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QPINIOH OF THE COJBIs~~ 

OIMarr, Commissioner, d e l i v e r e d  t h e  opinion of t h e  Commission. 

The q u e s t i o n  presented f o r  d o t o r n i n a t i o n  i s  whether,  under t h e  Ind ian  

Claims C s r a i s s i o n  Act,  a co rpora t ion  formed uncles t h e  p rov i s ions  of t h e  

Oklahorna Ind ian  Wolfare Act of J m o  26, 1936 (49 S t a t .  1967)~ can  m a i n t a i n  

clafms f o r  o r  on behalf  of the  t r l b c s  -- P e o r i a ,  Wsa, Kaskaskia  and 

Piankeshaw -- growing out  o f  dealings and t r e a t i e s  wi th  dofondant.  

The name "Peor ia  Tr ibeH i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  t h i s  op in ion  i n  two Ways. 

Where t h e  t r i b a l  name i s  us& Sn conb inz t ion  wi th  the  Wea, Kaskaskia  and 

Piankeshaw, we a r e  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t he  h i s t o r i c  P e o r i a  T r ibe .  The o t h e r  

r e f e r e n c e s  a r e ,  of course ,  t o  t h e  co rpo ra t e  e n t i t y ,  P e o r i a  T r ibe  of  I n d i a n s  

of Oklahoma. 

The P e o r i a  Tr ibe  of Indians  of  Oklahoms, a c o r p o r a t i o n ,  i s  a p a r t y  

p e t i t i o n e r  i n  each of t h e  ahove cases .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  c o r p o r a t e  peti- 

t i o n e r ,  i nd iv idua i  members of t h e  r e s p e c t l ~ s  t r i b e s  w e  joined as p e t i -  

t i o n e r s  who sue %a bohalfn of one o r  t ho  o t h e r  of t h e  t r i b e s  mentioned 



above. 1x1 each  of t h e  p e t i t i o n s  i n  t h e  d o c k e t s  shown i n  t h e  c a p t i o n ,  

except  docket  No. 338, i t  i s  a l l e g e d ,  w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  individnn.3- 

p a r t i e s ,  t h a t  "they appear  h e r e i n  i n  a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  c a p a c i t y  on behal f  

of t he  p e t i t i o n e r  na t ions  r e g a r d i n g  any and a l l  of t h e i r  c la ims  i n  which 

the  p e t i t i o n e r  t r i b e  may not be deemed a t r u e  and p rope r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e . "  

But no twi ths tanding  the  naming of i n d i v i d u a l  p e t i t i o n e r s  and the  abovo 

~ l l e g a t i o n s ,  no proof has  been o f f e red  i n  any case  as t o  the  membership of 

any i n d i v i d u a l  p e t i t i o n e r  i n  t h e  t r i b e  o r  n a t i o n  he p u r p o r t s  t o  r e p r e s e n t .  

Becauso of the q u e s t i o n  common t o  t h e  seven c a s e s *  t h e  p a r t i e s  have 

s t i p u l a t e d   indi ding 1) t o  submit i t  f o r  de t e rmina t ion  be fo re  o f f e r i n g  

Proof on the  m e r i t s  of the  c l a ims ,  b u t  both p a r t i e s  have o f f e r e d  p r o o f ,  a l l  

docmen:asy9 t o  s u s t a i n  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  a s  t o  ques t ions  covered by t h e  

stipulatign. 

Slnco t h e  proof i s  s e t  o u t  i n  cons ide rab le  d e t a i l  f n  t h e  f i n d i n g s ,  

on ly  a sumnssy of t he  e s s e n t i a l  f a c t s  w i l l  be necessary he re .  

Busfnz the  bato 1 8 t h  and e a r l y  1 9 t h  c e n t u r i e s ,  t h e  P e o r i a ,  Keaskaskia, 

Wsa and Piankeshsw t r i b o s  were independent t r i b e s  but  e t h n i c a l l y  r e l a t e d ,  

and at t imes  some of t h e s s  groups were p o l i t i c a l l y  a l l i e d  and t h e  defendant  

at t l a e s  t r e a t e d  with each o r  wi th  two o r  more toge the r .  The M i a m i  weso 

c l o s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  p a r t  of t h e s e  g r o u p  and at one time e f f ~ r t s  were 

made t o  mite them with t h e  P e o r i a ,  Wea, and Piankeshaw, but  t h e  Mimi were 

R a t  included i n  t h e  conso l ida t ion  o f  the  o t h e r  Po7= t r i b o s  which was con- 

summated in 1854. 

Without going i n t o  t h e  a o t a i l s  (which are f s l y  s e t  ou t  i n  t5.c f ind-  

i n g s )  t h a t  l e a d  t o  the formal c o n s o l i d a t i o n  o f  tho fou r  t r i b e s ,  t h e  

und i spu ted  eviaence shows t h a t  t hese  t r i b z s  had n e t  Sn convent ion  &+,xi 



un i t ed  thense lves  i n t o  a s i n g l e  t r i b e .  Th i s  a c t i o n  was fo rma l i zed  by a 

t r e a t y  between them and t h e  dofendant  concluded on Nay 30, 1854 ( l ~  S t s t .  

1082) and ratified on A u g u s t  2, 1854. 

A r t i c l e  1 o f  t h i s  t r e a t y  r e c i t e s  t h a t  the Knskaskia ,  P e o r i a ,  

Piankeshaw and Wea Ind ians  n u n i t e d  themselves i n t o  a s i n g l e  t r i b e ,  and 

having expressed a  d e s i r e  t o  be recognized ~ n d  regarded  as such,  t h e  United 

S t a t e s  hereby a s s e n t  t o  t h e  a c t i o n  of sakd j o i n t  counc i l  t o  t h i s  e n d p  and 

now recognize t h e  d.elegates who s i g n  and s e a  t h i s  i n s t rumen t  as t h e  author- 

i z e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of s a i d  conso l ida t ed  t r i b e . V h u s ,  i t  w i l l  be seen ,  

t hese  Indian  t r i b e s  themselves not  only form-ally c o n s o l i d a t e d  and became 

8 s i n g l e  t r i b e  but t he  dofondant  o f f i c i a l l y  recognized and spprovod tho  

union. They wore then i n  Kansas, 

Them t r i b e o  acqui rcd  l a n d s  i n  n o r t h c a s t  Oklahoma ( t h e n  Ind lan  Te r r i -  

t o r y )  by v i r t u e  of the T r e a t y  o f  February 23, 1867 (15 S t a t .  513). In 

t h a t  t r e a t y  they wore r e f e r r e d  t o  as the  nColrdederatod t r i b e s  o f  P e o r i a o e  

Kaskaskiaa, Woas and Pia&eshaws"and were l i v i n g  on t h e  Oklahoma l m d s  at  

t h e  time of i nco ryora t ing  uwler t he  Qklahovs Welfcm Act.  That  t r e a t y  d i d  

no t  spec i fy  a group name f o r  t h e  u n i t e d  t r ibes  ht t hey  became known as 

t h e  P e o r i a  and were q u i t e  g e n e r a l l y  r e f c r r e d  t o  as such i n  o f f i c i a l  rafer- 

encea t o  them after  1854. By t h e  Act of March 2 ,  1889 (25 S t a t .  1013).  t h e  

g e n s r a l  a l lotraent  a c t  was made a p p l i c a b l e  t-o the  "onfed-esnted Wsao Peor%a,  

Kaskaskia  and Piankeshav t r i b e s  of Ind ians , "  =d t h s  a l l o t m e n t s  of  t h e i r  

Oklahoma land  weyo z p 2 a r e ~ t l y  au tho r i zed  t o  bz mzde wi thout  r e f e senco  t o  

t r i b a l  a f f i l i a t i o n s  o f  tho mwbers  making the%. Tbsn, i n  S e c t i o n  2 of t h e  

act, t h e  four  t r i b e s  were r e f e r r e d  t o  as "U~n l ted ,  Feor ie  I n d i a n s " m d  

"United P e o r i a s . " T h i s  is but  one of many i n s t x x c a  showing t h a t  t h e  



t r i b a l  names were dimmed by l a p s e  o f  t ime and t h e  1854 c o n s o l i d a t i o n ,  

r e s u l t i n g  i n  t h e  s h o r t e r  d e s i g n a t i o n ,  P e o r i a .  ( s e e  P e t ,  Exs. 21, 22 f o r  

t h e  v a r i o u s  ways t h e  f o u r  t ~ f b e s  were r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  o f f i c i d  recokds 

and Congrosslonal  a c t s ) .  SO, i t  was perhaps  i n e v i t a b l e  t h a t  a s h o r t o r  

d e s c r i p t i o n  of the  groups would emerge. 

The evidence i s  p l a i n  t h a t  i t  was t h e  deocendants  o f  those  f o u r  groups 

who inco rpora t ed  i n  1940. ( P e t .  Ex. 42). 

Wa now r each  t h e  impor tan t  q u o s t i o n  as t o  whether t h e  corpora t ion-  

p e t i t i o n e r  may main ta in  t h e  c la ims  p leaded  i n  the  v a r i o u s  docke t s  -- c la ims  

involv ing  Barge l a n d  c e s s i o n s ,  account ing ,  e t c .  

9% vi91 be natod t h o t  t ho  Indian  Claims Comnission Act m&es no 

emross r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  Okle-homa Ind ian  Welfare Act of  J m e  26, 1936 

(49 Stat, 1967). Thls seems odd i n  view of t h e  f e c t  t h a t  t h e  Welfare Act 

had been Ba o p e r a t i o n  t e n  y e a r s  when t h e  Indian  Claims Commission Act WS.S 

P s ~ Q ~ ,  and at  l e a s t  13 Oklahoma t r i b e s *  inc lmi ing  p e t i t i o c e r ,  h ~ d -  then  

taken advantage of i t  and were granted  corpora to  c h a r t e r s ,  ( ~ c e  pamphlet 1 

i s sued  Bn 1947 by Inclian Service ,  e n t i t l e d :  "en Years o f  T r i b a l  Govesnmcnt 

u2dor 1 . ~ . ~ . f l ) .  

Sectton 10 of t h e  Ind ian  C l a i m s  ComSssion Act provides :  

*a * wherever any t r i b a l  o r g a n i z a t l o a  e x i s t s ,  recog- 
nized by the  S e c r e t a r y  of the  I n t e r i o r  as having  a u t h o r i t y  
t o  r ep re sen t  such tribe, band o r  g r o q ,  such  o r g m i z a t l o n  
shall bo accorded the  exc lus ive  p r i v i l e g e  of r e p r o s e n t h g  
snsh Indians .  * Q .* 
The first query p re sen ted  is  whether t h e  c o r p o r a t o  e n t i t y  hem suiag 

cones  withan t h e  t o m  " t r i b a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n h a s  t h a t  t e r n  i s  used i n  t h e  

quoted p s o a i s i o n s  of S e c t i o n  10 above. We thinls I t  does .  The Qk3,ahL~za 



f ndian Welfare  Act of June 26, 1936 (49 S t n t .  1967) expressly, by Soc- 

t i o n  3, p rov ides  f o r  t h e  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  recognized t r i b e s  of  Ind ians  

r e s i d i n g  i n  Oklahoma. I t a  purpose was t o  p r ~ v i d o  o r d e r l y  salf-govesn- 

men%. A s  we have s t a t e d  above, t h a t  a c t  was i n  e x i s t e n c e  long  before  

t he  passage of  t h e  Indian  C l a i m s  Commission Act and many Oklahoma t r i b e a  

had taken advantage of i t s  p rov i s iono  ~ n d  were granted  c o r p o r a t e  c h a r t e r e .  

It i s  inconcoivablo t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  Congress d i d  no t  i n t e n d  by t h e  u s e  of 

t h e  term " t r i b n l  o r g a n i z a t i o n V o  include c ~ x y o r a t o  e n t i t i e s  which i t  hnd 

p rev ious ly  provided f o r ,  not only i n  t h c  V e l f ~ r s  Act bu t  by the  I n d i a n  

R e o r g a n i z ~ t b o n  Act of  June 18, b93& (46 S t n t .  987).  t h e  main o b j e c t i v e s  

and purposos o f  which were the  same on thooo of t h e  Welfare Act. 

f When t h o  Poor l a  c h a r t o r  (Pet .  Ex. 421 i s  e x a v i n e d ~  i t '  i a  f o m d  t h a t  

Sec t ion  7 the reo f  provides  t h a t :  ~ N O  p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  o r  c la ims  of t h o  

P e o r i a  T r ibe  e x i s t i n g  p r i o r  t o  the r a t i f i c a t i o n  of t h i s  c h a r t e r  s h a l l  i n  

any Way be impaired by anyth ing  conta ined  i n  t h i s  cha r t e r . "  Pa ren the t i -  

c a l l y ,  i t  nay be s t a t e d ,  t he  substance o f  t h i s  language appecrs  i n  S e c t i o n  15 

of t h e  Ind ian  Reorganiza t ion  Act of June XR, 193kq (48 S t a t .  987) which 

seems t o  be made appbicablo t o  the  Welfrro Act by S e c t i o n  3 thereof .  I n  

view of  tho make-up of t ho  P e o r i a  T r i b e ,  namely, t h e  p r e v i o u s l y  c o n s o l i d a t e d  

P e o r i a ,  Kaskaskis, Vea and P i d c s s h a w  t r i b e s ,  a ~ d  t h e i r  i nco rpora t ion ,  t h e  

c h a r t e r  p r o v i s i o n  j u s t  quoted must be undesstood t o  recognize  t h e  t h e n  

e x i s t e n c e  of  t h e  sepa ra t e  t r i b a l  c la ims  of t h e  unhtod t r i b e s .  And t h e  

c h a r t e r  f u r t h e r  psovidgs t h a t  t h e  c o r p o s a t i o a  s h a l l  have t h e  pow~?s: "To 

protect a l l  r i g h t s  guaranteed t o  t he  P e o r i a  T r i b s  of  Ind ians  of Oklahoss 

by t r e a t y . V o w ,  it i s  obvious t h a t  t h i s  clause did n o t  r e f e r  t o  t r c a t y  



s igh t s  It as a corporation had, f o r  there were no t r e a t i e s  made with it, 

i n  f a c t ,  no t r e a t i e s  could be made a f t e r  the Act of March 3,  1871 (16 

Stat .  544, 566) which abolished trekty-making. To give the clause e f f ec t  

i t  must be considered as applying t o  t r e a t i e s  made with the four t r ibes ,  

all of rhich mere c o n s m a t e d  p r i o r  t o  1940, i n  f a c t ,  p r io r  to  7.871, 

The defendant's argument seems t o  be tha t  because the four groups 

d8d no2 function as t r ibes  f o r  a considerable period before the incorpo- 

ra t ion  i n  1940, they ceased t o  e x i s t  and, consequently, i t  vould seem to  

follow, l o s t  t he i r  right t o  a s s e r t  t h e i r  claim and t h a t  the c l a i m  camof 

be reinstated by the creation of the corporation, O f  courseo the answer 

t o  t h i s  contention is obvious. In the f i r s t  place,  the Secsetzry of the 

Sntssior  i n  19b0 off ic ia l ly  determined, as he =as requ$sed to  do under 

the Welfare Act, that the Peoria Tribs mas a recognized t r ibe ,  Such 

determination necessarily recognized tha t  the so-called Peoria Tribe was 

composed of the four t r ibes  which united i n  Kansas i n  1854 and noved frm 

there t o  Oirlahona following the 1&67 treaty.  Tqe evidence a&duc&- by 

both pat ies  f a i r l y  shons tha t  i t  mas the  m i t e d  t r ibes  ~7h0 WeFe r e c o e  

~ X z e d  as a t r ibe  by the Secretmy and who mere g r a t e d  the charter  i n  

11340, Such determination i s  binding on us. United States  v. Holbi&y, 

70 U, S, 407~ 98 L. Edo 1 8 j 0  

The de fe&mt ' s  contention tha t  the acceptance of the chaster od- 

Aif i e d  ths i n d i ~ i d u a l  t r ibes1  capacity t o  sue on the claims here asser ted  

Bas no s u p ~ o r t  - - i n  the Welfare Act, nor i n  ours. rihe India2 C l a i m s  6 0 ~  

nissjion A c t ,  as we have shown, gives the recogaized tribeJ i n  th5.s case 

the corporat i  on, "he exclusive pr ivi lege of representing such India2.so" 

These provisions do not terninate t r i b a l  r i s h t s ,  on the contraq?, t5ey 



recognize such r i g h t s  and provide an e n t i t y  t o  asses-t then as the  rep- 

resenta t ive  of the  t r ibe ,  The f a c t  t h a t  the  e n t i t y ,  the  t r i b a l  organ- 

i za t ion ,  is coqosed  of fo-ar t r i b e s  does not prevent i t  f ron representdng 

each i n  the prosecution of i ts s e p r a t e  claim, 

Nor does such a corporation becone the  successor i n  i n t e r e s t  of the  

respective c l a i m  of each t r i b e ,  The above-quoted provis ions  of t he  chrtrter 

i t s e l f  indicate  t he  contrary. '8e f i n d  nothicg i n  the welfare  Act ve s t i ng  

these t r i b a l  claims i n  the  corporat ion,  nor i s  these any proof showing a. 

t r ans f e r  or  assignment of such t r i b d  claims t o  t h e  corporation,  Nor is  

such a t ranfe r  of t r i b a l  r i g h t s  necess~arg t o  t h e  m t h o s i t y  of the  cokpor- 

a t ion  t o  maintain them a s  thc  representa t i l -e  of t h e  sepzra te  t r i b e s ,  In  

f a c t ,  the language of the a c t  seens t o  contex$late t ha t  the o rgmiza t i on ,  

whether i nco rp~sa t ed  or not ,  if i t  5,s recognized by the Secre ta ry  as b v i n g  

au thor i ty  t o  represent a t r i b e ,  r,a;; d o  s:, f o r  t h e  bene f i t  of a t r i b e  and 

t ha t  a recoveay mould he f o r  t he  benef i t  of t h e  t s i be  whose claim is 

asse r ted  and the avusd, i f  made, would erlure t o  the bene f i t  of t h e  t r i b e  

f o r  which t h e  c l a i n  i s  proseolted.  See Confedesatcd Tribes of t h e  Colv i l l e  

Reservation v. United S ta tes ,  5 Ind, C. C ,  151. 

Tr ibal  groups a r e  almost invar iably  p o l i t i c d -  bodies and have been SO 

considered 2nd dea l t  n i t h  by our Governzent s ince  t he  beginning of OW 

contac t s  with those abor iginal  idhabltmits .  So t h i r  osg=..izatio3 wder  

t h e  welfare Act was thzt  of a p o l i t i c a l  body, a recognized t r i b e ,  arrd not  

the  fo rna t ion  of a business en te rpr i se ,  Such grov.Fs could o - rga i ze  by 

t h e  acloption of a constitv-tion and by-lans mder  tke  a c t ,  as severa l  d-idp 

such orgmizat ions  could a l so ,  i f  they nis%ed, s'Stain a corposafo  

cha r t e r ,  But, h 3 n ~ v e r ,  organized, such o r g a i z a t i o ~ s  nese, accoraing t o  



the Velfase Act, f o r  t h e i r  "conmon welfare," ,an expression usual ly  

associated with p o l i t i c a l  bodies, which leads  t o  the  conviction tha t  %he 

corporate-petitioner here  was e s sen t i a l l y  a p o l i t i c a l  body author3.zed t o  

maintain c la ins  f o r  each of the foxir t r i b e s  whose c l a i n s  a r e  presented 

here. mat it w a s  a p o l i t i c a l  e n t i t y  that  m a s  organized here, r a the r  

than a business enterpr ise ,  has b a s i s  i n  the f a c t  tha t  t he  Welfare Act, 

by Sections 4 and 5 thereof, expressly provides f o r  the  separate organi- 

zation and chartering of the usual business associa'$lons needed f o r  

business a c t i v i t i e s  of the t r i b e *  

This k i n g s  us  t o  the legal. s t a t u s  of the  Peor ia  Tribe of Indians of 

Oklahoma as respects i t s  prosecution of the several. claims pleaded here. 

That the Congress could authorize such a corporat ior  t o  present such 

claims f o r  each of the t r i b d  groups seems not Lo be questioned, md me 

hold i t  could, But, as we have said ,  i t  is  ac t ing  f o r  and on behalf of 

each group, so i t  mst follow tha t  there must be menbers of each group, 

or descen&a.ats of members, l iv ing ,  who mould bece f i t  md c01~J.d pa r t i c ipa t e  

in an award, shoxld one be madeo The c la ins  azthorized by the Ind-;.a31 

Claims Comission Act are ,  i t  seems t o  us,  f o r  t r i b a l  groups who haye 

menbers, o r  descendats  of menbers,living today. &e f a c t  t h a t  Section 1Q 

09 our omn ac t  mentions an ex is t ing  t r i b a l  organization as having authority 

t o  represent nsuch Indiansi' shows the necessity of there  being l i v i n g  

mo'ilbers or  descendants of nenbers of t i e  group f o r  nhich c l a i a  i s  mde ,  

In o ther  words, i t  was not intended t h a t  a t r i b e  ri'nich has gone ontoof 

existence throw lack of rneabers, or descendants of neabers, modd l?e 

e n t i t l e d  t o  recovero 



Accnrd5nglp, me conclud-e t ha t  we have j m f s d i c t  ion t o  en te r ta in  

the c l a i m  presented. by the Peoria  Tribe of I n d i ~ n s  of O~lahoma, the 

corporation, f o r  and on behalf cf the  Peoria,  flea, Kaskaskia and 

Piankeshan, upon proof tha t  there a r e  exis t fng meribers, or descendants 

of members, of the t r i bes  fo r  which c l a in s  a r e  so ma.d.o. 

After o ra l  argument, pe t i t i one r s  i n  each of t he  above cases on 

February 14, 1956, f i l e d  a motion to  cor rec t  the name of the  corporate 

pe t i t ioner .  In the pleadings, b r ie f  ard s t i pu la t ion  the corporate 

pe t i t i one r  mas designated as "The Paoriz  Tsibe of ~:-=la.hom,"wmhile the 

proof offered (get ,  Em, 41 an? 42) shots tb t ,  the correct  corporate 

name is: "Peoria Tribe of Inaians of O k l a h o ~ n . ~ h r o a g h o ~ ~ t  the hearings, 

argunents ar4 br ie f ing ,  the Commission, ~r t to rneys  f o r  the p a r t i e s  and the  

attorneys f o r  d e f c n d a ~ t  uaderst;ood t h a t  o m  of  the p a r t i e s  t o  each case 

was the corporation chartered under the provisions of the Oxlahona Indian 

Eelfare A c t .  The f a c t  that  the  corporntion cas not accurately  nmed i n  

the pleaclings confused no one and mas an e r ro r  t ha t  cm and should be 

corrected,  

Louis  J, ~~~~r 
Associate Conmissioner 

We concur: 

Edgar 3. Witt -- i n  pa r t ,  see opinion at Czcf?.ec?, 
Chief Comiss iomr  

Associate Comissioaex 
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WITT, Chief Conmissioner, Concurring i n  P a r t  and Dissenting in  

P a r t  . 
1 agree with t h e  f indings  of f a c t  i n  t o t o  and t h e  opinion and the  

order entered, except the conclusion as embodied i n  the  opinion and pos- 

s i b l y  i n  the  order, t ha t  the  p l a i n t i f f  corporation i s  not the  successor 

in i n t e r e s t  of the respec t ive  claims of t he  severa l  t r i b e s  merged by 

the  t r e a t y  mentioned, of date  May 30, 185l~. I t h ink  the  f indings ,  

espec ia l ly  f inding No. 5--support t he  conclusion t h a t  t he  p l a i n t i f f  

corporation is  the successor i n  i n t e r e s t  of t h e  respect ive  claims of the 

t r i b e s  which were nerged by the t r ea ty  of 1854. A r t i c l e  6 of t h e  1-&54 

t r e a t y  s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  the permanent annui t i es  of $3,000 and $800 due t o  

the Vea and Pi,ankeshaw Nation, respect ively ,  be re l inquished and re leased  

and t h a t  i n  l i e u  thereof the un i t ed  t r i b e s  a s  211 e n t i t y  a r e  given a con- 

s i de r a t fon  t o  belong equally t o  a l l  i t s  menbers; and t h a t  the cess ions  of 

band made by other of the merged t r i b e s  t o  t h e  s i ng l e  e n t i t y  i n t o  which 

they had been nerged should t he r ea f t e r  belong t o  Vie menbers of t h e  s a fd  

merged t r i b e s  equally--all vhich provisions i q e l  ne to  the  conclusion 

t ha t  previously separated t r i b e s  no longer re ta ined  i n  t h e i r  s epa ra t e  

r i g h t  any property o r  claim-but t h a t  a l l  were t h e r e d t e r  t o  be t he  

p ropef ty  of the  uqited t r i b e s  of Peoria,  Kaskaskias Wea and PimAesham as 

a: single ent i ty .  This conclusion, i n  ny opinion, w i l l  r e g a i r e  t h a t  w 

award m a d e  herein be made t o  t h e  pe t i t i on ing  corporation. Therefore, I do 

no t  th ink  proof of dsscendancy from any p a r t i c u l a r  t r i b e  necessary. 

Edgar 3, ??it% 
CGef Comi s s  Toner 




