s: h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. J. H. Daily, Bay Center
School, Bay Center, WA (Ex.
1249)

.49 -
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Dautes of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

5/7/1931

5/711931

5/7111931

511931

5/71931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Sampsoan Oliver, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1252)

Leuer from N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Emest Wilson, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1253)

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Principal, South Bend
School, South Bead, WA (Ex.
1254)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. Nathan Pickerncell, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1250)

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah  h
Indian Ageacy, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Fred M. Bond, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1251)

re: enclosing check as she requesied and
states “You are a tee patented Indian...”

re: notifying him that Irving Lewis has no
funds on account with his office and that he
should seek repayment fruim Mr. Lewis for
any indebtedness incurred by him

re: request for them 10 return the enclosed
postcards with information conceming
adendance of Indian students at their school

re: enclosing check for payment as a loan 1o
him trom Lizzie Pickernell Johnson to be
repatd by the first funds received to his credit

re: enclosing check payable 1o Vina Wilson
Barichio to be endorsed for her for payment
for services rendered by hun for hundling her
divorce from her husband.

Agency activity on behalf ot an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the pettioner, a different ennry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. 1t s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouk tnbe existed.

1 does not
changz the position ol the
PF that the allotment
acuviry, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
—nvﬂ::c:n_‘ meels cridenon
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petttioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct conununity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Appli-

AL

5r9/1931

Dates of Ig

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Lenter trom N. Q. Nicholson,
Supcuiniendent., Taholah  h
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
to M1, Earl Johnson, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1255)

re: requesting more information trom ham on

why he wanis 10 buy a car, what his intenvions
are for its use, and asking for auvthorization 10
pay for same from his funds on account

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on &
fecognized teservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different eniny,
meets (b), even if that individual hay
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petiioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom umber sales from an allotmient. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This docunient does not
change the positon of the
PF that the allotment
activaty, in iself, does noi
demonsirate that the
pentioner meets cnietion
(b). However, the apent’s
treaiment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to then
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supponting evidence that
the petitivner meets (b).

51111931

S/11/1931

5/11719314

Lener tiom N O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Principal, llwaco Schools,
lwaco, WA (Ex. 1256)

Leuer iom N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Principal, Bay Center
School, Bay Center, WA (Ex.
1257)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent, Taholah  h
indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Principal, South Bend High
School. South Bend, WA (Ex.

1258)

1e. 1equest for them o tetum the enclosed
quushionnaire with informauon conceming
attendance of Indian students at their school

re: request for them to retum the enclosed
questionnare with information concerning
anendance of Indian students at their school

re: request for them Lo return the enclosed
guestionnaire with information concerning
atiendance of Indian students a1 their school

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloiment
activity, m itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitoner meets cnlenon
(b). However, the apent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support (o then
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitiones meets (b).

-5 -
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

5/12/1931

5/121193)

Letter from N. O Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h

Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,

to Mr. Loyal L. Clark, Jr., Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1259)

Lerter frum N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent,, Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. W._P. Cressy,
Posunaster, South Bend, WA
(Ex. 1261)

re: request for funds for the expenditure of
building an vyster boat by him per his recent
request for same

re: enclosing payment payable o Emma M.
Lusciers for her endorsement to pay for
rebuilding of the launch “Atlas”

Agency activity on behatf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the pettioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting ol
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinuok tribe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allounent
actvity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
beiny a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

5/13/1931

Letter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to The Portland Clinig,
Portland, OR, (Ex. 1260)

re: enclosing paytent for protessional
services rendered Mrs. bver Johnson (Lizzie
Pickemel! Johnson)

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the peutioner, a differeat entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or the+ themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This acuon by the agency was done on behalt of an
individual who had a trust account con ting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. 1t is
action ont behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tnbe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allounent
acuvity, an itself, does not
demonstrate that the
peutioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides suppurt 1o their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b).
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Conclusion

This sction by the apency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consistng of
proceeds from umber sales from an alonient. s

Supenntendent, Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 M1. Frank H. Peu, Scanle,
WA (Ex. 1264)

Quinault Reservation will likely not be settled
for some time and his request 10 exchange
allotments had been turned down

recogmzed reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitoner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This documeni does not
change the position of the
PF that the alioiment
activity. in itself, does pot
demonsuale that the
_.vn—_-c__ﬂ- meels h_m_ﬂ__:—..
(b). However, the apent’s
treaiment of the
petinoner’s ancestors
provides supporn 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporing evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

Dates of borm of Evidence Descriptive Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis
Apphi-
cation
SA0/E93E | Leter om NCO. Nicholson, re: ntomnng her that unless loggmg begins Agency activity on behalf of an allotice on s
Supenintendent, Taholah  h on the Maria Telzan alloinent no funds will recogmzed reservation does not provide
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA, | be forthcommig until October evidence that the pettioner, a different entity,
10 Mrs. Florence Funk, South meets (b), even if that individual has achion on behalf of an individua) and does not
Bend, WA (Ex. 1262) descendants who are, of they themselves are, indicaie that a Chinook tribe existed
5/10/1931 | Lener fiom N. Q. Nicholson, e enclosing check for professional services members of the petitioner
Supeniniendent,, Taholah  h rendered David Lusciers which had been
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA, | approved by Lmma Millent Luciers
10 Drs. Tripp and Anderson,
South Bend, WA (Ex. 1263)
S/18/1931 | Leuer from N. O. Nicholson, re: lawsuit affecting allotments on the Agency activity on behalf of an allonice on a

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
mdividual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales fiom an sllotment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloiment
acuvity, inaself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels critenon
(b). However, the apent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 theu
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supponing evidence that
the petitioner mieets (b).

-53-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Aaalysis

:Jlr;sfl[lj
Conclusion

5/20/1931

5/20/1931

Lerter trom N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. W_P. Cressy,
Postmaster, South Bend, WA
(Ex. 1265)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquam, WA,
to Pacific State Bank, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1266)

re: cuclosing check payable to Emina M.
Luciers for her endorsement to pay John Foss
for boat repairs for the “Atlas”

re: enclosing check payable to Loyal L. Clark,
Jr. which he requested be sent to the bank

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the peutioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the pettioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. 1t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouk tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the ailotment
acuvity, 1n uselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment ot the
petitivnier’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinct comumunity
and thus provides
supporting cvidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

5/23/1931

Letter trom N. O Nicholson,
Supernintendent., Taholsh b
Indisn Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Levi Graham, Otympia,
WA (Ex. 1267)

re. enclosing check for payment of labor and
matenals turmshed Willie Frank

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from tinber sales from an alloument. It is
actioa un behalt of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activaty, in stselt, does not
demunstrate that the
UGH:_C:GH mecets cnterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petnoner’s ancestors
provides support to their
beiny a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b). L
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52711931

Letier rom N O, Nicholsun,
Supenntendent, Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mrs Bessie Pickernel), Bay
Center, WA (i:x. 1268)

re: giving her an esimate of her account and
advising her to have het and her children’s
tonsils and adenoids removed by Di. Alley at
the Tacoma Indian Hospital

Agency acuvity on behalf of an aliotiee on a
recognized reservanon does not provide
evidence that the peimoner, a different ennty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petiiones.

This acton by the apency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from imber sales fiom an allotment. 1 is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe exisied.

Cunclusion

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pelinones meets criterion
(b). However, the agemt’'s
treatment of the
peunioner’s ancestors
provides suppurt 10 thei
bemg a distinet community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner ieets (b)

6/3/1931

6/3/1931

Letier from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenmtendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Joe Wans, Bay Center,
WA (Ex. 1269)

Letier fiom N. O. Nicholson,
Supennendent,, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Emma Millent Lusciers,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1270)

re: his letter of 6/1/193 1 concerning the last
will of Bob Wain, advised he was declared
not competent since he was in a dying
condition at the timie it was made and signed

re: he s in receipt of suthonty 10 purchase a
Chevrolet sedan per her 1cquest and will
gladly complete the transaction at her
convenience

Agency activily on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was dune on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This ducument does not
change the posiion of the
PF that the allouncent
activity, in iself, does not
demonstrate that the
petiboner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancesiors
provides support to thei
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the peutioner meets (b).

.55
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Coanclusion

6/3/1931

6/18/1931

Letter from N. O Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. Eacl B. Johnsoa, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1271)

letter to CIA [Ex. 964)

re: he 15 in receipt ot authority to purchase a
car per his request and will complete the
transaction at his convenence

letter trom Supenntendent at Taholah  re:
request from Frank E. Petit of Seattle, allotted
on Quinault who wants to sell or trade his
allotment

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitivner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouok tribe existed.

This document does aot
change the pusiton of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment ot the
petittoner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner mects (b).

72971931

letter to CIA [Ex. 966}

letter from Supenntendent re: 1930 repont of
696 “unattached Indians” of Taholah h
Agency, but no list of [ndians is attached.

in the area, were carmied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940 (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

Without the list, it is ditficult to evaluate this
document.

This document does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).

8/5/1931

letter to CIA [Ex. 967]

letter trom Supenntendent at Taholah  re:
Frank Pickemell, Quinault allottee requests a
loan trom Antone Lusciers, who is 20 years
old

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitivner, a difterent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Does not mention mbe. Although Antone Lusciers
name appears in the Chinook genealogies, he does
not have descendants in the CIT. Frank Pickernell
does not appear in the gencalogies and does not
appear o have descendants in the CIT membership.
This action by the agency was done va behalt of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales trom an allounent. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
tndicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allomment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the sgent’s
treaunent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
beiny a distinct conunumity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

236 -

the petttioner mects (b)
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fetier 10 CIA {Ex. Y0¥)

lenier from Supenintendent at Taholah  re: a
fequest from Mrs. Florence Petit Kjos, fur a
loan from het father, Janies Quinauht allonee,
Mrs. Kjus agrees 10 repay the loans, Mr. Petit
was b. 1857

Agency actuvity on behalf of an allotiee on s
secognized reservation does not provide
evidence thal the pentioner, a difieicnt ennity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are. o they themselves are,
membery of the petinoner

Jamies Amable Penit has direct descendants in the
petitioner’s cunent membership: however. none
known through s daughier Florence (Petir) Kjos
This acvion by the agency was done on behalf of an
mdividual who had a rust account consisting ot
proceeds from nmber sales from an alloiment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed. This sction by
the agency was done on behalt of an individual who
had a trust accoun consisung of proceeds from
umber sales tlom an allotment. 11 is actuon on behalf
of an individual and does nol indicate that a Clunook
tnbe existed

Conclusiun

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the alloment
achivity, in itsel, does not
demonsuate that the
pentioner meels criterion
(b). Howcver, the agent’s
ticatment of the
petitioner’s ancesiors
provides suppont 10 their
bemng a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the penitioner meets (b).

918/1931

lenter 10 C1A [Ex Y09]

letier from Superintendent re: Emma Millen
Lusciers loaning money 10 her grandson
Frank Pickemel) 1o purchase a truck. She was

b.in 1877

Agency activily on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, @ different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petihoner.

Emma (Milient) Lusciers has diect descendants in
the peutioner’s cunent membership. This action by
the agency was done on behalf of an individual who
had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. s action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinook
nibe eaisted

This document does not
change the posiion of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pehtioner meels critenon
{b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporling evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

-57-
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Conclusion

10/14/19 31

letter to CIA {Ex. 970 and 973

letter re: deed trom vwner Ettie H. Somers, a
widow tu Lizzie Johnson, a Quinault allottee,
who is requesting $ to purchase some land
from Mrs. Somers in Pacific County. Mrs.
Johnson 15 mother of 2 minor children Femilt
and Margaret This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a
trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an alloument. Itis action on
behalf of an individual and does not indicate
that a Chinook tribe existed.

Agency acnvity on behalt of an atlottee on a
fecognized reservation does oot provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enty,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are.
members of the petitioner.

Good for showing residence in 1931, Lizzie
(Pickemell) Johnson has direct descendants in the

petitioner's current membership  This action by the
agency was done on behalt of an individual who had

a trust account consisting ot proceeds from tirber

sales from an aliotment. M is action on behalt of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinouk tribe

existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petttioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
suppurting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/3/1931

letter to CIA [Ex. 971}

letter from Supenntendent at Tahotah  re:
meeting of the business committee at
Quinauft

Does not menuon anything refated to Chinook

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demoastrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

129/1931

letter to CIA [Ex. 972]

letter trom Superintendent at Taholah  re
instructions given (o Charles Roblin, re:
allotments on Quinault and the subsequent
lists of persons entitled to allotments, and the
children of allottees, and how much land has
been allotted, but nu mention of names or
tribes.

i the area, were cartied on BIA censuses
from at teast 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

The acuvities on Quinault ao nut relate to the
peutioner.

Thas document does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).
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Issue / Analysis

Beckhbam, " Allounent Act”

BIA lener o petinoner,
1211711997, pp.4-7

PF Summary, 6, %
HTR, 25,31-32,35-44, 49
AT, 3,35,47, 8,70

BIA 1907-1933 {Allotmemt
ledper at BIA Agency,
Hogquiam, WA]

Index 10 Quinault allotiees at
BIA Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
Copy in BAR Historian's files.

Peunoner’s PF submission,
“Supplemiental Response 1o
Letier of Obvious Deficiency
Review,™ 37-48

Peutioner’s PF Exhibits
539-580

of Chinook descent recerved allounents on
the Quinaull resesvation afier the Halbert
decision of the Supreme Coun in 1931,
Beckham cites two 1934 documients 1o note
that allotments on the Quinault reservation
were issued in 1933 and 1934 (p.3).
Beckham does not identify by name any
Chinook descendants on those lists

The Histoncal Technical Repon described in
detail the allotment of Chinooks on the
Quinault reservation both before and atier the
Halbert decisions of 1928 and 1931. The
analysis in the Historical Technical Repon
was based on the complete allotment ledger,
and an alphabetical index of all 2340
allotiees, at the BIA Agency in Hoquiam,
WA. The analysis of allotments in the
Historical Technical Report was based on s
database which included 468 allonees of
Chinook descent (see HTR, 42).

In Exhibit D, Beckham claims that Agent
Roblin’s post-Halbert allotment work was
documented in the petitioner’s Exhibits 539-
656 submined for the Proposed Finding (p.3).
Acwally, only Exhibits 539-580 match that
description.

i e R .n:(x\
Dates of Form of Evidence Description J Rule / Precedent

Appli-

cation

1932 ca Pentoner’s Exhibit D In Exhibit D, Beckham notes that individuals | |Precedent thai conclusions of the Pt stund

unless reversed by new evidence.)

Beckham's discussion of alloiments on the Quinasult
reservation, in Exhibit D, agnoses the analysis of
allotments in the Historical Technical Repon
prepared for the Proposed Finding. Exhibit DD does
not present any new evidence about the alloument
process afier Halberi nos idenufy any additional
allonees.

Beckham makes no exphioin argument that the
evidence in Exhibit D mects enernon (b).

Beckham alleges that the BIA staft did not review
the petitioner’s selecuion of atfidavis cotlected by
Agent Robhin after the Halbert decision (p.3). In
fuct, the Historical Technical Report cited some of
the affidavits collected by Roblin (HTR, 32, 45-46,
for Elliotnt 1932, Bates 1932, Oliver 1932). That
report ciled the affidavits themselves, not
Beckham's quotations from them in a submission
for the Proposed Finding. The Anthropological
Technical Repon discussed the 1932 applications
and used them 10 compile information on social and
kinship relations (AT, 3, 38, 47, 68, 70). The BIA
also discussed those affidavits in a supplemental
lenes to the petitioner (12/17/1997). That letier
noted that the visiting practices described in the
affidavits generally had occurred in the distant past,
not in 1932. In shon, the evidence in the
petitioner’s selection of affidavits did not
demonstrate the continuous exisience of a sucial
community up until the 1930's. Beckham advances
no explanation of how the evidence in those
applications would change the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding

Conclusion

Exhibit D does notidentify
any ¢notan the BIA s
1esearch thar would
require a change in the
BIA's analysis of the
allotment data. The
allotment information in
Exhibit D does not provide
any basis for changing the
conclusiuns of the
Proposed Finding

-59.
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1932

recapitulation of census tor

1932 [ex 827

recapitulation of the census of the “Combined
Quinault, Quileute, Chinook, Chehalis and
Cowlitz Fribe of the Quinault Reservation.”
separate sheet for each tribe

in the area, were carnied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1932, 3).

Numbers only for each group represented, this is a
census of Indians enrolled/alloted at Quinault Not
an acknowledgment of a nibal entity. No
chiefs/leaders, etc. cited. Just a census

ﬂc:l:t::

This document does not
demonstrate that the
petiiviier meets (b).

1932

Indian ceasus 1932 (Ex. 823
p-1-6,p.7-9, and p.10-17]

There are 3 parts 1o this set of documents.: 6
pages of the 1932 census showing names
“added by the Indian otlice and Supreme
Count Decision granung allotments;” 3 pages
of births from 1925-192¥; and 7 pages of
“Taholah  h lndian Agency Unantached
Indians, Deuths, exclusive of stillbirths July
1925-June 1926 {in reality, includes deaths
thru 1931

in the arca, were carried on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

The Quinault allottees represent only a very small
proportion of the membership. The fact that they
appear on these lists for Quinault does not
demonstrate that the petitioner meets the criterion
for community.

Thus document does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).

letter 10 ClA [Ex. 939)

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  re:
using funds from Antone Lusciers account to
pay for the repairs on his mother’s car.
Mother s Emma Millett Lusciers, widow of
Alexander Lusciers., and bill from auto shop

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a ditferent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, o they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action va behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allouneat
activity, in self, does not
demuonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment ot the
petitivner’s ancestors
provides support to their
beiny a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

6/1/1932

letter to CILA [Ex. 940

list of birth and deuth records for 9
individuals at Quinault, one of whomi is
identified as Chinvok

in the area, were carried on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

The one Chinook oa this list is not a member of the
CIT, but her sister is 4« member. This demonstrates
nothing about a possible Chinook communicy.

This document does not

petttioner meets (b).

demonstrate that the g

- 60 -
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cation

o/lor1932

Form of Evidence

Description

lener 10 Mynile Woodcock [Ex.

%43)
falso bx ¥55)

lener from Atlomiey Griffing asking 1o hamies
of those who can give evidence of the
boundaries of the 3 Chinook bands and i they
will be in Scantle when the judge is there

He states "It is not that § wanted 10 divide the
Chimook Tribe 1o bands 10 obtaim
infotmiation as 1o the boundaries of the 3
bands™ 2 pp.

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Apparently Mrs. Woodcock in South Bend had
contacted him previously. as he thanks her for the
“recent favor.” This letier implics that Mis
Woodcock was famihar with other, maybe oldes
Chinook who could provide testimony. 11 may
imply some leadership role for Mrs. Woodcock .

!|!:||..
This docunment does

indicate that the members
of the peiiboner were
known 10 une another and
provides supporting
evidence for (b)

12/1932

lener 10 Supenintendem
Taholah  h{Ex. 913)

Letier from Red Cross at Astoria re: two
famihies, one moved from Astona area to
Dahlia and one fiom Dahlia area 10 Astona,
both applied for alloiments on Quinault and
both applied for aid/Red Cross. Asks can the
Indians who are entitled 10 land also be
cnutled 1 aid?

The two famibics refered 1o 10 this lenter do have
descendants in the CIT membership and have

Chinook descent through their father, George Ero.

1.»1‘|1
This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotnem
achivity, in itself. does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner micets catenon
(b). However. the agent’s
treatiment of the
petitioner’s ancestory
provides suppor 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the peutioniet meets (b)

7113/1932

lener 1o Red Cross |914)

lenier from Superintendent Nicholson saying
the persons have no status at this time as
enrolled Indians under this junsdiction. But
even if they were enrolled, they are also
eligible for any aid available any other citizen
from the state, county, or Red Cross.

The Red Cross is appatently saying that Indians
would not be gening swate aid, but must go 10 the
agency for support. The women are not under the
Jurisdiction of the agency. The lener contains no
information relevant 10 demonstiating that the
petitioner’s ancestors interact 1N community.

-6l -

This document does not
change the posinon of the
PF that acuvity on behalf
of an individual, in itself,
does not demonstrate that
the petitioner meets
critenon (b). However, the
agent’s treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o theu
being a distinct commumty
and thus provides
supporing evidence that
the pentioner meets (b)

CIT V001 D008 Page 185 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



Dates of
Appli-
cation

8/19/1932

Form of Evideace

letter to CIA [Ex. 942}

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

———

Conclusion

letter trom Supenintendent. at Taholah  re:
Mrs. Emma Millett Lusciers obtaining funds
for visiting lrvin Johns in a sanitarium in
Portland

Agency acuvity on behalt of an allottee on a
tecognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, o they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Emma's daughter-in-law Maggic is the aunt of
Irwin/lvin Johas. This shows VISIHING 4mony in-
laws

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales trom an allotment. It is
action on behaif of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouk tribe existed.

This document
corroborates visitng
amony peuple at Bay
Center. This document
does not change the
position ot the PF that the
allotment acuvity, in itself,
does not demonsirate that
the petitioner meets
criterion (b). However, the
agent’s treatment of the
petitivner’s uncestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

8/13/1932

letter to CIA [Ex. 863)

letter from Superintendent at Taholah b
with corrections to the staustical report.
Shows that page 17 Y2 is for “new tribes of
Quin Reservation (Cowlitz, Chehalis, and
Chinook)”

The fact that there were Chinook descendants on the
Quinault Reservation has no bearing on whether or
not the Chinook petitivner maintained its community
at this time.

This document does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).

11/1/1932

lewter 1o CIA (Ex. 941)

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  re:
not being able to make funds available to
Mrs. Paul Petit even tho her house bumed due
to funds not beiny available. She does not live
on her allotment at Quinault but in Bay
Center, as “it would be impossible for her to
live on or build on her own allotment...”

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservanon does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different eatiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Docs not show tribal relations, but shows Mrs. Paul
(Mary Barichio) Petit lived at Bay Ceater and was
allotted on Quinault  This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. It is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
actevity, in tself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provudes
suppocting <vidence that
the petiioner meets (b).
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11/4/1932

Description

Rule / Precedent

hisue / Analysis

lenter 10 CIA [Ex. 956)

lenter trom Supenniendent re: the proposed
adoption of 11 individuals and why the
Quinault Busmess council decided to adopt or
nol cach of these people. Mrs. Sam.
Pickemell, Mrs. Grant Cultee, Mrs. Dewey
Wain, and Mrs. Mitchell James were
unfavorably voted on, because they were not
Quinaielt Indian blood . . . any recognition on
behatf of them as Indians should be obuained
for them through the tribes 1o which they are
eligible.

1n the area. were carnied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1952, 3)

Conclusion

11/15/1932

letier 10 CIA [Ex. 957)

lener from Supenntendent re: Mary Barichio
Peut, Quinault allonee geting a loan fiom
Emma Millen Lusciers. These two women
are first cousins once removed cousins (1% or
2™ 1 removed?). This is icgarding a personal
account, not a trbal entity.

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the pentioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if thal individual has
descendants who are. or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the apency was done on behalf of an
mdividual who had a trusi account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotiment. s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF thai the accounts
activity, in itself, does not
demonstiate that the
penitiones nieets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
neatment of the
petiioner’s ancesiors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supponing evidence that
the pentionet meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Descriptivn

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1172271932

letter to C1A {Ex. 958}

Letter trom Supenntendent at Taholah  re:
last will of Anane Snell Pickemell to provide
for her 2 minor children, Samuet {Picknoll]
Pickemnell Jr. and Violet Ann Picknoll, and
her brother Robert Snell. Mentions her
father, (not named) is still living and that the
father of the 2 children, Samuel Pickemell is
married and has another family.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This letter refers o a will and detines some familial
relationships. The petitivner’s current membership
inctudes this Samucl Pickerncll Ir., and well as his

children and grandchildren.

This docunient does not
change the position of the
PF that the accounts
activity on behalf of an
individual, in itselt, does
not demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
beiny a distinct communiry
and thus provides
suppurting cvidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/13/1932

12/13/1932

letter 1o CIA [Ex. 959

letter to CIA [Ex. 960

letter from Supenntendent at Taholah e
request from Elmer Wilson for a loan trom
Lizzie Pickernell Johnson, which he agrees W
repay trom his tunbered allotment

letter from Supenntendeat at Taholah  re:
loan from Mrs. Emina Millett Lusciers to
Mary Barichio Peut, getting a signed
statement trom Mrs. Lusciers

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This appears to be a loan from mother to her son. It
does not provide evidence of a tribal entity. This
action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. ltis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotnent
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatinent of the
petitioner's ancestors
pruvides support to their
beiny a distinct cominuniry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

1933

Indian census 1933 [Ex. 829]

169 payes of the microtilm of the census of
Taholah  h agency/Quin. reservation.
Roughly alphabetical, i.c. all a's together, all
b's, etc. shows the residences name, age,
tnbe, relationshup to head of house, etc.

Does notinclude a listing of members of a Chinook
Tribe.

.64 -
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Dautes of
Apphi-

cation

172071933

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

addiony made 10 the census
by Indian ofhice suthonty [k
%30)

36 papes/ioughly alpha order. Same
informanion as the prios

lener 1o CIA |Lx. Y43)

letter from Supenntendent at Taholab e
Larl V_Johnson “a restricted Quinaich
Indian™ wanung w purchase a house 1n South
Bend where s mother, Lizzie Pickemell
Johnson also has a home

Agency acuvity on behalf ot an allonee on a
recogmaed reservation does nol provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who ase, or they theniselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Does not include a lising of members of a Chinook
Trnibe

This letter is helpful in showing that Farl Johnson
and his mother, Lizzie Pichemell were Itving in
South Bend in 1933, Both were alloned on
Quinault. Lizzie (Pickemell) Johnson has direct
descendants amony the pe

mer’s cunent
membership; however, none known through her son
Larl Johnson. This action by the agency was done
on behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds fiom timber sales fiom an
allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe exisied

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
actvity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets crienon
(b). However, the spent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon io then
bewmp a distinet community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitoner meets (b)

1/28/1933

letter 1o C1A {Ex. 944}

lenier from Superintendent. at Taholah re:
instructions on how 1o record the 62 Chinook,
Cowlitz, and Chehalis Indians who had been
allonted on Quinault and wese on the 1932
Quinault Census, as per Halbert v. US, which
placed these 62 on the Quinauh Roll.

“They are listed on the Quinauh Roll as 40 Indians
of the Chinook Tribe, 15 were enrotled as of the
Chehalis Tribe and 7 more were enrolled as Cowlitz
Indians, alloniees of the Quinault Reservation.” The
Supenintendent is asking for instructions “Inasmuch
as there will be much more work incident 1o the
compilation of census roll of the TA this year owing
10 the fact that several bundred Indians are 10 be
placed on the rolls.” There is some representation of
persons on the Ex. 910 histin the petitioner’s cunemt

membership [Ex. 828 not available).

Based on Halben this list
indicates that these Indians
were interacting with other
Indians. s supporting

evidene of a commumty,

but few of these persons
are ancestial 10 the
petntione:

-65-
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Dates of
Appti-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

3/9/1933
and
3/10/1933

letter to Taholah  h Ind.
Agency [893] and [Ex. 896

letter from Bndge Clinic mnyuiring if the
agency was responsible tor paying the bill of
A.]. Reed, David Frank, and Donald Gracy of
Bay Center and Mrs. Earl Johnson of South
Bend

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a ditferent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they theinselves are,
members of the peutioner.

This is a request for information on who is
responsible for paying individual’s bills. No tribe is
mentioned. This is uscful for showing residences,
but not for showing a tribal entity. OF the names on
this list, Reed and Gracy are not Chinook ancestors,
but Frank [and pussibly Johnson| have descendants
in the membership. David Frank has direct
descendants amony the petitioner’s current
membership. This action by the agency was done on
behalt of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does ot
change the position of the
PF that the sllotment
acuvity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitivner micets cniterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatnient of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
beiny a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the pettioner meets (b).

31171933

letter 1o Bridge Clinic {Ex.
893)

letter trom the Superintendent. stating M.
Reed has no account, David Frank has no
funds, and not expected 1o have any in the
ncur future and that his mother, Mrs. Emma
Luciers, has not authorized funds to be spent
from her account; that Mrs. Earl Johnson has
no account, and Donald Gracy is allotted on
Quin, but he does not have funds to his credit.

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitivner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
mewmbers of the petitioner.

David Frank and his mother Emma ace both
represented in petitioner’s current membership. No
known descendants of Mrs. Earl Johnson or of
Donald Gracy in current membership. This action
by the agency wus done on behalf of an individual
who had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. 1t is action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinook
tribe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in wself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitivner meels criterion
{b). However, the agent’s
treatinent of' the
petitioner’'s ancestors
provides support to their
beinyg a distinct community
and thus provides
suppurting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

3141933

letter to CIA (Ex. 867]

letter from Superintendent at Taholah b re:
compiling the annual census and statistical
report tor Chehalis Ind. allotted on Quinault
and they “should coatinue to carry Chehalis
allottees on the Chehalis census rolls; the
Chinook allottees on the Chinook census
rolls, and the Cowlitz on the census rolls ot
that tribe.”

- 66 -

Based on Halbert this list
indicates that these ladians
were interacting with other
Indians. s supporting

evidene of a conuunity,
bul few of these persons
are ancestral o the
petitioner
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Dates of
Appli-

culion

4/3/1933

borm of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

]

Issue 7 Analysis

Conclusion

letier 10 CIA |Ex. 945)

lener from Supenintendent at Taholah . re:
Mrs. Alice Prior Lagergren (age 39) of South
Bend getung a loan fsom the Indian Service,
on her tumbered aliotunment on Quinauh

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recogmzed 1eservation does not provide
evidence that the petinoner, a difterent eniny,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
member of the petitioner.

The letter says she 1s “one of a lurye group of
Indians who will receive allotments a result of a
recent Supreme Court decision”  This does not
show a Chinook tribal entity. She has descendants
in the petinoner's membership. This action by the
spency was done on behalf of an individual who had
2 uust account consisting of proceeds fiom umber
sales fiom an allotment. Itis action on behalt of an
mdividual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allounent
activity, in itself, does not
demonsitrate that the
petitoner meets chternon
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petinoner’s ancestors
provides suppon 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the pentioner meets (b)

4/20/1933

lener 10 CIA [Ex. 946)

lenter from Supenntendent at Taholah  1e
request from Einier Wilson for a loan from
Lizzie Pickemell Johnson, both are Quinauh
Allonees

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitoner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are. or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

No trnibe and no locauons mennhoned, refers 10 a
similar request made in Jan. 1933 by the same
parties. Mrs Johnson agreed 10 the loan [to her son],
but the Superintendent recommends not approving
the loan. This sction by the agency was done on
behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consising of proceeds fiom timber sales from an
allotment. It is acton on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe exisied.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allounem
achvity, in itself, does not
demonstrate thal the
petitionet meets criienion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o thei
being & distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meels (b).

- 67-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

5/25/1933

letter 10 Nicholson {Ex. 9135]
and [Ex. 9106]

letter trom Pacitic Co. Weltare Board re: are
funds beny received by the following
tamilies: Robert Gracey of Bay Center, Leda
Clark Reed of South Bend, Anna Clark
Rhoades of Bay Center, and Gus and Nathan
Pickernell of Bay Center

This mmay be useful in deternuning residences in the
1930's, but it does not show tnibal relations [see Ex.
916 for response].  Robert Gracey, Ledas (Clark)
Reed, and Anna (Clark) Rhoades are tepresented in
the petitioner’s curreat membership; no descendants
identified for Gus or Nathan Pickernell. This action
by the agency was done on behalf of an individual
who had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. 1t is action on behall
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinvok
tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the ugent's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supportng evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

6/15/1933

letter to CIA [Ex. 866}

letter from the Superintendent at Taholah b
re. the unnual census, explaining the increase
in numbers and that allotment #°s do not
appear on the census because they were not
received untl after Apnl 1. (Letter not
signed)

“Instructions from the Otfice this year indicated that
lndians should be listed by exact tribes, which
necessitated a segregation of Indians by mixed
tribes, whereas they had formerly been listed as
Quinaielts, Quileutes, Chehalis, Chinooks or
Cowlitz. Due to the increased number of tribes
reported this year...”

Based on Halbert this list
indicates that these Indians
were interacting with other
Indians. Is supporting
evidence of a community,
but few of these persuns
are ancestral to the
petitivner.

13111933

letter to a business in South
Bend {Ex. 894

letter trom Supenntendent at Taholah  h re:
bills for Ferrill Johnson, Earl Johnson and
Antone Lusciers, the calé will have 10 get the
money trom the individuals, the agency will
not pay.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This does not identty a tribe or trnibal relations and it
does nut answer any useful questions about the
petitioner.  Of these three men, only Femill Johnson
is known to have a descendant in the petitioner's
current membership. This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. [t is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

- 68 -

This document does not
chunge the position of the
PF that the allotment
acnivity, in itself, does nout
demonsirate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
beiny a distinct comimunity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Appli-
Ccation

Y2611933

Form of Lvidence

Description

Jetier 1o CIA [lx, 950)

Rule / Precedreat

4 pp With “resubts of physical exanunations
Makah and Quinaielt Reservanons, 1LE.CW.”
showing there were S Chinook under the
yunsdicnion ot Siletr apency and 4 undes
Junsdichion ot Taholah b Agency

Issue 7 Analyvsis

Conclusion

This exhibit docs not name any of the Chinook and
ducs not show them in tribal relatons and there is no
explanation of what this “physical examinanon™ was
about,

—
Based on Halbert this st
indicales that these ndians
were iteracung with other
Indians. }s supporung
evidene of o community .
but tew of these persons
are ancestral to the
pentioner.

i1/716/1933

Jenter 10 CIA |Ex. 948)

lener from Supernintendent at Taholah . re:
apphcanion for Educational loan on behalf of
Bermard Anders Sund, Quinault Allottee

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recogmzed reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, @ different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner

Bemard Sund went 10 Hwaco High and wanis 10 go
10 Pacific University. Makes no mention of a tribe,
but he is allotied on Quinasult Bernard A Sund

appears on the peutioner’s cunent membership hist

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloiment
activity, in atself, does not
demonstrate that the
petiioner meets criterion
(b). However, the apent’s
ucatment of the
_Jn._:-::ﬂ-.v, ancestors
provides suppon 10 their
bemg a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

11/20/1933

lenter 10 CIA |Ex. Y49)

lenter fiom Superintendent Nicholson re:
Mary Banchio Peut wanung demal work for
her childien, she 15 alloned on Quinault

Agency acuivity on behalf of an alloniee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b). even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petiioner.

Dots not state a tribe o1 a residence for Mrs. Petit,
only thai she 1s an allotiee. Mary Barichio Peut does
have descendants on the CIT rolls.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petihoner meets cnierion
(b). However, the agent’s
reatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to theis
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supponting evidence that

the petinoner meets (b).

- 69 -
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

HI27/1933

3/15/1934

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

letter to C1A [Ex. 951

letter 0 CIA [ex.929)

letter from Supenintendent re: Joseph
Bnignone son of Matilda Brignone Reischman
for a loan from Loyal Clark, Jr.

letter trom Nicholson re: loaning money to
Joseph Brignone citing a letter from Loyal L.
Clark

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These people do not appeur 10 be closely related,
although they are well represented in documents
defining a network of Chinouk descendants in Bay
Center at this time. This document shows
interactions among individuals in this network  This
action by the agency was done vn behalt ot an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. [t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
This lending does indicate
an interaction among
Chinook descendents in
Bay Center.

12/2/1933

letter to CIA {Ex. 952

letter from Supenintendent Nicholson at
Taholah . re: loan to Mr. Earl F. Mechals,
age 24, allotted on Quinault

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

An Earl F. Mechals appears on the petitioner’s
current membership list. This action by the agency
was done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. [tis action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner eets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides suppurt to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b). g
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Dutes of
Appli-

cation

—— 1

12/471933

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

lenier 10 CIA [kx. Y53)

Lener from Supenntendent at Taholah  re.
letier trom Allen Heiner of Alloona. WA who
asks about allotments on Quinault for hus 2
childsen. Gerald Allen Heiner and Marilyn
Grace Hener, when Mrs. Agnes Elliom was
awarded a claim, but his children not

Issue / Anslysiy

Conclusion

Agency activity on behalf ot an allotiee on a
recogmzed reservation does not provide
evidence that the pennones. @ different ennty,
meets (b), even sf that individual has
descendants who are. or they themselbves are,
members of the petiones

The Supenintendent eaplains that Mrs. Eiom’s land
was in the sale area. but the Heiner allouments were
not. Makes no niention of  tribe or tnibal relations,
but 18 an individua! inquiry.  This does show the
residence of the Hemner tam. in 1933 Neither Allen
nor these two childien appear 1o be 1epresented in
the petiioner s cunent membership. This action by
the agency was done on behalf of an individual who
had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales f1om an allowient. It is action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinook
nbe existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloumem
achvity, i nself, does not
demonstrate that the
petiboner meels cntenon
(b). However. the agent’s
teatment of the
pettioner’s ancesiors
provides suppon 1o their
beny a dishinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner miceis (b)

1933-4

Indian census Taholah  h

Agency for 1937|Ex 831

2 p. jrover sheerand | page] of unieponed
hive binths between April 1933 and March
1934 one of the 3 childien lisied is shown as
Clinook-Chehalis

in the area, were carmied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 thiough 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3)

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had & trust account consisung of
proceeds fiom timber sales from an alloiment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliouncm
acuvity. in itself. does not
demonsirate that the
pettioner meets cnierion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitoner’s ancestors
provides suppor 10 theis
bemg a distinct community
and thus provides
supponing evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Issue / Analysis

Couaclusion

Dutes of Form of Evideace Description Rule / Precedent
Appli-
cation
1934-1945 | School census cards [Ex. 817- 39 permanent Schuol census cards showing

813} child’s name, parents names, tribe of each

. | parent, child’s birth year, when attended
more census cards in (Ex. 820 | which school.
75 more school census cards

1/5/1934 letter 1o CIA [Ex. 926)

In[Ex. 817-181] 22 of the pareats were identitied as
Quinault, 8 fathers as Chinook, 4 mothers as
Chinouk, 18 fathers as white, 2 fathers as quin and
12 mothers as Quinault 6 mothers as Quinault-
Chinook, 2 as Chinool/Chehalis/Quin.  Of the 100
students identified by these cards, 31 are on the
petitioner’s current membership fist.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the allotient
acuvity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets critenion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence thag
the petitioner meets (b).

3 pp. List of patents issued to Indians of
Taholah b junisdiction in 1933, Shows
patent #, Allotment #, and patentee’s name.

in the area, were carmied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940 (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

Of 124 trust patentees, 33 also appear on the
petitioner’s 1930's membership list.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-

cation

1115/1934

Form of Evidence

Descriptivo

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

letier 10 CIA [Ex. 927)

letter from Supernimendent Nicholson, re;
expending money 10 Mrs. Mary Peut for
dental treatment tor her childien Nuorris and
Elhs Pemn

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petiioner, & different enity,
mieets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitoner

This action by the agency was dune on behalf of an
individual who had a trusi account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales fiom an allotment. 1 s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that s Chinook Iribe existed

Conclusion

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allounent
acuivity, in itself, does not
demonsirate that the
penitivnet heels critenion
(b). However, the apent’s
teatment of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 1o theu
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

212811934

lener to CIA [ex 92¥)

letter from Supenntendent Nicholson, 1ot &
loan tor Dewey and Vina Wilson Barichio,
Quinault allonces and then 12 y/o minor son,
Bamnien. also allotied. Dewey has a bost
and a umber allot on Quinault

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, & dificrent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitiones

These people do not have descendants in the CIT.
This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
mdividual who had & trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales f1om an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document docs not
change the position of the
PF that the sllotment
activaty i iiself, does not
demonstraie that the
petitoner meets critenon
(b). However. the apent’s
treatment of the
petinoner’s ancesiors
provides support to thewr
being a distinet commumty
and thus provides
supporiing evidence that

the petitioner meets (b).

~73.
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Dates of
Appli-

cation

Form of Evidence

36/1934

letter to CIA [Ex. 930)

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
fecognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petittoner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Joseph Brignone wants 1 loun to ¥et a boat and
support himself. Other fricnds who have excess
funds are willing 10 make loans to triends.. such as
in this case. Loyal Clark has direct descendants in
the modem membership. This action by the agency
was done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. 1t is action un behalf of an
individual and does aot indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

Conclusion -

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aflotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting eviadence that
the petitioner meets (b).

better from Nicholson re: loan to Elmer
Wilson.

Agency activity on behalf of an altottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a dit¥erent entty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitivner.

There is one man narmed Elimer Wilson in the CIT
membership. This action by the agency was done
on behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
alloment. It is action on behalt of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinouk tribe existed.

5/3/1934

letter to CIA [Ex. 931

list of births and deaths of Taholash b
Agency inrec'd in April 1934, shows the

naine, date and tribe.

i the ares, were carmied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 19582, 3).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct commurty
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitivner mects (b).

One namie on this list s identfied as of the Chinook
ribe. This does aot contam any information about
the petitioner’s comumunmiry.

This document does not

.74 .

petitivner meets (b).

provide evidence that the .;
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Dates ot

Form of Evidence

Descripion

Rule 7 Precedem

Issue / Anabysis

Conclusion

Apphi-
cation
5/14/1934 | lener o CIA |Ex. 932) lenter trom Nicholson re: education loans for Agency acuvity on behalf ot an allonee on @ No mention of tribe or of @ tribal entty. This 1s an This document dovs not
Oma Woodeock tecognized 1eservation docs not provade ndividual rights sssue, based on emrollinent at change the position of the
evidence that the petinoner, a difteient entity, Quinault PF that the alloiment
meets (b), even if that individual has activity, in itself. does not
descendants who aie, or they themselves are, demonstrate that the
members of the petitioner petitioner meets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
neatment of the
penuoner’s ancestons
provides support 10 thew
being a distinet communny
and thus provides
supponing evidence that
o the pentionet meets (b)
5/15/1934 | lener 1o CIA [Ex. 933) 4 pp. Leuer frum Superintendent Nicholson “Members of the group or then ancestors, This document does indicate that an Indian This document _:.:aanj
re: apphcations from 13 public school identified as Shoshone and as living in the population lived a1t Bay Center and went 10 school suppurting evidence (at a
distnicts for witon for Indian students. Total arca, were camied on BlA censuses from at together. minimal level) scuvity that
numbet of Indian students is given, but not least 1916 through 1940 (Death Valley PF the penitioner meets (b)
the namies of the children and does not 1982, 3).
identity any tribes. Clearwater 40,
Tokeland 9, Dahlia 4; Quillayute High
School 6; Neah Bay 120 (“all reside within
the village, 1o ransponation is needed™);
Hunter's Point 3; Oakville 25; Taholah h
70( students all reside in the village™),
Quillavute Dist. {#315] 30; Union High 7,
Bay Center 13 “childien all reside at Bay
Center, a small village where they are able 10
po home for thewr noon lunch™; Skokomish
47; Oyster Bay 4, Moclips [approx # of
students - 7]
7/14/1934 | lener 1o CIA |Ex. 934} letier from Superintendent at Taholah — hre: Names no members of any of the tribes. and no This document does not

conections 1o the statistics and revised rolls
tor Quinsult Reservation. No enclosures
were altached

attachments 10 show the corrections

.75 -

demonstrate that the
peunoner meels (b)
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Dautes of

Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
10/5/1934 | letter o CLA (Ex. 935]

letter trom Supenatendent with the list of
birth and death certificates in September
1934, one individual is identitied as Chinook
- Lewis S, Weston

This individual was not listed on the CIT
membership list since his death occurred in 1934
This document does not include any information that
would be useful in understanding the peutioner's
cominumity.

This document does not
demonstrate that the
petitivner meets (b).

11/28/1934

letter o CiA {Ex. 936}

4 pp. Letter with questions regarding the
tribal census rolls and if the dift. tibes were
to have separate rolls. This letter quotes
previous instructions re: preparing the 1930
roll and the 1933 rolls and the various
instructions given in counting the diff. tribes
allotted on Quinault and how 1o deal with
children who are allotted on Quin and have
one parent allotted on Quinasult But another
parent enrolled on another Reservation of this
agency.

“Also, in case of the birth of a child of 1/8,
1716, or 1/32 Indian Blood, whose parent or
parents are enrolled, should they be placed on
the rolls of this agency; . .. When do the
children of these mixed-blood Indians cease
to be considered Indians on the tnbal roll”?

in the area, were camied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1932, 3).

One letter ciing Halbert v US says that certan
Chinook, Chehalis and Cowlitz were entitled to

allotments at Quinault, not as Quin Indians, but 1s of

the tnbes first mentoned.. keep Chinuok aliotiees on
Chinook census, ete. The Supenintendent responded
that there had never been a Chinouk census and that
the agency had never reported them uniil the tine
they were allotted. [t would take one employce
traveling over many weeks “as we do not have 4
complete list of these tribes who live on the public
domain.” The next set of instructions was that they
were Aol W have separate rolls, but to all be on
Quinault. Then came the instructions that he had
done it wrong, and should only list those living on
the Reservation: “these persons were not made
Quinault Indians by the decree of the court, and they
should be enrolled, 1t under your jurisdiction as
Chinook, Chehalis, and Cowlitz...rolls separate and
distinct of the Quinault™

This document does not
contain evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

76 -
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Dates of
Appli-

cation

e

1271371934

Form of Evidence

Description

leter w CIA [kx 937

Rule / Precedent

letier trom Supenmiendent Nicholson re: Mrs.
Mary Peut. Quinauh allotiee, requests
approval of s loan lrom Antone Lusciers o
stan s sinsll sestautant in Bay Center. Antone

Luiers sprees 10 the loan

“This critenion does not require thst social
nteraction and relationships be uniform within
the membership, but sllows for the comnmon
circumstance where the main body of a group
has substanuial sucial ues while s periphery of
membership has a lesser depree of social
connecnion” (Snoqualnue PF 1993, 18).

Issue / Anslysiy

No menuon of tribes. but does show that Antone
Luscier was an allotiee on Quinault, and that he had
money i an account. 1 does show that there was a
pracuce of individuals granting loans 10 othes
ndividuals from their accounts. so there may have
been some relationship between the individuals, but
there s no evidence from thss record of a iribal
enlity. Mary and Antone Luscier are second
cousing

Conclusion

This document does not
change the positon of the
PF that the alloiment
acnviny. in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petinoner meets cnilenon
(b). However, the apemt’s
treaiment of the
petboner’s ancestors
provides support 10 then
being a disunct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

1272971934

lenier 10 CIA [Ex. Y38)

letier from Supenmtendent with hist of trust
patems assued at Taholah  han 1934,

in the area, were carmied on BIA censuses
tiom at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1942, 3)

Of the 28 names of alloniees, 12 appeared on the
1950's membership list and 4 sppeared on the 1995
CIT/CN hist.

This document does not
change the posinon of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, initself. does not
demonsuate that the
petinoner meets crienon
(b). However. the spent’s
treatment of the
peutioner’s ancestors
provides suppon to thei
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

12/29/1934

lener 10 CIA |Ex. 954)

lener from Superintendent at Taholah  h. re:
August Peut of Chinook, WA “one of a large
gioup of mined-blood Indians who were
recently allotied on the Quinault Reservation.
Lives near the Col. River, and he and others
obtain their living by fish traps.

This lenier has a great description of the land a1
Quinauh and the inaccessibihity of the allotments

Mr. Pett’s allotment is one of the inferior
alloiments, “from the stand point of imber and
land” August Petit does not have descendants on the
CIT rolls

This document does not
contin evidence which
would demonstrate that the
petitoner meets (b).

-77-
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1935

Indian census Taholah b
Agency tor 1937(Ex. 832]

2 p. [cover sheet and | page] of unreported
live births in 19335, 1 o1'9 was Chinouk

This document does ot
chanye the position of the
PF thut the allotment
acuvity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets cntenion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatiment of the
petittoner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
beinyg a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/16/1935

Letter trom John Collier,
Comnussioner, Indian Atfairs,
Washington, DC 1o Mr. N. O.
Nicholson, Supenntendent.,
Taholah  h Agency (Ex.
1272)

re:in receipt of 2/5/1935 lewter tor several
applications for rennbursable suppont
loans-approval givea tor a loan tor Cathanae
Petite Colbert, but not tor Hilma A. Colbert.

Agency activity on behait of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the pettioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalt of an
individual who had a trust account counsisting of
proceeds from timber sales trom an allowment. 1t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinouk tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloument
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
trearment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petiiuner mects (b).

1073171936

letter to Mr. R, Gattin [Ex.
¥83] and [Ex. 834

letier trom Superntendent re: tract of land in
Bay Center that belongs to Emma Lusciers,
an heir of Sain Mallett, “presumably the
property is unrestricted and i that case the
agency would have nothing to do with the
sale ot it” {responds (o letter #8384 from Mr.
Griftin who wants 10 buy it.|

May be used to show the residence of Emma
Lusciers in 1936, but does not show tribal retations
between any turmilies/tribal members at Bay Center

This docunient does not
contain information that
would demonstrate (b) tor
the pentioner.

78 -
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Dates of
Apphi-

tation

EEPER LYY .
5/2/193¥

letter to Supennendent at
Taholsh b {kx 897) and
from sgency [ka. ¥98)

Description

Mrs. . G. Barichio and her sister (unnamed)
want 10 take small children into their laige
house. They hve alone and could wke 1-6
children. The Superintendent responds that
they have no Indian childien available at
present who need care

Issue / Anulysis

Mrs. Frank Barichio 1s not an Indian, according o
the C1T gencalogies submitted in the 1950's. There
ate Banichio descendants in the CIT. This document
shows that these very acculurated women of the
petinonet are secking Indian fuster children.

¥/18/1938

letter 10 Paul Peunt {Ex. 8UY)
and Mrs. Chidester [Ex. 810)

letier from Supenntendent Nicholson of
Taholah  h asks when Mr. Nora Petn
Chidester will be in Bay Cemter or Seanle, he
wants 10 talk 10 her re a deed/ieforestation.

Agency aclivity on behalf of an allotiee on &
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a difterent enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is an individual inquiry re allotment. 1t does
show that sume of the Petit family lived a1 Bay
center in 1938, Nora (Petin) Chidester has
descendants in the petitioner’s cunent membership.

Conclusion

This document provides
supporiig evidence that
the petiioner meets (b)

This documient does not
change the posinon of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, in itself, does not
demonstiate thal the
pelihoiier meets critenon
(b). However. the apent's
tcatment of the

—vﬂ—:_::ﬁ- ) Sancestors
provides suppon o then
bemg a distinet community
and thus provides
supporiing evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

72171938

letier 10 Mrs. Lena Baricho
Calhoun {Ex. 812)

Nicholson is asking for the cunent address of
Rose L. Calhoun.

The fact that Sams was able 1o go directly 10 Rose's
mother in order 1o find her address indicates that he
had good infurmation un this family. However, the
closeness of the two women's relationship does not
indicate that individuals had a wide-ranging
knowledge of others in the community.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petinoner meets (b).

-79.
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Dutes of

Forw of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
5211939 letier 1o Nichulson {ex.811) lerter froim Director of the Indian Division of | Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on 4 This docurment does not
the CCC re planuing trees on Fermill Johnson, recognized reservation does not provide chanye the pusition ol the
allottiee’s land. Does not cite 3 tribe evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, PF that the altotment
meets (b), even if that individual has activity, in itselfl, does not
descendants who are, or they themselves are, demonstrate that the
members of the petitioner. petitioner mieets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct commumty
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the pentioner meets (b).
1940-1949 | Newspaper articles from the Anoaymous articles highhighting the “Bay “This critenon does not require that socual The articles were analyzed by BIA researchers and These articles provide
The South Bend Journal, South | Cenue” secuon with reference to varwus interaction and relationships be uniform within | demoastrate that a distinct Chinvok community good evidence that the
Bend Journal, Raymond community activities and individuals in the membership, but alfows for the conunon existed at Bay Center unul 19530, In addition, the petitioner meets (b) tor
Herald. and the Skamokawa attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in | circuimstance where the main body ot a group show that Chinook people in Cathlamet and in this time period.
Eagle. (Ex. 1149-1156) neighbonng towas, obituarics, tishing has substantial social ties while 1 periphery of | llwaco maintained close connections with Bay
activities, etc., of known Chinvok membership has a lesser degree of socual Center through close kin ties,
descendants {see drafted newspaper charts| coanection™ (Snoqualmie PF 1993, 18).
1941-1947 | Reuyister ot births for Taholah 22 pages trom the registry showing This document contains intormanon about Quinault. | This document does not
h Agency [Ex. 824} father/mother and each one’s tnbe or census It does not discuss the Chinook petiioner. Evidence | contain evidence that the
number, occupation of father, birthplaces of about one tribe miy not be used to estsblish that a petitioner mieets (b).
parents, birthdate and place of child and tnibe petitioner (not that tribe) meets (b).
6/3/1941 Letter trom Floyd H. Phillips, | paye letter re: the estate of John Pickernell, Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a Inquiry into an individual Chinook account. No Agency activity on behalf

Taholah
the Comuussioner of Indian
Alttairs (Ex. 856)

h indian Agency to

an unallotted Chinook [ndian and the request
of Examiner Coursey into the status ot any
funds held on the deceased’s behalt.

S

recognized reservation doc notprovide
evidence that the petitic: i Jifferent enurty,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

wribal entity given

- 80 -

of an allotee on a
recognized reservation
does not provide evidence
that the petitioner, a
different entity, meets (b),
even it that individual has
descendants who are, or
they themselves are,
members ol the petitivner
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

122941941

letter 1o/iiom Funeral Diseciors

e death dates of S Indians
fex 822}

1272011943

letter 10 De. Nevini [Ea 821

letier trom the chaef clerk at Taholah  hre:
deaths of Simon Charley. Susan Johnson.
Geaorge Elhont. Joe Parson. and Kinball

Sherwood 10 a tuneral bome in Tacoma

Rule / Precedem

SRS

hsue 7 Analysis

This lenet says the S were “enrolled at tis apency™
but does not name a tribe. Of these five persons.
decedent George Elhout has descendants in the
petitioner s cunent membership

€ onclusion

— ]
This docunient does i
change the positon of the
PF that the alloiment
activity, in nself, does not
demonstrale that the
—!rv__—_c:ﬂ— meels cntenon
(b). However, the agent’s
treastiment of the
pettioner’s ancestors
provides support to then
beng a disunct community
and thus provides
supponting evidence that
the petitoner meets (b)

notiee trom the Supenntendent at Taholah
h e the binh cerificates of two people. No
dates o1 ages or iribes indicated

These documents are o uninformative 10 provide
nformation of use 10 demonsiiating the petitioner
meets (b)

This document does not
change the positon of the
PF that the allotmen
acthivity. i aiself. does not
demunsuate that the
petiioner meets cnternon
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
pennoner’s ancestors
provides suppon to they
being a disinct communily
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petinioner meets (b).

- 8] -
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

Description

Rule / Precedent

271211944

Letter from Georyge P. LaVaita,
Supenntendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Conunssioner of Indian
Attairs, Chicaygo, IL (Ex. 1275)

re: matter of liguidation ot 3 loans from the
individual loans of June Rose Calhoun, a
minor, to her father Sampson Cathoun,
Quianielt allotiees

fssue / Analysis

Conclusion

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalt of an
individua! who had 1 wust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is

action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the sllotment
acuwvity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
—.uﬂ—_n_»:-n_- meels cnilenon
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s anceslors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct communay
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

10/27/1944

Letter trom George P. LaVatu,
Supenntendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commissioner of Indian
Attairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1273)

re: cequesting supply of blue cards tor [ndian
identification purposes due to frequent
requests and supply exhausted

11241944

Letter from George P. LaVaua,
Supenintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commissioner of Indian
Attairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1274)

re: request for funds due Charles F. Mechals,
Jr., 30 years old, be allowed to withdraw atl
his funds in account and be allowed to use
them without restriction on their use

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recogmized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a difterent entity,
meets (b), ¢ven if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
meinbers of the petitioner.

This person is amony the peutioner's current
membership.

Thas docunient does not
change the position of the
PF that the allounent
activity, in itsell, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner imeets criterion
(b). However, the ageat's
treatmeat ol the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to theie
being a distinct comununity

and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petiionee meets (b).

CIT V001 D008 Page 206 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



Dates ol
Apph-
catiug

6r12/194%

8/31/1945

Form of Evidence g

Description

Rule / Precedent

Lener tiom George P LaVana,
Supenmtendent.. Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hogwam, WA,
10 Commissioner of $adian
Affaws, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1276)

1e: apphication ot an allounent of land on the
Quinaich Reservaton by George A. McBride,
advise if heas sull ehigible tor an alloimem

Lener from George P LaVaua,
Supeninendent., Taholsh b
Indian Agency, Hogquiam, WA,
10 Commissioner of Indian
Aftairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1281)

e enclosig copy of last will and 1estament
of Tonnie Nina Calhoun Held, living
Quinaielt allonee for consideration and
approval as to form

Agency activity on behall of an aliotee on s
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petinoner, o difterent entty,
meets (b), evenif that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

10/29/1945

Lener from George P. LaVaia,
Superintendent., Taholsh b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Commiissioner of indian

Affairs, Chacago, IL (Ex. 1280)

re: submitung copy of last will and testament
of Edmund C. Elliom, living Quinaieh
allotice with supporung affidavits for
consideration and approval

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the pettionet.

lssue 7 Anulvsis

This person is not found 1 1he pettioner’s materials
as @ past o1 present member.

There is evidence of one daughtes bony 1o Mrs. Held
circa 1936, but wathout funher identification it s not
pussible to detwermine whether she 1s represented in
the petinoner’s curient membership

Conclusion

This docusient does not
contain evidence that the
petitionet nicets (b)

Thos document does non
comtain evadence that the
petitioner meets (b)

No known descendants in the petitioner’s current
membership

This document does not
change the posiion of the
PF that the alloimem
acthivity, i atself. does not
demaonstiate that the
peliivner mects crilenion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
peliioner’s ancestors
provides suppor o then
being a disunet community
and thus provides
supporhing evidence that

the petiioner meets (b) ]

-83.
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Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Coaclusion

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evideace that the petitioner, a ditferent entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the pettioner.,

Mes. Easdand has descendants i the petitioner’s
cument membership

This docusnent does not
change the position of the
PF that the aifotment
activity, in itself, does nut
demonstrate that the
petitioner mects criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the peutioner meets (b).

e detter of 11/5/1945 concerning info by Mr.

No known descendants in the petitioner’s current
membership.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
pentioner meets (b). .

Dates of Form of Evidence Description

Appli-

cation

LI/B/1945 | Letter from George P. LaVatta, | re: funds held for Ms. Agnes Fitzputrick
Supenntendent., Taholah b, Eastland, Quinault Atlottee, from Astoria,
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | OR, requesting release of their funds in
to Comnussioner of Indian entirety without restriction and he
Atlairs, Chicago, [L (Ex. 1279) | recommends same

117971945 | Letter trom George P LaVatia,
Supenatendent., Taholah  h Hernard Colbent Herrold, Poulsbo, WA
Indian Agency, Hoquiain, WA,
to Commussioner of indian
Attairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 12738)

1072171946 Letter from Vincent ). Keeler, re: Ous Nathan Edmiston, 31, destres to self
Chiet Clerk in Charge, Taholah | to his cousin, Jesse A, Williams, 33, his

h Indian Agency, Hoguiam, allotment on the Quinaielt Reservation and
WA to Comussioner of lndian | cecommending approval of same
Attairs (Ex. 1282)
L

Agency activity on behaif of an allotee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

L84 -

No known descendants in the petitioner’s current
membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitivner meets coiternion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
beinyg a disunct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petihoner meets (b).
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Bates of
Apph-

Cathion

Lh6/1947

Form of Evidence g

bener trom Actg
Supenntendent., Toholah b
lndian Apency, Hogquiam, WA
o Commssiones of Indian
Aflaws, Washangion, DC (k.
1285)

Description

Rule / Precedemt

1e recommendinyg semoval of restiichons on
sale of personal home of |izzae Pickernell
Johnson, a member ot the Quinasiclt Trhbe,
praniee

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee ona
recognized 1eservahion does not provide
evidence that the petivoner, a difterent enny,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are. or they themselves are,
members of the petiiones

1211771947

Leuer trom Melvin Helsnder,
Supenntendent., Tsholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, Washington, DC (Ex.
1254)

1e tequestng copy of trust patent issued 1o
Edna May Elhot, Quinaieh allonee,
g 0 acres

Apency acuvity oa behalf of an allotiee on @
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petinoner, a diftcrent ennty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

hsue 7 Analysis

Mrs. Johnson has descendants i the petnones s
current membership

Conclusion

This docunient docs 1
change the position of the
PF that the sllotment
acuvily, i aiself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets crilerion
(b). However, the apent’s
ueatment of the

petinoner’s ancesiors
provides support 1o then
being a distinet communiy
and thus provides
supporuig evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

No known descendants in the pentioner’s cunent
membershiup

S5/10/194%

Letter From Charles F.
MclLaughhn, Chief,
Investgation Division, Indian
Claims Commussion,
Washington, DC to Myrtle )
Woodcock, Pres. Chinook
Tribal Council, Raymond, WA
(Ex. 1000)

re: her letier of 4/27/1948 1equesting
information conceming the Chinook Tribe of
Indians. No claims found pending but did
remit info on six treaties signed on 8/8/1851
making Chinook land cessions, but not
ranfied by Congiress

This document does 1ol
change the position of e
PF that ithe allotmiem
activity. i aisel. does not
demonsiiate that 1he
pettivtict meets crleron
(b). However. the apent’s
treatment of the
PetONLT’s sncesiors
provides suppon 1o then
being a disunct communty
and thus provides
supporung evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

- 85 -
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Fori of Evidence

3221949

Descriptiva

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

letter 10 Anthur Goodell [Ex.
881} and [Ex. 882|

letter from acunyg Supenintendent at Taholah
h advising Mr. Goodell that he is not enrolled
and he does not have any Indian wust
property. [#882 is Mr. Guodell's inquiry. |

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a difterent ennty,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the peutioner.

S

Couclusion

An individual inquiry re: status and the ability 10
purchase liquor does not equal tribal entity. No
mention is made of any tnbe Mr. Goodell may be 4
member of, but his letter says he is the son of Mrs.
Lydia Bell E.O. Goudell who is allotted. Mr.
Goodell has descendants in the pentioner’s current
membership,

This document does not
change the pusition of the
PF that the sllotment
acuviry, w itsetf, does not
demonstrate that the
pentioner meets criterion
{b). However, the agent's
treatinent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

1930-1959

Newspaper articles from the
The South Bend Journal, South
Bend Journul, Raymond
Heruld, and the Skamokawa
Eugle, (Ex. 1158, 1161, 1164-
L1635, 1167-1171, 1174)

Anunymous articles highlighting the “Bay
Centre” section with reference to various
commumity activities and individuals in
attendance, visiting of relatves and friends in
neighboring towns, obituarics, fishing
activities, etc., ot knowa Chinook
descendants [see drafted newspaper charts|

Only a handtul of articles are included. The
Chinouk network is not documented in these
articles.

This evidence 13 not sutticient to define 4 social
network tor the peutioner.

This evidence does not
define a distinct social
network for the petitioner
under (b). .

5/811957

Senate Bill S 2002, 85"
Congress (Amelia 1993)

“For relicfof heirs at law of James Allen
Scarborough and Anne Elizabeth
Scarborough, both deceased” - 2 pages

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a ditferent entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

“Captain Scarburough met Chiet Comcomly's eldest
daughter, whose tndian aame was Paly Temaikani
TChinook [Ann Elizabeth). First child James, born
11/20/1842. Four sous bom to them (two died-one
at9, one at 3). “Two sons, Edwin (baptisial name
Xavier), and Robert, reached manhood. Edwin was
born 1/4/1848, marnied Sarah Ferron, 107131474,
had twelve children, and died 11971921, at the e of
73 years. Robert was born 1/8/1851, marmrie ! 1,

West October 2, 1869, died at the age of 19 0
1/8/1870. Three months later, on 3/22/1870
passed away. They lett no tssue. Ann Elizal:
TB/1852, at 40 yeurs E.uw.n.:u years later v
2/4/183 5, Capt. Scarburough passed away

at the age ot 50 yeurs.”

Thus docunent does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activiry, i iself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion

(b). However, the agent's
reatment of the
petitioner's ancesic
provides suppur’

being 1 distin.
and thus pro-
suppuoitine -

th ‘
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Dates of
Apph
cation

371957

—

1960- 1969

Form ol Fyvidencr

1
Letter om Marie )

Scarborough, Tacoma. WA 10
Richard Mermick. Washingion,

DC (Amchia 1998)

e

Description

resesponse 1o s lener of 1073071957
requesting a 1esponse 10 adverse repon
by Mr. Ernest. Assistant Secretary of the

Intenon tiom the Scarborough hers - 5 pages

ued

Rule / Precedent

Newspaper aricles from the
The South Bend Journal, Suuth
Hend Jowrnal, Raymond
Herald, and the Shumokuwa
Lugle, (Ex_ 1175-1177, 1184)

Anonymous articles highlighuing the “Bay
Centre” section with reference 10 vanous

community scuvities and individuals in

anendance, visiing of selatives and Inends
neighbonng wwns, obituaries, fishing
activities, etc., of known Chinook
descendants |see diafied newspaper chans)

These documenty were analyzed by BIA 1escarchers
and did not provade sufficient evidence that the
et interacted and hved in o communin

disunct hom other communities. There are 100 few
aricles 10 beancanigful data. What is included
dues ot disunguish a commumty of Chinook
descendanis

This ariicle was an sccount of events that occurred
much earlier than publication. It provides no
mlormation that would alier the PF.

Elhot Paul Pent, Anna Koonz, Carolyn
Petersen, Kathryn Burchen, Bill Pem, and
Carol Quigley were there. Chinook Nation
meeling re: appraisal contract, and 1CC
Judgment, resolution re: the Lower Chinook
and Clatsop tribe judpment award, those who
pay the $12 assessment

|Ex. 841] minutes of mecung at Skamokawa,
Sane ISSUCs @5 previous meeung, re N:CJ-GK
contracts, and apprassal fund, Frank Quigley
sesigned as sec. Treas and Anna Koontz
takes his place (~ 55 members voung)

1960's? Newspaper anticle Tacoma Anicle by James Enchson. “Captain ’
News-Tribune, no date (Amelia | Scarbotough Left Legend of Gold, Mysiery
1998) on Columbia’s North Shoie™ - tells of
grandson Charles D Scarborough, 83,
grandson of James who in 1543 at ki
Vancouver "manied a daughter of Chinook
Indian Chief Concomly™ Ann Elizabeth (Paly
Temaikami TChinook). “He speaks the
Chinook language fluently..™ - 2 papes
710/1963 | miceunp nun. {Ex ¥40] | Ex. 840) minutes of meeting held in the
%/25/1963 | mweeting man. [Ex. d341) home of Paul Petit in Bay Center, Kent

This 1s 8 discussion of the fee charged by the
appraisers, and the sesolutions re: KCC judgment tor
the lower Chinook & Clatsop, who have no
1eservation ur tribal holdings, recommended that n
be paid per capita and there is no official roll of
lower Chinook and Clatsop, therefore, resolved that
the 1912 payment roll be used as the basic 1ol of the
Lower Chinook and Claisop. That because they had
no funds. the council meeting assessed members
over 21} the sum of $12. which they want 1o have
reimbursed when the judgment is paid. Claims
1ssues dominated the discussion although not only
issues discussed. Paul Peit, Kent Elliom, Carolvu
Peterson, and Carol Quigley are represented in the
pettioner s curient membership

Conclusion

This documient does not
vontan evidence that the
pehitoner micets (b).

This docuiient does not
provide evidence that the
petiboner micets (b)

This document does no
provide evidence that the
pentoner nieets (b) at this
e

_87-

CIT V001 D008 Page 211 of 249

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgment



Dates of

Form of Evidence

e ———

-

Description Rule / Precedent
Appli-
cation
10971904 | Questonnure for Enrolment a satple of the questionnaires included in the
in Chinook Tribe [ex.81Y) petitivn. Myrtle Johnson Woodcock says she
wius b, 1889 in Oysterville and maintained
tribal retations by continuous assoc. with
Indian fricads and relatives
4/8/1974

Newspaper article trom The
News Tribune, Tacoina, WA
(Aimchia 199%)

Anunymous obituary article for Edwin
Scarborough, 83, grandson of Paly
Temaikarmi TChinuvok, survived by sister
Nova Brignone of Longview (Born in
Cathlumet, he lived in the Tacoma area most
of his lite [Tillicum])- | page

" Soctal interaction” describes the actual
vceurrence ol interaction between individuals
such as at mectings, in conversation, during
contlicts and the like” (Snoqualmie PF 19y},
15).

Issue / Analysis

These documents provide background and context to
support other evidence of u distinet conunumty tor
the petitioner from 1920 1 1950

This clarifies some of the social relationships
between the Columbia River and Bay Center

- 88 -

-

Conclusion

This document provides
suppuorting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
from 1920 10 1930

This docuinent provides
supporting evidence tor
the petitioner meeting (b)
betore 1930
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CHINOOK INDIAN TRIBE/ CHINOOK NATION (CYF/CN): FINAL DETERMINATION - SUMMARY CHART
establishes that the petitioner has maintained 1rib
“throughout history until the present (25 CFR 83.7(c¢) [1978)).

CRITERION (¢) - A statement of fucts which

al political influence or other authority over its members
AN dn aufonomous ..::J

Note: Whenrevised ackpnowledginent sesalations were adopted 1 1994 the petibioner chose 1o be evaluated under the ong

il regulanons adopied e 197
Susinary of the Lvidence: The Proposed Fanaing

Ey tound it a istorical Chinook thibe wr b
the featy negot

1ons Of 1855, 1t also tound thin the evidence did not show that the
soe evidence of Tocal leadershp at vanious nnes,
pettioner did not meet crite

ands mamtained tibal political influence over s
petiboner was an entity that had maintuine
the evidence did not show that any leaders had exe
non () trom 1856 10 the present (PF Sumimary, 36).
that 1t has been o continuously existing iitity that has evolv

tiegotations of 1855, The petitioner did not specific

The record for this case lucks exaniples of aninternal. informal political process among
ayaproup, between 1855 and 1925, There is evidence of some leadership by Geurge
ancestors at Bay Center, but not on behalf of the petiioner’s ancestors atong the Columbis River.
carly 1930's. but no evidence that it had anyvanternal political
1930 und 1951, Since 1951 there is evidence of two Chin
organization had a broadly-based internal decision-m
the Proposed Finding that there was “very hule
orgamzation was broadly based.

members as an autonomous cnlity tuough
d such politicat influence since that nme While there was

reised pohincal influence over the petitioner’s ancesiors as i whole. There
In order 10 meet criterion (¢) tor the Final De
ed from the historical Chinook uibe, und that it has m

ally identity or lubel the new exhibits thar it considered relev

tore. the
termination. the petitioner needed 10 provide evidence 1o show
wntained political influence o1 authority over it members since the e
ant o critenon (¢).

the petitioner’s ancestors, o1 of political leadership or influence ov
Charley during the late 1920 on behalf of

aly

¢r the peutioner’ s ancestors
a federally recognized tribe and a portion of the petitioner’s

Theie s also very limited evidence that o ¢laims or anizanon exisied in the Jate 1920's and
process which resulied in group decisions. There 1s almost no evidence of political activities or leadership between the catly

ok organizations durmg the 1950's and carly 1900's which funciioned mostly 1o pursue clanns. but not evidence that eithe

aking process. During recent decades the petitioner has had a formal political organization
information available about the inter

nal political processe
This evidence does not demonstrate thar the petitioning group has ex

» bul no new evidence revises the conclusion ol
s of the pentoner from 1970 10 the present.” und a luck of evidence that the
ercised political influence over its members f1om historical Uimes until the pre

sel
Dat Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / A nalvsis Conclusion
TR OT Y — - . e e ans e | om0 R
18111851 | PF Summary, 26-27 The Froposed Finding concluded that, “The evidence | The conclusions of the Proposed Finding | The Proposed Finding assumed that “exclusive Hisiorical bands of Ch
that the peutioner’s Lower Band of Chinook stand unless 1evised by new evidence Indian villages™ maintained raditional patierns ot Indians nunntuned
ancestors coninued w live i exclusive Indian poliical authoniy raditional paterns of
lapes u Al least 1854 was sutficient 1o political authonty unnl the
demonsitate that the petitioner el criterion (c) (PF 1850
] L Sumiary. 27) .; A; ] R
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Chinook - Final Determi

(e e e

tivn: Criterion (¢)

The Propused Finding concluded that the evidence
that Chinook headmen had “negotiated treatics with

the Government in 1851 and 1853 was sufticient to
demonstrate that the petitioner met criterion (c)(PF

™

Rule / Precedent

‘the conclusions ot the Propused Finding
stand unless revised by new evidence

The Proposed Finding concluded that the U S

ascribed pohitical authority and suvereignty 1o

Chinvok bands by negotating treatics with them
The Propused Finding assumed that the authority of
leaders 10 conduct treaty negotiations was evidence
of the existence of political influence und authority
over a historical village, band, or tribe.

Conclusion

Chinook lteuders
demonstrated politcal
influence and authonity by
negotiating treatics in 1831
and 1833,

Pioneer Ralph C.A. Etliow, b. 1826, recalls his
arrival in Cathlamctin 1855, and provides his
recollection of “Old Chiet Skumokawa™ and “Chict

Saoqualimic PF 1993, 26: “Strong
evidence for pulitical process among the
Snoqualmie during Jerry Kanim's tenure
is that external authorities recognized his
political influence. . .. These external
authoritics were knowledgeable about the
Snogualmie tribe and dealt with it
regularly on a vartety of matters.”

Ths article discussed Mr. Ellion, told of his

marrying and having a family, but did not mention

his wite being Chinook. However, he did provide
bricf recollections uf older tribal leaders. [t is not

' that Elliott could be considered a knowledgeuble

authority or thut he dealt regularly with these [ndian

leaders.

Dute Form of Evidence
1851-1855 | PF Sununary. 26-27
Sununary, 27).

1855 ca. Newspaper arucle.

Skamokawa Eagle,

Wahkiakum County

107241900 (Ex. 1032) Quillis.”
1855-1899 | PF Sumnnuy, 27

The Propused Finding concluded that, “(t|he four
decades following these unsuccesstul treaty
negotiations are almost burren of evidence of
Chinook tribal political activity or leadership™
added that the available evidence “does not
demonstrate that there weee leaders who exercised
political authority over the group as 4 whole in the
late-19th century. .. ." The Propused Finding
speaifically noted the fack of “any examples of
political activity or leadership by Chinook
descendants living along the Columbia River. .~
(PF Sununary, 27). The Anthropological Techaical
Report avted that Gearge Charley was appointed by
a Federal [ndian agent to be chiet of the Shoalwater
Bay Reservation in 1889, when he wis about 25-
years old (ATR. 301, However, the documentation
in the record. tor both the Proposed Finding and the
Final Deternnnanon, does nut provide accounts of
his activities or teadership unul the 192005

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

The petitioner’s new exhibits provide no basis for
changing the conclusions of the Propused Finding.

This information is
consistent with the tindings
of the Propused Finding

The avatable evidence does
not show that the pentioner
mieets criterion {¢) for the
perivd from 1856 10 1899
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