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'be compro,~sa p r o ~ i d e s  that this case sh.17- be settled by the  

ently, af te r  sll allorlcSlc dedactims,  credits  a d  oXczts ,  of a n s t  

;_Din21 judgnent iJ1 the  mount of $h,157,605.06 egxinst the  dcfcndmt 

and i n  favor of the  peti t ioner;  t ha t  the  d i f f e ~ s n c e  betveen t h e  amount 

awarded the  pe t i t ioner  i n  the  interlocutory order and t he  amount allor~ed 

in the comprolrdse final judgment i s  $lh0,000.00, an amount which repre- 

sents  tho compromise sett lement of the offse ts  t o  be deducted, 

The proposed s e t t l e r a n t  of offse ts  also includes a l l  o f f se t s ,  

counterclaims, and payments on the  clah, t o  which the United S t a t e s  m a y  

be ent i t led  i n  the case of Chsrles E. Will-iams, Joscph R e d t h n d s r  and 

Harry Odhi, a s  representatives of the Nez Perce Tribe v. The Unlted 

States sf America, Docket No. 188-A,  2s well as those t o  which t he  

United S ta tes  would be en t i t l ed  i n  the  present case, Docket No, 175~. 

The purpose of including i n  this case of s e t t l c i im t  of offsets i n  

Docket Ro. 180-A i s  t o  permit the  entry w i t h o ~ t  fu r the r  proceedings 

('determination of offsets would be the  only matter l e f t  t o  determine) 

by the C d s s i o n  of a f i n a l  judgmcnt i n  Dc.=kct Ha. 180-A a t  t h i s  time. 

Either party i n  t h a t  case shall have the  r i gh t  to and h y  then promptly 

appeal fram the  declsion of t h e  C o d s s i o n  i n  t h a t  case. 

understood t ha t  while the  pa r t i e s  hereto wzive appzal or  

i n  Docket No. 175-8, there i s  no carresponding waiver of 

D 

It was a l s o  

f'urther review 
. m 

appaal made by 

e i ther  pasty i n  Docket No. l8O-A. 
. . .  

Tne s teps  a d  reqairazeats u E c h  a re  g s t r a l l y  t o  bs taken i n  cases 



8 hd, Cle Corm. 392, 4lCL/?), h - 2  bcen fo1lor;cd i n  t h i s  prosent 

p-roccodin,o. The f ind ings  f u l l y  scZ; f o r t h  the  s teps taken trl1"lch shotr 

that, tho proposcd settloircnt ms czrefully zmd f u l l y  pmsmtsd t o  t h e  

Indims of "he pat t t ioner  t r i b ~ ;  and it was freely,  voluntarily and 

fom017,y opprovad by the mmbrrs of t h e  t r i b e  generally and by various 

governing bodies t h r o ~ g h  the passage of necessary resolu tions. FJith 

respect t o  the merits of the settlc;..mt of of fse ts  a p d n s t  both dockets 

for  $a0,030.00, t o  be charged only in Docket flo. 175-A, wc bzlieve that  

t h i s  sum i s  fa*-cnder a l l  the facts  =d c i r c m s t a c e s  in  t h t s  case. 

It was stotsd t h a t  ths d3fendciqt hnd spent i n  t h e  ncigi~borhood of 

$@0,039.00 f o r  t h i s  tr5h,a, a considsm3Le po-rtFon of wh-ich ~ L g h t  

: ordin=-ily be cb-zrges.b3e as offsets, but i n  15es of t 3 e  1214 with respect 
- 

operstion of fo res t s  f o r  Indians a d  the ch2~ges tha t  might be p&d . 

defendant for such opzratioa mt of tfic procecds of the o p ~ ~ a t i o n ,  we 
u 

believe that the Govez*r;;lent is  20% b e h 3   unjust.^^ d w l t  with i n  the 

dlh:mce of $l!i3,000.00 as fu l l  set-Llment of chz~gesble  of fse ts  it has 

again& this pztit ioner.  

Importznt t o  t h i s  case, and t o  the pe"iitioner and the Nez Perce 

h ibe  of Indians it rep~eseats ,  i s  o-n Finding go. 9, t ha t  the Nez 

Perce mbe of I n d i a s ,  petitzoner hzrsin, represents kn this matter 



t h e  s a i c  tx-ibs oa t h e  Colyille I n d i m  RcscmcB-ion in the' S t o t c  of 

E n a i  Ljudgmzllt will accordingly be c n t e ~ e d  in codomity w i t h  our 
. . 

Endings, t h i s  Opinion and t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  fo? Entry of FLnal Judgmsnt. 

s,f ARTHUR V. WA'iX1E.S 
Associate Cc;:mi s sionzr 

Concurring: 
.. . 

. - 
s/ WI. W. HOLT 

Associate .. ~ E ~ i s s i o n e r  . 




