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OFIHION OF Ti.' COMMISSIOX 

Watkins, Chief Commissioner, de l ivered t h e  opinion of t h e  Couunission. 

T h i s  i s . a  proceeding t o  consider t h e  proposed consolidated compromise 

se t t l ement  of f i v e  cases by t h e  simultaneous entry of two separa te  

Findings of F a c t ,  Opinions, and F i n a l  Judgments with respect  t o  c la ims 

of two i d e n t i f i a b l e  groups of American Indians designated as follows: 

The Southern P a i u t e  Nation of Indians ,  Docket Nos. 88, 330 and 330-A; 

and t h e  Chemehuevi Tr ibe  of Indians ,  Docket Hos. 351 and 351-A. 

These c a s e s  were consolidated f o r  t h e  purpose of t h e  hearing on 

t h e  compromise se t t l ements ,  but  separa te  Findings of Fact ,  Opinions, and 

F i n a l  Judgments were t o  be entered f o r  each of these i d e n t i f i a b l e  groups. 
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The t o t a l  o v e r a l l  set t lement  provides fo r  t h e  recovery a g a i n s t  t he  

defendant ,  t he  United S t a t e s  of hnzr-ca, the sun of $S,250,000 t o  be 

shared 51- t h e  ktwo g r o x p s  2s f c l l ~ i : s :  The Southern Pa iu te  Iiation o f  

Ind ians  $7,253,165.14, 2 n d  t h e  Chsaehuevi Tribe of Ind ians ,  $996,834.8 1. 

m i h e  o v e r a l l  acreage involved in  a l l  of these claims i s  approximately 

29,935,000 x r e s ,  ve are  advised. 

Hearings have been held on the  t i t l e  phase of these  land  claims.  

The p e t i t i o n e r s  prepared and f i l e d  proposed f indings of f a c t  and b r i e f s  

s u p p ~ r t i n g  t h e i r  proposals but  defendant did not  reply. A t  t h i s  s t a g e  

of  t h e  proceedings,  negot iat ions f o r  coriipromise se t t lements  began and 

were r e c e n t l y  brought t o  a successfu l  conclusion, and t h e  p e t i t i o n s  

praying  f o r  t h e  approval of the  se t t lements  now before u s  were f i l e d  

3 and heard  a t  a s p e c i a l  j o i n t  hezring on December 17, 1964. 

It appears  t h a t  the  p r inc ipa l  reasons f o r  consol ida t ing  t h e  h e a r i n g s  

and  se t t l emen t  of t h e  f i v e  docket numbkrs were t h a t  t h e  two I n d i a n  e n t i t i e s  

were  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  i n  abor ig ina l  times, and t h a t  they a l s o  h e l d  a d j o i n i n g  

l ands  dur ing  t h e  same period,  which were of t h e  same gene ra l  t y p e  and 

c l a s s i f  \ ca t ion ,  Even though t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  compromise and s e t t l e m e n t  

executed by the p a r t i e s  con ta ins  no reference to_ what must have been a 

number of t ak ing  dates  of t h e  lands ch imed by both Indian  t r i b e s ,  there 

are m a t t e r s  of h i s to ry  of which w e  m y  take j u d i c i a l  n o t i c e ,  and some 

evidence  before  t h e  Co&ssion, received when hearings on t h e s e  docke t  

numbers were being held on t i t l e  phase, t h a t  make it q u i t e  c l e a r '  t h a t  

t a k i n g  of t h e  lands i n  quest ion couldn't  have occurred b e f o r e  1847, t h e  



14 Ind. CI. Corn. 651 67 5 

2ar the  Mormon pioneers e n t e r e d ' s a l t  Lake Valley,  and possibly began 

s h o r t l y  t h e r e a f t e r  and continued on i n t o  the 1880's  i f  not i n t o  the 1890's 

o r  l z t e r .  T h i s  rzst ter  o f  the  taking date  i s  o f  considerable importance i n  

f i x i n s  f a i r  r z r k e t  value because orAlnarily t h e  l a t e r  the taking date the  

higher t5e mzrket value,  

So much f o r  m t t e r s  germane t o  both groups.cf Indiacs. 

It Is n o t  necessary t o  paraphrase our f indings  t h a t  r e l a t e  t o  the  

Cheinehuevi t r i b a l  claim, but  the re  a r e  severa l  items which should be 

mentioned, 

The Chemehuevis apparently were a t  one t i m e  members of the  Southern 

P a i u t e  group, b u t  they seemed t o  be more o r  l e s s  independent of t h a t  

group i n  mzny mat ters .  The lands they claimed they occupied i n  aborig- 

'2al  times are t h e  lands they claimed Indian t i t l e  t o  i n  Docket No, 
.i 

351. T h i s  group of Indians  w a s  no t  divided i n t o  severa l  bands as was 

t h e  Southern P a i u t e  group, 

L ike  t h e  Southern Pa iu te  group they maintained themselves largely  

by hunt ing and ga the r ing  and they a l s o  produced some of t h e i r  food by 

s d s i s t e n c e  fanning,  They had very few a reas  wi th in  t h e i r  land claims 

comparable t o  t h e  Southern Pa iu te  a reas  i n  southwestern Uzah and north- 

western  Arizona. White encroachment i n t o  t h e i r  a r e a  w a s  less extensive 

than t h e  s e t t l i n g  of  the  lands of the  Socthern Paiute .  

The procedures  previously out l ined b y - t h e  Commission wi th  respec t  

t o  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of compromise set t lements s e e m  t o  have been sub- 

s t a n t i a l l y  coinplied wi th  i n  t h e  i n s t a n t  proceeding; and it appears 
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t h a t  t h e  se t t l ement  i s  f a i r  2nd j u s t  t o  bo th  p a r t i e s .  It i s  o r d e r e d  

t h a t  t h e  j o i n t  n o t i o n s  of t h e  p 2 r t i e s  i n  Docket Xos. 351 end  3 5 1 4  

f o r  E ~ t q  of  FFnzl J u d p s n :  ~ c c o r d a n c 2  v i t h  t h e  S t i p u 1 a t i o n . f c r  

Entry of F i n a l  Judgment x i 1 1  be grzn ted  and F i n a l  Judgment w i l l  b e  so  

e n t e r e d .  

A r t h u r  V. Va tk ins  
Chief Commissioner 

We concur:  

Wm. M. H o l t  
A s s o c i a t e  Com.issioner 

T. Harold  S c o t t  
Associzte Commissioner 




