The original documents are located in Box 3, folder “Jurisdiction Over Indian Lands
(PL 280) - General of the Bradley H. Patterson Files at the
Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.

Copyright Notice
The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making of
photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Gerald Ford donated to the United
States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives collections.
Works prepared by U.S. Government employees as part of their official duties are in the public
domain. The copyrights to materials written by other individuals or organizations are presumed to
remain with them. If you think any of the information displayed in the PDF is subject to a valid
copyright claim, please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.



Digitized from Box 3 of the Bradley H. Patterson Files at the Gerald' R. Ford Presidential Library

. - 3 {Norx,—Flill in a0 htiack !loas exoept
\ e CONGRESS this provided for wie date and
] S n ) oumnher of blL)
—— D EIIION ®

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

M.

introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committes on

A BILL

Providing for the improvement of law enforcement
and the determination of civil and criminal jur-
. isdiction in Indian country, and for other pur-

poses.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Eepresenta-
2 tives of_the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Indian Juris-
4 diction Act of 1976."

5 TITLE I - DETERMINATION OF CIVIL

6 AND CRIMINAL JURISDICTION

7 §E¢-l. In any case in which pursuant to the

8 provisions (including amendments thereto) of the
9, Act of August 15, 1953 (67 Stat; 588), the Act
10 of May 31, 1946 (60 Stat. 229), the Act of June 25,
11 1948 (62 Stat. 827), the Act of June 8, 1940 (54
12 Stat. 249), the Act of June 30, 1948 (62 Stat.

13 1161), the Act of July 2, 1948 (62 Stat. 1224),

:
i
5

14 the Act of September 13, 1950 (64 Stat. 845},

15 or the Act of April 11, 1968 (82 Stat. 73),

16 person or property within Indian country has\@b
17 become subject to State criminal or civil juris-

18 diction, the Indian tribe affected is authorized
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to adopt a resolution indicating igs desire to have the
tribe and the United States reacgquire all or any measure
of their respectivz criminal or civil jurisdiction, or .
both, acquired by such State pursuant to such statutes.

"SEC.2. Any such resolution shall be adopted by the
trisal council or other géverning body of such tribe, or
shall be adopted by any initiative or referendum procedure
contained in the tribal constitution and bylaws.

SEC.3. The tribe shall forward the resolution together
with a plan for the tribe's proposed implementation of its
asSumptibn of jurisdiction to the Secretary of the Interior.
Within ninety (90) days after receipt of such resolution
and plan, the Secretary shall consult with the governor of
the affected State and with the Attorney General of the.
United States concerning the orderly transfer of responsi;
bilities and shall approve ﬁhe resolution unless he finds:

(a) The tribe's plan contains no adequate criminal

law and order code; or

(b) The tribe's plan contains no adequate means

. . » . /’; o~ /}Sx\ -
for the resolution of civil disputes; or ;Q$° N
(c) The tribe lacks the capacity to implement &% ;)
. . : v \(‘0 -
the plan; or -\\»'M//

(d) The resident tribalbmembership is so small
or scattered as to make the proposed return of jﬁris—
~diction cleafly impracticable; or |
(e) 1In cases where the tribe has not proposed a
full reacquisition of jurisdiction, the proposed alloca-
tion of jurisdiction among the tribe, the United States,
and the State is clearly impracticable.

' SEC.4. If the Secretary approves the tribal resolution
he shall set a date for the reacquisition of jurisdiction
which shall be not later than one year from the date of‘
his approval, provided that the tribe and Secretary may

agree to a postponement thereof to a mutually acceptable

date.



1l SEC.5. If the Secretary disapproves the tribal reso-

2 lution --

3 (a) He shall state in detail in writing his reasons
4 for so doing, and his decision may be appealed by the
5 tribe to the United States District Court pursuant to
6 5 U.5.C. Sec. 551 et seq., and
7 (b) He shall, if requested by the tribe, promptly
8 assist the tribe in preparing an_acceptablé plan for a
9 transfer of jurisdiction (if such a plan isjpracticable)
10 and shall assist the tribe in achieving the éapability
11 . to implement the plan.
12 SEC.6. (a) No civil action or proceeding pending before

13 any-couft or agency of any State prior to the transfer of
14 jurisdiction pursuant to this Act shall abaté»by‘reaéon

15 thereof. For purposes of any such action or proceeding,
16 such transfer of jurisdiction shall take effect on the

17 date established pursuant to section 4 of ﬁhis Act.

118 (b) No transfer of criminal jurisdiction pursuant

19. to this Act shall deprive any Court of a State of juris-
20 diction to hear, determine, render Jjudgement, or impose

21 sentence in any crimiﬂal action instituted against any

22 personmfbr any offense committed before the effective

23 date of such trahsfer, if the offense charged in such

24 action was cognizable under any law of such State at

25 the time of:commission'of such offense. For the pur-

26 pése of any such criminal action, suchvtransfer shall

27 take effect on the date established pursuant to Section.
28 4 of this Act. o

29 | SEC.7. Nothing herein is intended to address the gues-
30 tion of whether tribal courts may exercise jurisdiction

31 ovér non-Indians accused of coﬁmitting offenses within

32 1Indian country.

33 : . TITLE II - AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS

’

34 SEC.1. There is hereby authorized to be apprbpriated

35 for the Departﬁént of Justice and the Department of the




1 Interior such funds as necessary for the proper implemen-

2 tation of the provisions of this Act.
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The Presidents Council
The White House.

My Name is Howard Gray and I reside at 9001-22nd Ave.N.W.

Seattle, Washington.:My background is that of writer,and producer P
of Outdoor documentary films. I am past President of the National ., ,. vz
Outdoor Writers Association of America,a professional organlzathn <.
covering the entire outdoor media. ™ 2}

In addition to producing documentary films on the Life >
cycle of the Pacific Salmon I served,for 18 years,as an advisory \\hr
member of the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commision. I
a member of the besard of directors of C.U.R.E. (Citizens United for
Resource Emergencies) .CURE is a group of 20 organizations,represent-
ing over 10,000 concerned citizens,and was formed shortly after
the Judge Boldt decision as a political action group with the speci-
fic and sole purpose of correcting the mistake of the decision.

In a period of less than four months aprox.160.000
citizens of the State of Washington signed a petition showing their
distain with anyone who would so flaunt the 14th Amendment of the
Constitution that provides equal rights to all its citizens.

I am one of the founders of the "Interstate Congress
for Equal Rights and Responsibilities" an organization dedicated to
the principal that all people,regardless of race,color or creed
shall have equal rights granted by the constitution of the United
8tates and that NO LAW SHALL SUPERCEDE CONSTITUTIONAL I.AW.

Certainly not secondary in importance I am speaking
for and representing the property owners Associations' of two
critical areas in the State of Washington.The Lummi Property Owners
Association and the Quinault Property Owners Association.

A real problem exists on Indian Reservations such as
rhe Lummi and Quinault wich stems from the fact that although the
Indiang have sold hugh quanties of the reservation to Non-Indians
nevertheless, they zu<,y still insist on exclusive Jurisdiction over
everything and every one on the reservation.

The historical precedents they cite to support the
claim of exclusive jurisdiction ignores completely the fact that
large portions of the reservations have been sold to Non-Indians
and also ignores the fact that Non-Indians have no voice whatsoever
in Tribal Councils. This means that when Indians attempt to enforce
Tribal Law against a Non-Indian that the constitutional rights of
the Non-Indian are being violated because he has no voice whatsoever
in the formation or operation of the Tribal Government.

The conflict created by the sale of Tribal land
to Non-Indians should be delt with forthrightly and now. The solution
should recognize the rights of the Indians and the rights of the
Nordndian 1living on the reservation.

MORE

A NONPROFIT CORPORATION CREATED TO INSURE THAT ALL CITIZENS OF THESE
UNITED STATES SHALL ACHIEVE EQUAL RIGHTS AND BEAR EQUAL RESPONSIBILITIES
UNDER THE LAW
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Executive Secretary -

422 Main Street Howard Gray
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Illegal acts of harassment are going on continually and out
of fear several property owners are being forced to sell at
a sacrefice. It is not inconceivable that equal rights and

freedom will precede order if Congress and the courts don't
soon decide on a society of equality with no super-Citizens.

I am in receipt of information that,in my opinion,
calls for moral valuation. First--I have a copy of the"Interior
and Justice" draft Bill.

The "Indian Jurisdiction Act of 1976.
The legal aspects of this act I will leave to our Attor-
neys to discus however as a layman I do understand Sec.7 which
states

YNothing herein is intended to address the
question of whether Tribal Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over Non-Indians accused of Comm-
itting offenses within Indian Country.

(or)alternate language for Sec.7.

"Nothing herein is intended to address or

alter the status of Civil or Criminal
Jurisdiction over Non-Indians residing
within reservation boundaries.

To further explain the Above Sec.7 I refer to a letter written
by Ralph R.Reeser,director,Congressional and Legislative affairs
staff,Dept. of the Interior,Bureau of Indian Affairs. Mr Reeser
s tates,and I Qoute...

"Special note should be made of the fact that
the draft Administration Bill would not alter
the legal status of Non-Indian rights.BUT
LEAVES THE MATTER TO THE COURTS

This is Pass-the Buck Legislation

There is a principle of law.I am told,in Federal Courts,which
holds that any Ambiguity contained in a law or treaty is to be
decided in favor of the poor Indian. Few could,or would dispute
this.

MORE

A NONPROFIT CORPORATION CREATED TO INSURE THAT ALL CITIZENS OF THESE
UNITED STATES SHALL ACHIEVE EQUAL RIGHTS AND BEAR EQUAL RESPONSIBILITIES
UNDER THE LAW
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There is no way in which the Non-Indian land owner can
compete with Indian Tribes in available funds for court cases.
One has to but see the Indian Lobby at work to understand that
there would be NO CONTEST. )
A simple amendment to the Indian Jurisdiction Act would,
by Congressional action,solve one of the most critical problems
now facing the Non-Indian Land owner.

"The powers of the Indian Tribal Governments
shall be restricted to compare with those of
Federal and State Governments. No act shall
preclude the Bill of Rights and the 14th Amend-

ment of the Constitution of the United States. PR
ATy
If the Indian Jurisdiction Act is passed without giving the i w
Non-Indian complete jurisdiction over his legally bought Fee s .
/ Patent land how will the President and Congress explain to ) N ~/
.  the----Thousands upon thousands of Non-Indian citizens who - e

probably out number the Indian by ten to one on over 5 Million°
acres of so-called reservationland when he is told that-

He will be under the complete jurisdiction,
both civil and criminal,of a foreign nation.

This bill does not foster_intergretion of the Indian people.
It is simply a Segregationist Bill that would further divide
the populous. It keeps the Indian people from becomming a part
of our Democratic society.

We cannot disaffirm the past,nor can we change it.We must
recognize that the past no longer exists and that we must face the
realities of the present. A district court recognized this to be true
when it further asked "How much of the sins of our forefathers must
we rightly bear ? Shall we pretend that history never was 7 Feeling
what was wrong does not describe what is right. Anguish about
yesterday does not alone make wise answers for tomorrow. Somehow,
all the achings of the soul must coalesce and with the wisdom of
the mind develope a single National Policy for Governmental action"

Frustrations are felt all over the nation when courts
and Congress deal unfairly with the people. Congress must be made
to face up to the incompatible acts passed a century ago.

Many of our Federal Judges are using the courts for
social legislature. If it is their desire to do something for the
Indian they can find some law to support it. Only Congress can
abolish these special rights. No society based on our form of
Gocernment can exist without MAJOR CONFLICTS if/gﬂ rior xi s are
given to one portion of its people _ Wkéj
H Gray

A NONPROFIT CORPORATION CREATED TO INSURE THAT ALL CITIZENS OF THESE
UNITED STATES SHALL ACHIEVE EQUAL RIGHTS AND BEAR EQUAL RESPONSIBILITIES
UNDER THE LAW
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL LAWS AND PROCEDURES OF % S
9 ~

SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
on S, 1

April 18, 1975

My name is Alan R. Parker. I am Vice President of the American Indian Lawyers
Association, an unincorporated association of licensed attorneys of Native
American descent who are working in areas directly related to the legal rights
of Indian tribes. However, I file this statement as a private person spukinx
on behalf of the Priends Committee on Nltionni Legislation.

The Friends Committes om National Legislation is widely representative of Friends
throughout the United States, having members drawn from 22 of the 28 Friemds'

Yearly Meetings in the coumtry, but it does not purport to speak for all Friends,
who cherish their rights to individual opinioms. Friends have had a iong-smding
comcern in the ares of criminal justice and social equality, and have also had a
history of involvement im the rights of Native Americans. That concern is currently
expressed in a special program which ulatu directly and exclusively with Native
American legislative iuuu.

Under existing federal law, the jurisdictional relationships between federal, state
and tribal {ovommu regarding prosecution of criminal offenses taking place withi:
the boundaries of Indian reservations are carefully defined. The overall effect

of the law has been to protect the right of self-government on the part of Indian
tribes while safeguarding the respective interests of state and federal judicial

and law enforcement aythorities within Indian comtry. (See 18 U.S.C. Sections 13,

-1151, 1152, 1153 and 1162.)

The bill, S. 1, amended, will, if enacted, disrupt this jurisdictional scheme and
result in a virtually total preemption of the tribal government's jurisdiction
within the boundaries of a reservation. That is, where existing jurisdictional law
preserves the exclusive authority of tribal governments over certain criminal offense
and classes of offenders within the reservation, S. 1 would vastly expand the nature
and scope of federal and state law at the expense of tribal law. (See proposed
U.S.C. Sections 203, 205, 685, 1861 and 1863.) Briefly, Section 203(a) would
abolish the distinction botwun Indien country and other types of federal enclaves
for purposes of delineating the reach of federal law, Section 635(b) expands the



14

scope of state jurisdiction over offenses in Indian country while Sections 1861

- and 1863 would expand the number of enclave laws and retain provision for
assimilation of state law within federal enclaves where there may be & vacuum in
federal law. This is in contrast to existing federal law which recognizes the
special jurisdictional status of Indian reservations and provides for the application
of federal and state law only where the interest of the tribe in asserting tribal
authority cannot be supported.

This total disregard for the rights of tribal self-government evident in the
proposed S. 1, amended, has apparently been motivated by an understandable desire

to achieve uniformity in federal criminal law as it applies to federal enclaves

or "areas of special federal jurisdiction." Analysis of the comentary accompanying
various drafts of this legislation reveals that the authors have failed to appreciate
the special status that Indian reservations have enjoyed by virtue of their unique
right of self-government., Simply put, an Indian reservation, in addition to being

an area of special jurisdiction, encompasses at the sane time a distinct political
community. Recognition of this special status has long been an integral part of
federal Indian policy. (See Worchester v. Georgis, 6 Pet. 515, 1832; Williams v.
Lee, 358 U.S. 217, 1959; and McClanahan v. Er"—zom 441 U.S. 164, 1973.) By comparison,
other federal enclaves such as national parks or military reservations do not
encompass self-governing jurisdictional entities distinct from federal and state
governments. ‘

In short, even the objective of achieving a desirable uniformity in the federal
enclave laws ought not to override the right of self-government enjoyed by the
Indian tribes which predates the founding of this Republic. It would be a relatively
simple matter to retain this special jurisdictionmal status without disturbing the
overall objectives of the bill as it applies to all other federal enclaves. The
appropriate provisions of the law could simply be retained in Title 18 or transferred
to Title 25 of the Code. Whichever approach is chosen surely ought to be taken
~only after soliciting the input of Indian tribes and organizations. This effort at
Teform of the federal criminsl law could also address itself to the thorny probleas
associated with Public Law 83-280 as those problems are now being addressed by the
Sehate Subcommittee om Indian Affairs. Recently the two msjor national Indian
organigations have articulated a position regarding what they feel are serious
shortcomings in Public Law 83-280 and certainly legislative sctivity om this point
ought to be coordinated with the efforts of the Senate Juliciary Committee.

Friends Co;nittoe'on National Logislatlen, 24S 2nd St. N.E., Washington DC 20002
o C - 4/18)75 T-3
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Jone 25 (legislative day, Juxe 6), 1975 f’ \:f
Mr. Jackson (by request) introduced the following bill; which was read twiét"‘“‘/
and referred to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs

Providing for the improvement of law enforcement and the
determination of civil and criminal jurisdiction and law in

" Indian country, and for other purposes.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That this Act may be cited as the “Indian Law Enforcement

> W o =t

Improvement Act of 19757,
5 TITLE I—-DETERMINATION O CIVIL AND

6 - CRIMINAL JURISDICTION AND LAW
(a SEc. 101. The Congress, after careful review of the Fed-

8 eral Government’s historical and special legal relationship
9 with the American Indian people, finds that— -

II
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(a) the Federal Government has heretofore recog-
nized the sovereignty of Indian tiihes through treaties,
agreements, executive orders, and statutes;

(b) Congress has ];e-retofove declared it to be the
policy of the United States to .guarantee self-deterniina-
tion to 'American Indians and to preserve the Federal
Government’s relationship with and re3p~0n‘si%13ilit3f to
Indian tribes;

(c) the lack bf a consistent congressional Indian
policy in the past has resulted in the unclear jurisdic-
tional status of Indian country with varying patterns of
jurisdictional checkerboarding, overlapping and incon-
sistencies which show little or no promise of clear and
workable judicial determination;

(d) 1t bas not been finally judicially determined
whether the application of tribal, State, and Federal
civil and criminal jurisdiction and law in Indian country
1s exclusive or concurrent;

(e) jurisdictional problems of increasing severity

and magnitude in Indian country hLave demonstrated

that subjecting Indians and Indian country to State

or Federal civil and eriminal jurisdiction and law with-
out regard to the unique caltural, political, geographic
and sccial factors of each Indian tribe and reservation

is unjust and unworkable;
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(f) the Indian tribes will never swmrender their
right to determine civil and criminal jurisdiction and
law within the Indian country;
(g) true self-determination of Indian tribes and
the solution of jurisdictional problems in Indian country

require that Indian tribes design their own legal and

- judicial systems and determine how the exercise of civil

and criminal jurisdiction and law in Indian country be
shared by tribal, State and Federal Governments and
whether such jurisdiction and law be exclusive or con-
current; Indian tribal govemment and sovereignty must
therefore be nurtured and strengthened by comprehen-
sive Federal assistance in the improvement of law en-
forcement in Indian country.

SEC. 102. (a) As used in this Act, the term “Indian

- country” includes—

. (1) all land within the exterior boundaries of any
federally recognized Indian reservation, notwithstand-
ing the issuance of any trust or fee patent, and including
any right-of-way running through the reservation;

(2) all dependent Indian communities within the
borders of the United States, whether within the orig-
inal or. subsequently acquired territory thereof, and

whether within or without the limits of a State;
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(3) all trust or restricted Indian allotments or lands
including any rights-of-way running through them; and
(4) all trust or restricted land outside the Limits of
any Indian reservation held by the United States for any

Indian tribe, band, community, group, or pueblo.

(b) As used in this Act, the term “tribe” shall, where
appropriate, mean federally recognized Indian tribe, band,
community, group, or pueblo.

Sec. 103. (a) In any case in which, pursuant to the
provisions of section 2, 4, 6, or 7 of the Act of August 15,
1953 (67 Stat. 588), the Act of I'ebruary 8, 1887 (24
Stat. 390), the Act of May 27, 1902 (32 Stat. 245), the
Act of May 31, 1902 (32 Stat. 284), the Act of May 8,
1906 {34 Stat. 182), the Act of May 6, 1910 (36 Stat.
348), the Act of December 30, 1916 (39 Stat. 865), the
Act of June 14, 1918 (40 Stat. 606), the Act of April 28,

. 1924 (43 Stat. 111), the Act of June 26, 1936 (49 Stat.
1967), the Act of August 25, 1937 (50 Stat. 806), the Act
of June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 827), the Act of July 2, 1948

(62 Stat. 1224), the Act of September 13, 1950 (64 Stat.
845), the Act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 868), the Act
of Junc 18, 1956 (70 Stat. 290), the Act of August 8, 1958
(72 Stat. 545), the Act of April 11, 1968 (82 Stat. 73),
or the Act of November 25, 1970 (84 Stat. 1358), or court

decisions, any area of Indian country or person therein is

o
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subject to State civil or eriminal jurisdiction or law, the In-
dian fribe affected 1s authorized to adopt resolutions indicat-
ing its desire (1) to have the United States reacquire all or
any measure of such civil or ertminal jurisdiction and to have
all or any measure of the cor;esponding civil or criminal law
of the State no longer applicable, and (2) to determine
whether trvibal civil or eriminal jurisdiction or law shall be
concurrent with all or any measure of Fedéral or State ctvil

or criminal jurisdiction or law.
(b) Any such resolution shall be adopted by the tribal
council or other governing body of such tribe, or shall -be
adopted by the initiative or referendum procedure contained

in the tribal constitution and bylaws: Provided, however,

That if the tribal constitution and hylaws contain no initia-

tive or referendum procedure, the resolution may be adopted
by majority vote of the eligible voters who are enrolled
members of the tribe residing on its reservation in a refer-
endum election upon a petition signed by at least 25 per
centum of the éligible voters of the tribe who are enrolled
members residing on its reservation.

{¢) Ninety days following receipt by the Secretary of
the Interior of any such resolution adopted in accordance
with the provisions of this Act, the resolution shall be effec-
tive unless the Secretary of the Interior has within that
period formally disapproved the resolution for the reason that

' 8.2010—2
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(1) the tribe has no applicable existing or proposed law and
order code, or (2) the tribe has no plan for fullilling its
responsibilities under the jurisdiction sought to be reacquired
or determined.
(d) Whenever the resolution shall become effective,
(1) the United States shall reacquire, in accerdance with the

provisions of the resolution, all or any measure of such civil

- or criminal jurisdiction in such area of Indian country or

parts thereof occupied by the tribe, and all or any measure of
fhe corresponding civil or criminal law of the State shall no
longer be applicable therein, and (2) tribal civil or criminal
jurisdiction or law 's‘hall,.in accordance with the provisions of
the resolution, be concurrent with all or any measure of Fed-
eral or State civil or criminal jurisdiction or law.

(e) Upon disapproval by the Secretary of any such res-
olution, the Secretary shall immediately assist the tribe under
title II hereof in preparation of a law and order code or plan,
and when such inadequacies are alleviated, the Secretary
shall approve the resolution. In the event of disapproval by
the Secretary of any such resolution, the tribe affected may
appeal the disapproval to the Federal Court for the District
of Columbia in w.vhich original jurisdiction for any such appeal
is hereby vested, and the Secretary shall have the burden
of sustaining his findings upon which the resolution was

disapproved.
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SEc. 104. No action or proceeding pending hefore any
court or agency of any State immediately prior to the re-
acquisition or determination of jurisdiction pursuant to this
Act shall abate by reason thereof. For purposes of any such
action or proceeding, such rez;cquisition or determination of
jurisdiction shall take effect on the day following the date
of final determination of such action or proceeding.

SEC. 105. Section 6 of the Act of August 15, 1953
(67 Stat. 588) is hereby repealed, but such repeal shail‘

not affect any cession of jurisdiction validly made pursuaﬁfi‘.

" S

to such section prior to its repeal.
TITLE II—-IMPROVEMENT OF LAW  ENFORCE-
‘MENT ON INDIAN RESERVATIONS

~ized and directed to establish and implement programs to’

improve law enforcement and the administration of justice
within Indian reservations and Indian country. -

(b) In implementing such programs the Secretary is
authorized to make grants -to, and contracts with, Indian
tribes, to implement programs and projects to—

(1) determine the feasibility of Federal reacquisi-
tions of jurisdiction and deterrhination of jurisdiction
over such Indian country or parts thereof occupied by
‘such tribes, including preparation of law and order

codes, substantive laws, codes of civil and criminal pro-

Sec. 201. (a) The Secretary of:the Interior is author-
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~cedure, and establishment of plans for fulfilling tribal

~ yesponsibilities under the jurisdiction sought to be re-

acquired or determined;

. (2) establishing and strengthening police forces of

~ the tribes, including recruitment, training, compensation,

- fringe benefits, and the acquisition and maintenance of

police equipment;

(3) establishing and improving tribal courts in order

-’ 1. o assure speedy.and just trials for offenders, the appoint-

- ment, training and ‘compensation. -of -qualified: judges,

and the appointment; tramning and compensation of

. v qualified Indian: prosecution officers, and the establish-

ment of competent legal defender programs;

.~ (4) the establishinent and maintenance of correc-
tional facilities and the establishment and strengthening
of correctional personnel departments, including reeruit-

ment, training, compensation, and fringe benefits,
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Good morning Mr. Chairman. I welcome the opportunity
to appear before your subcommittee today to discuss S. 2010.
As you know, we have filed a report on the bill which details
our views on S. 2010, as well as the basic principles which
underlie those views. Today, I.would like to very briefly
outline our position. F

I would like to stress,. at the outset, that while we
have problems with some parts of S. 2010, we strongly support
the concept of Indian tribes having the right to decide for
themselves whether they are to be under state or federal
jurisdiction, and that any requests for a return to federal
jurisdiction should come from the tribes alone. We believe
that the tribes, rather than the states, should be given the
option, in an orderly fashion and with reasonable control by
the Department of Interior, to return to that criminal and
civil jurisdiction which prevailed in Indian country prior to
1954 and the enactment of P.L. 280.

Permit me now to turn to the specifics of S. 2010.
Title I lists numerous statutes which have given states
varying degrees of criminal and civil jurisdiction over reserva-
tions within their boundaries. It provides that tribes affected
by these statutes (and by court decisions) may adopt resolu-
tions expressing a desire to have the United States reacquire

all or any measure of the civil or criminal jurisdiction



presently exercised_bv the states. The tribe's resnlutions
may also express a desire that the tribal aovernment share

jurisdiction with either the federal or state governments.

S. 2010 permits the Secretary of Interior 90 days to
disapprove tribal resolutions fa; either of two reasons:
(1) the tribe has no agplicable existing or proposed law and
order code, or (2) the tribe has no plan for fulfilling its
responsibilities under the jurisdiction sought to be reacquired
or determined. If the Secretary fails to disapprove a resolu-
tion within 90 days, it becomes effective. If he disapproves
the resolution, the bill provides that the Secretary will
assist the tribe in alleviating the inadequacies he found to
exist. The tribe may appeal the Secretary's disapproval to
the United States Circuit Court for the District of Columbia.
In any court proceeding the Secretary would have "the burden
of sustaining his findings upon which the resolution was
disapproved.”

P.L. 280 was passed at a time when federal policy was to
terminate the then existing special relationships between the
tribes and the federal government. P.L. 280 gave five states

jurisdiction over virtually all of the Indian country within

their borders. Sections six and seven of the statute, in effect,
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allowed additional states to assume jurisdiction over Indian
territory within their borders. 1In neither instance were

the tribes themselves given a voice in this process. A
portion of the 1968 Civil Rights Act attempted to address
this inequity by providing that Indian tribes, in the future,
must consent to state jurisdicéion before becoming subject to
it. The 1968 Act also gave the states maintaining jurisdic-
tion over Indian country the power to retrocede it to the
federal government. But like the 1954 legislation, there was
ﬁo requirement that the tribes be consulted.

We believe the time has come for this situation to be
remedied. It is unfair that tribes who without being consulted
were placed under state jurisdiction between 1954 (when P.L. 280
was enacted) and 1968 should not be given the opportunity to
elect between federal and state jurisdiction.

However, we have reservations as to the approach taken

by S. 2010.

-

First, we believe the bill is far too broad in scope.
The list of statutes contained in Section 103(a) includes several
that concern the allotment of land on Indian reservations. A
request from some tribes resulting in the federal government
reacquiring civil jurisdiction might, for example, give rise
to land claims by Indian tribes, invalidate past land transfers

and redefine the boundaries of some reservations. Other
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statutes included in Section 103(a) pertain to relatively
narrow areas such as granting to Oklahoma a :ight to tax

oil and gas production on trust lands. It is the Department's
position that these matters pertaining to tribal property

and resources ought to be considered separately and apart

from any proposed change in c;iminal jurisdiction. It would
be preferable to limit the scope of legislation in this area
to giving the tribe much greater power to bring about changes
in‘criminal and civil jurisdiction than now exists because

of P.L. 280..

Second, the limitations the bill places on the power of
the Secretary of Interior to refuse approval of a tribal
resolution are too severe. While it may be desirable to set
forth guidelines for the Secretary to follow in déciding to
approve or disapprove a tribal resolution, such guidelines
should permit the Secretary to take the interests of all
parties into consideration. The concerned state should have
a voice but certainly not a veto. Guidelines should not serve
as a means of narrowly restricting the Secretary's discretion
which is the apparent purpose of the criteria in S. 2010.
There are numerous potential problems which might arise when
a transfer of jurisdiction is proposed and the Secretary should
be able to intelligently respond to them. For example, it

should be possible for the Secretary to limit the frequency



v ~5-

with which a tribe changes its mind as to the jurisdictional
arrangement between the tribe and other governments. He
should be able to consider whether the allocation of juris-
diction the tribe proposes is a rational one and permits

other governments - -to function effectively. He also must be

able to assess the availability'of tribal and federal resources

for establishing an efficient system of government and set

a date for the effective reassumption of jurisdiction with

this assessment in mind. = IR
Third, it is not clear whether the bill intends tol

grant jurisdiction to tribal courts over non-~Indians. ifwmﬁw;

Congress intends to speak to this question one way or the

other it -should do so clearly. If it does not, this should

also be made clear - as the matter is presently iﬁ litigation.
In closing, I would like to note that the Department

has established a special interdepartmental subcommittee

whose mission is to develop a legislative proposal in the

area of Indian territory jurisdiction which would accomplish

the objectives we all support. The chairman of that sub-

committee, Harry Sachse of the Solicitor General's Office,

is with me today, as is William J. Mulligan, United States

Attorney for the Eastern District of Wisconsin. Both are

familiar with the problems of tribes in P.L. 280 states

and join with me in inviting your questions.

DO0J-1976-03
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To: Legislative Counsel

From: Special Assistant to the®
Subject: Proposed Bill in re Retrocession

This is in comment on a proposed bill which provides for a means
whereby Indian Tribes may seek retrocession of state jurisdiction
under P.L. 83-280 and similar laws. Generally, the bill addresses
relevant considerations. My specific comments are as follows:

Section 3

This section should include language which makes it clear that the
90-day period for the Secretary's review does not begin to toll until
the Tribe's submission of a plan has sufficient data upon which the
Secretary can base an informed evaluation and judgment.

Secondly, neither the bill nor the proposed letter to Senator

Jackson explains what the bill considers to be an "adequate" law

and order code. Also, we should consider whether code provisions

which are on their face in violation of the Indian Bill of Rights

are considered "inadequate." In the same light, there is no definition
for what an "adequate means for the resolution of civil disputes "is,
or how many is" so small... as to make the proposed return of juris-
diction clearly impractical", or how clear"”" clearly impracticable"

must be. I suggest that a definition section be included for these
words. :

Thirdly, the first paragraph of section 3 is somewhat disjointed in

its syntax so as to make unclear as to what the 90-day period applies.
As written, it could be interpreted to mean that the Secretary must
consult with the affected governor and the U.S. Attorney General within
90 days, but it leaves somewhat unclear the period of time within which
the Secretary must register his judgment of the submitted plan.

INTERIOR DEPT.
T S ]976

LEG1ZLATIVE CGULSEL



Section 4.

You may want to consider allowing the governor and the tribes an
opportunity to mutually agree to a postponement beyond the one
year as well as the tribe and the Secretary. This would provide
another means for the tribe to delay retrocession in the event
that the tribe and the Secretary disagreed on a retrocession date.

Section 7 A '

I recommend that the word@ "non-Indians" be changed to read "non-
members,”" if it determined by the DOI that this legislative proposal
should not address the issue of political rights of non-members.
Omissions

Would be prudent to include some provision that the Secretary

must issue regulations and guidelines for the implementation of

the Act. This may cure the vagueness problem.

Political rights of non-members issue

Avoidance of this issue merely continues the state of confusion within
Indian country as to the respective political rights of members and
non-members and the extent of the governmental authority of tribal,
state, and federal gcvernments. It is unfair and unreasonable for the
Federal Government to delay addressing this issue directly. The only
real question should be whether to address this issue in this piece

of legislation or whether to meet this issue in a soon-to-follow
separate proposed bill. A separate bill probably is the more prudent
course. Thus, it would be adviseable for the letter to Senator
Jackson to make reference to a prospective proposal from the
Administration.
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. april 2, 1976

MEMORANDUM TO THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

FROM : Deputy Solicitor o .
SUBJECT: Revision of $.2010

I have gone over the draft bill that was jointly prepared by
Interior and Justice and have the following comments.

Section 6 is unclear as to whether a state court or agency con-
tinues to have jurisdiction over pending proceedings or whether

such proceedings are transferred to the tribal authority and e
thereafter ~ontinue to be adjudicated by the tribal authority. G FORONS
The proposed letter states that the state court or agency would .7 N

retain such jurisdiction. I recommend that Section 6(a) be
changed to specifically state this result.

R e
/ S

copy: Reid Chambers
- INTERIGR DzP7,
.~ HArRu-1975

| LEGISTA7
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THE WHITE HCUSE

WASHINGTON

April 19, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: HOWARD BORGSTROM A
TRWE
. Té—\"\\.}\')b
FROM: BOBBIE GREENE KILBERG

Attached is a copy of the Justice Department's letter on S. 2870
which I have marked up. I feel very strongly that the material
which I have excised should be elimminated in the cleared letter.

I do not think the excised language is necessary and believe it
puts Justice in the position of making moral and policy judgments
which are troublesome and which are not the responsibility of
the litigator.

I did talk to Peter Taft about my concerns and he disagrees.

I would urge you to talk directly with him. On your specific
question about references to two of the seven historical Sioux
Tribes (page 4), Peter Taft will wait to hear directly from you.
I pointed out to him that the Interior letter refers to eight
Sioux Tribes, but it is not clear to me whether the reference
is or is not in the same context. As to your interest in having
a further description of the other litigation before the Indian
Claims Commission, I think Peter bekieves the description

on page 4 is sufficient, but again you should speak directly with
him.
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able Henry M. Jackson
n, Committee on Interior and
ar Affairs
United States Scnate .
n, D. C, 20510
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Dear Mr. Chairman:

You have requested the views of the Department of
Justice on S. 2780, 94th Cong., lst sess., a bill '"To
amend the Indian Claims Commission Act of August 13, 1946."
The bill would eliminate the application of the defense of
res judicata to permit certain Sioux Tribes to again liti-
gate a claim respecting the transfer of the Black Hills of
South Dakota to the United States in 1877.

The bill implies that the Sioux claim for a Fifth
Amendment taking of the Black Hills has not been decided
"on the merits.! This is in error. The bar of res
judicate is inapplicable to claims which have not been
decided on the merits. United States v. Creek Natiom,
192 Ct. Cl. 425 (1970); Assiniboine Tribe v. United States,
128 Ct. Cl. 617 (1954), cert. den., 348 U.S. 883; and Black-
feet and Gros Ventre Tribes v. United States, 127 Ct. Cl.
-807 (1954), cert. den., 348 U.S. 835. .With respect to the
transfer of the Black Hills to the United States, the Court
of Claims decided on the merits in 1942 that no Fifth Amend-
ment taking action against the United States would lie.
Sioux Tribe v. United States, 97 Ct. Cl. 613 (1942), cert.
den., 318 U.S. 789. The court's examination into the

- —— T




applicable
clusion
cgation and
considere
litigatio
fct, the d rmi
davy 1n court on the Fifth KmvﬂuwmrL Calkixy
1642 case and thereby refusad to Lel*tﬁgx LIS
United States v. Sioux Nationm (Ct, Cl., A ‘ %ﬁ
16-74, June 25, 1975), not yet reported, :}
Becember 8, 1975, 2 %
\‘\ /

Congress enacted the Indian Clzims Commission Act
to provide all the tribes am opportunity to have their
day in court om any past wrongs that thoy might elect to
file against the United States and which had not been
previously disposed of on the merits. Act of August 13,
1946, 60 Stat. 1049, 25 U,S.C. sec. 70. The resulting
monetary awards have been beneficial to the tribes and
with the act being a general statute embracing all tribal
claims it has relieved Congress from the piece-meal, case-
by-case method of considering such claims as had been the
procedure before enactment of the general act.
_ Bu* there was a much more important benefit, part1c~
ularly to the Indian people, underlying the statute's
enactment. This was the express provision in the act
prohibiting the submission of any more claims based omn
ancient wrongs. Sece section 70k:

" The Commissicn shall receive claims for a
period of five years after August 13, 1946, and
no claim existing before such date but not
presented within such period may thereafter be
submitted to any court or administrative agency
for consideration, nor will such claim there-
after be entertained by the Congress.
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~alleged wrongs covering multitudinous incidents

¥

Ve see no more merit in this amendm
benefiting the Siocux than similar amendm
benefit Lng the other tribes. 1In any comr
party plaintiffs, unsatisfied with a judgm R
selert excerpts frOW the record and develop ar

xplaining why they should have been awarded more
is .particularly true in the case of Indian claims
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as long as 200 years. The actual facts are frequentl

Vo
obscured and their construction often difficult from the

limited records availlable. However, once a court has
engaged in this task, its difficulty is not an excuse for

‘abandoning the acceated doctrine of res judicata, especizlly
£
1

after review and affirmance of the doctrine by the Ccurt o
Claims whose attitude is properly sclicitous of the India
interést.

It may be claimed that without this proposed addi-
tional redress the Sioux will be peculiarly uncompensated.
We disagree. The Sioux have not been left without com-
pensation. They have pending in the Indian Claims Com-
mission at the present time a judgment in their favor of
$17.55 million. Thig 1§ ons of ths lassoc.awards-that gn

Indian—ribe-has resadved, FL The DITIwere passed, the
witdimate fotal Sudeesrs (;ét;gv SO —we TS DUK—L—CF%
w@-d.l& e b aott—titrece—fotd—the rarges: f—ttasher
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1ﬁéﬁuﬁ=f§é=§=nf&b In addition, this same group of Sioux
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od States, Sioux Tribe v.
Mo. 74, before the Indian Claims
that thie latter case will re:
d in faver of the Sioux €
1

has another lavge sulit that 1s
i

awar
alre: dy rececived, IHMoreover, a

accounting cases pending bQLO 2 T : amis
which no doubt will end in additiomel judgments in their
favor. See Sioux Tribe v. United States, Docket No. 115; \
Sioux Tribe v. United States, Docket No. 116; Sioux Tribe E
v. United States, Docket No, 117; Sioux Tribe v. Unikted
States, Docket No. 118; and Sioux Tribe v, United States,
Docket No. 119, before the Indian Claims Commission.

It should also be pointed cut that While these Sicgux

“are entitled the "Sioux Nation of Indians" they constitute

the descendants of essentially onlyjﬁg:)of the seven his-
torical Sioux Tribes which made up thé& Sioux Nation as a
whole. The descendants of the other somewhat smaller five
tribes have also received, or are receiving, various sizable

awards for the claims they have fLLEd s t :
“odgments of-othex Todian trites—ftt—fs—euwr—epinion—titat

)
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thae-Sieuwsw-have farped ond are Fﬂ-*LO =etetivety WCLLl witrrout—
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3 - 2 Y For ek e i 1 2
Tile SpelCldl DClIETTC u.uun.g.my;.a‘:\_\_. u;v— tire—trstemt—ttrti
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Since, as noted above, there is no unique or com-
pelling reason for Congress to grant these Sicux special
benefits, if it does so, Congress will be faced with all
the other Indian claims which have been subject tc the
res judicata bar. Here again proponents of this bill will

"minimize the number of the latter and their relative merit.

We do not. Many such claims have been expressly barred by
Indian Claims Commission decisions and many others would
have been barred had they been filed before the Commission.
To invite all of these clalms to be again laid at the door
of Congress would, in our opinion, be most unwise.




0f course, Congress couid relic £ of con-
sideration of ecach cof ithesoe additiconal 8 indivigqualie
by merely amending the bill and making nlicanie o
ros judicata cases generally. We think L a solution
would be egually bad, Given the very ral judicial
climate assigned to Indian claims cases, we would estimate
ddi

tional Indian claims (these now barred
1 i

judicata) might well require ag much more litigation as
those completed under the Indian Claims Commission Act
amounting already to almost 30 years of concentrated
effort.

Z-Qans;ass—aﬁd-tbo Fvnduﬁlve Branch have besn very
bcucLULb towards tie LnuLans‘Ir~feeEﬁt-ye&}sv——ke—sEfeﬁqi

faveor—tire—Torntittuance— oL Thiispoticy and the exertiomof

J‘ | N YRR A S S “« ¢
every feasible means—e DAL a-sonch thaiy 1]l timatas
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destdmry,—BUT 1t 1is much better that the assistance granted
he by direet—eppropriztiorand by tookingtowards coe-

Indiemspresentanc future Tieeds racher than by Keeping
divigivedTsSToOTteIt Ve SImner g oy stti—fureher—reliti -
=4 sRete renss. /Litigation of the ancient wrongs

was appropriate in itsTtime and was altogether proper in
giving the Indians their day in court. But that work is
now belnO as fully completed under the Indian Claims Com-
mission Act as it is feasible to do so and it would be
counterprodictive to reopen these claims to yet another
round of lawsu1ts.

#Ehe—zﬂ&iféeﬂa%~cmgt to the Government, if the hili-
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United States Department of th

OFFICE OF THL SECRUTARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20210

Dear Mr., Cheirman:

13
This responds to your request for cur views on S, 2780, & b1ll
"To amend the Indian CLulmS Cozmissicn Let of August 13, 1946,
and for other purpcses.” ’

We recommend that the bill not be enacted.

S. 2780 would emenéd section 2 (25 U.

; f the Indian Cleims
Commission Act of 1946 (&0 Stat. 104

. of
25 U.S.C. 70). Ome of the
des that

n.‘fO\OO’)

provisions of sectlon 2 presently pr vi s that ia all claims
under the Act against the United States heard and determined by
the Cormission, all defenses shzll be available to the United
States exceprt those of the statute of limitgtions and laches.

i

S. 2780 would amend that provicicn of section 2 by authorizing
the Court of Clair :, notwithstanding the defense of res judicata
to decide on the merits whether the Act of Februery &, 1977 (19

¥ Stat. 254) effected a taking of the Black Hills vorticn of the
Great Sioux Reservation in violation of t;e Fifth Arendment of the
U.S. Crnstitution, and to enter judsre c ngly, in the case
of Unit=d States v. Sioux Hztion of Iridians, Avpeal {o. 16-Tk.

The Black Eills case Las been under c0351der aticn in the courts
since 1623. The Irdien plaintiffs are: elgn Sioux groups in th

States of North and South Dakota, honuana and Nebraska, and in-
clude approxirmately 60,000 persons.

In a February 15, 1974 opinicn (Sioux Mation of Indians v. United
States, Docket No. 74-B, 33 Ird. Cl. Comm. 151) the Indian Claims
\%Comnlssion determired that under the Act of February 28, 1677,
‘the United States had taken over 7 million acres of Sioux land in
violation of the Fifth Arendment of the U.S. Constitution. The
Cormission awerded the Sioux pleintiffs darmages for both the value
of the land et the time of the taking and the value of the minerals
thereunder removed trior to the time of the taking, including
interest on both. e




1877 takinz did not wviclate the Fifth fmendrr
would carry no interes

sic
deal with whether the 1877 Act inveolved a takin
the United States. Rather, the Court dealt
wvhether & 1942 Court of Clairs decisicn had de
issue therety precluding (under the res judicata doc
ation of the issue again. The 1975 Court of Claims ma
that the 1942 Court of Clairs decision had previously determined
that the 1877 Act did not involve e Fifth ifmendment taking by the
United States. Therefore, the Court reversed the February 15, 197k
majority decision of the Indian Claims Comrission.

On December 8, 1975, the United S h
Petition for Certiorari (No. 75-k

Claims decision.

tates Supreme Court denied the
56) eppealing the 1975 Court of
In its 1975 decision, the Court of Claims described the-actions
of the United States in the events leading to the 1877 fAct as
"[A) more ripe and rank case of dishonorable dealings will never,
in all probebility, te found in our history...." (at 6) These
actions and events have been described at length, toth before
the courts and before the Consress, and we agree that they were
a tragic chapter in our kistory, ceusing great suifering to the
Sioux. However, despite what the merits of this case may be, we
cannot support enactment of S. 278G,

The Court of Claims noted in its 1975 decision that when Congress
waived certain defenses of the United States in enacting the
Indian.Claims Cormission Act, it did not include res judicata
anong the waived defenses. We would point out that because of
this, many tribes or groups whose claims had been ajudicated prior
to 1946 may not have filed their claims with the Indian Claims
Cormission. Further, it would follow that if there are tribes or
groups which had filed previously ajudicated claims with the Com-
mission those suits would probably have been dismissed on the
ground of res judicata. In our judgrment, enactment of S. 2780



would create an inecuitable result with regard o all these tribves

or groups. Ve see no reason to change the law to so unicuely

tenefit one group when ciler grours, wno may rave also sulfered

wrongs, are or nave been precluded from such form of relief,

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no ;\

objection to the presentation of this recert from the standooint &)

of the Administration's program. iy
3 3:-7/

Sincerely yours, ‘ -

.
b

Commissioner of Tndian Affeirs

Honorable Henry M. Jackscn
Cheirman, Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs
United States Senate
Vashington, D.C. 20510

oy
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“Mr. Avovrezi introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referved

to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affalrs
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To amend the Indian Claims Comuission Act of August 13,

1946, and lor other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Scrale and House of Represcnta-
tives of the Uniled Stales of Admerica in Congress assembled,
That scction 2 of the Indian Claims Commission Act of
August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1049; 25 U.S.C. T0a), as
amended, is hereby further amended by ehanging the period
at the end of the second paragraph to a (f(;l(n), and by adding
the following language: “Procided, That, notwithstanding
ihe defense of res udienta, the Court of Claims is aunthorized
in United States against Sionx Natiou of Indians, Appeal

1L
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Numbered 16-74, to decide on ithe yerits whether the et
of ]“L‘M‘u;u'd\' 28, 1377 (19 siat, 254), offected 2 taking of
the Dlack Iills portion of the Greal Sloux Reservation in

violation of the fifth wwendment, and to enter judement

accordingly.”.
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(J 506 K" and visiing professor at Stanford Univer-
sity (1964). She tuught in the Oakland, Calif,, public
schoals .fzom 1938 to 1942,

Dr. Ray was born on September 3, 1914, in T'xcom'l
Wash. bhc received her BAC (1937) and MAL (19 '38)
degrees from Mills College and her Ph.D. from Stanford
University In 19 45.

She has served onmany scientific boards and commis-
sions, ncluding the Washington State Occanography
Commission and Oceanographic Insutute, the Planc-
tary Sciences Corporation, Inc., the Committcc on
Public Understanding of the Sciences, the Cominittee of
Carresponding Consultants {for the World Report on the
Ln\vzronmem, the Puget Sound Occanographic Study
Commitiee, and the President’s Task Force on
QOceanography.

Dr. Ray has published numerous articles and scientific
papers on marine biology and holds many honors in this
ficld. She received the William Clapp Award in Marine
Biology (1959}, was a foreign member of the Danish
Royal Society for Natural. History (15
named Maritime Man of the Year in 1966.

o

Federal Fire Prevention and
Control Act of 1974

Statement by the President Upon Signing the Bill
Into Law. October 23, '974

.

1 am today signing into law S. 1769, the Federal Fire
Prevention and Control Act of 1974.

Yhile firc prevention and control is and will remain a
State and local responsibiiizy, T believe the Federal Gov-
ernment can make useful contributions. I endorse the

“intention of ihis act to supplement rather than supplant
existing State and local-government activities.

The program cstablished by this act, which will be
implemented by an agency within the Department of
Commerce, will contribute to our knowledge of fire and
our ability to prevent it.

Federal assistance for rescarch and development on
fire problems will he consolidated and expanded to pro-
vide the scientific and technological base for the develop-
ment of materials, equipient, and systems to reduce the
number and severity of fires.

The Fire Academy system will supplement existing
cducation and training for firc prevention personnel across
the Nation.

The research and du(lopm(‘nt program will be clmdv
tied to the education and training prograin, thereby insur-
ing that research and dev Ll()pmcnl results are disseminated
quickly to communities.

PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS:

C3), and was-

GERALD R. FORD, 1974

The data base of the National Fire Data Center will
assist States and commuutics in selting priorities and in
identilying posible solutions to prablems, T will menitor
the progress of the Nation in reducing five losses.,

The bill eontains a provision that requires the Secretary
of Teulth, Educnton, and Wellare to establish 25 burn
treatment centers, 90 burn programs, and 23 centers (or
expandded rescarch en burns. Since these centers would
duplicate the burn rescareh carried on through the tranmz
programy of the National Tostituic of Gcncra! Medical
Sciences and would add $3 miltion to the 'Y 75 budget, I
will not scek appropriations to implement this particular
provision of the bill,

NOTE: A cnacted, the bill (S. 1769) is Public Law 93-498, :lp;
proved October 29, 1974,

Indian Claims Commission
Appropriations Bill

Statement by the President on Signing a Bill Providin g
Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1975. ctober 29, 1974

I have signed S. 3007, an act to authorize appropri-
ations for the Indian Claims Commission for 1975.

It is a particular pleasure for me ta be able to si
this bill because there arc not many opportunities in 1
to take clear and decisive action designed to right a pa.st

wrong.

Thc background is this:

In 1877, the United States Government took over lands
from the Sioux Indians in the Black Hills of South Dakota.
At the same time, to prevent widespread starvation of
these Indians deprived of their hunting grounds, the
Government supplied them with foed and other provisions
for a number of years.

Earlicr this year, the Indian Claims Commisston ruled
that the United States took the Black Hills lands illegally
in violation of the fifth amendinent. The 1877 value of
the land and gold was estimated at $1/.5 million which,
together with interest from that point, boosts the value
today to nearly $103 miliion.

However, the Indian Claims Commission Act of 1946
contains a provision requiring that the Government-
supplicd {ood and other provisions, valued at approxi-
mately 8§57 million, be used to oflset the Indians’ claims
'1q‘unst the Government. If this offsctting provision stayed
in cfect, it would totally wipe out the $17.5 million orig-
inal evaluation and leave the Sioux Indians with nothing.

The basic legal question of whether or not the Sioux
have a legitimate claim against the United States over
the Black Hills land is_stll being ldgated in the courts.
However, in pussing this act Congress has determined—
and I agree—that il such a claim is held to be valid, it

sign
ife
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Awentld be unfair and unjust to try to avoid paving it by
Cdeduetivg the cost of previously supplied food and
" provisicons.

Althiough we cannot undo the injustices from our his-
tory, we can insure that the actions we take today arc
just and {air and designed to heal such wounds Jrom the
past.

rore: As cnncted, the bill (S 3007) is Public Law 93-4%t, ap-
proved Qcteber 27, 16974

Bill Concernin
Interest Rates

ng the Regulation of

Statement by the President Upon Signing §. 3838 Into
Law, While Expressing Reservations About Certain of
Its Provisions. October 29, 1974

I am signing into law today S. 3838, “To authorize
the regulation of intcrest rates payable on cbligations
issued by affiliates of certain depository institutions, and
for other purposes”. :

Titles 11 and IIT of the bill would remove burdensome
incquities by authorizing exemptions from state usury
laws of large business and agriceltural loans and of large
borrowings of bank holding companies and bank dcpoms.
Such usury laws as this bill addresses are well-meaning
but futile attempts to keep interest rates at “reasonable”
levels. In fact, their net cffect is that the same borrowers
who are supposedly protected froin “unreasonable” inter-
est rates are, instcad, unable to obtain funds at the levels
setbylaw, .

S. 3838 scems to me a clearly second-best remedy to
this problem, and the States which have these usury laws
may wish to reconsider their applicability under today’s
conditions.

On the other hand, I am dceply concerned about Title
I of the bill which enahles the Federal financial regula-
tory agencics to place interest rate ceilings on securitics
issued by holding companics which at present are not
subject to such regulations. T believe this provision goes
in the same direction as the state usury laws from which
the other titles of this bill authorize exemptions. T hope
that the regulatory agencies will not see fit to cxercise the
discretionary authority granted by this provision.

The Adininistration has introduced a bill, the Financial
Institutions Act (S. 230!}, containing a sct of reforms
that would gradually free the credit market from harm-
ful regulations of the sort imposed by Title T of S. 3838.
I strongly urge the Congress to pass S. 2591.

NOTE: As cnacted, the bill (5.3838) is Public Law 93-501, ap-
proved October 29, 1974,

. . . anu.m_e 10—Humber 44

_days cither by correcting thc custemner’s
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Star ot by thie President on Stoning IR, 11297 ¢

y Wihile IExpressing Beservations dbowt One of
Its Provisivns,  Qciober 28, 1974

I have signed BLRO 11221 which provides g
New consumer pt otection in the area of credic
finance.

This legisiation basic 1-'(‘({(-1"*’ N
ance lum(\ for deposits and savings accounts in i
banks, savings .md loan associations and credit ur:
from 8201 "U te S40,000. This increase wili helr oo
financial institutions to attract larger deposits, Iz
also cncourage savers to build up fvnd for retivement
other purposes In nstitutiens with which they are
miliar and which arc insured by Federal agencies ¢
have carned their confidence over the years.

H.R. 1122] also contains fair credit billing provisi
which will protect cousumers against the repeated
correct biliings of computers that sometimes fail
respond to consumer’s inquiries. Now creditors must . -
knowledge customer inquiries within 30 davs. Mo:--
over, the creditor must resolve any dispute within

woukl double the

~a
c
ons

bilf or exp
ing why the original bill is correct. Until these requl:-
menis have bycn met, therc can be no dunning letier
sent or other action taken to collect amounts in dispute.

Another C\Lremch important provisien in this lo--
islation probibits discrimination on the basis of scs
marital status in the granting or denying of credit, Wil
there has been a voluntary improvement in credit pro-
cedures in recent years, wornien are still too often trea
as second-class citizens in the credit world. This Jezish
tion officially recognizes the basic principle that women
should have access to credit on the same terms as men.

This bill should also have a bencficial impact on t}:-
availability of mortgage credit, since it returns to in:d
tutions insured by the Federal Savings and Loan Insur
ancc Corporation well over a billion dollars in insurane:
premiums not now required by the corporation.

One provision of H.R. 11221 is particularly unfor-
tunate, however, in tiat it will severely undermine ti
present method of gathering legitimate views of other -
ecutive branch agencics and identifving potential cen-
flicts with other existing legislation in this field. Thm
could seriously hamper efforts to achieve a coherent .\
ministration 1\ Jisiative program. Therefore, T am n\k::z;
the Congress to amend the law by deleting section 1i1.
This would pres ~ve the exceutive branch’s ability to de-
velop a coordinated and coherent legislative progran.

This bill includes @ munber of provisions which coulli
more appropriately be considered in the framework of o




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 1, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM MITCHELL

N
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<

L
FROM: BOBBIE GREENE KILBERG 7

Ted Marrs has informed me that the Scheduling Office has
tentatively accepted a proposal for the President to meet with
150 tribal leaders, possible on a date as early as July 12. It
would be very useful if we could announce our support for the
bill dealing with Public Law 280 on that date.

cc: Paul O'Neill
Ted Marrs_-~
Howard Borgstrom
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SUITE 700, 1430 K STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 {202} 347-9520

June 21, 1976

Doris M. Meissner

PRESIDENT Chairwoman
Mel Tonasket Task Force on Indian Matters
Colville

U. S. Department of sJustice

FIRST VICE-PRESIDENT Washington, D. C. 20530

Veronica Murdock

Mohave RE: Legislation Regarding P. L. 280,

TREASURER : AT RS

Ray Goettin Tribal Jurisdiction and Law P
1 . .

Caddo ° Enforcement on Indian Reservations

RECORDING SECRETARY ¢

Ramona Bennett Dear Ms. Meissner,
Puyallup
EXECUT{VE DIRECTOR

Charles Trimble
Oglala Sioux
AREA VICE PRESIDENTS

ABERDEEN AREA

Joe Chase
Mandan

ALASKA AREA

Thank you for providing our office with a copy
of your Task Force Memorandum of May 24, 1976, concerning
the "Indian Jurisdiction Act," the Justice Department's
legislative proposal now beéing reviewed by the Office of
Management and Budget. Your courtesy in extending an in-
vitation to review and comment on this proposal is appre-
ciated.

The National Congress of American Indians adrees

crdon Jazkoon

Tlinget
ANADARKO AREA
Juanita Ahtone

with the statement of philosophy contained in the Task Force
Memorandum, page 1, and with the general intent of the pro-
posed legislation. We would welcome the opportunity to re-

Kiowa view this proposal in its final form, following examination
BILLINGS AREA by the Office of Management and Budget.
Ray Spang

Northern Cheyenne
GALLUP AREA
Victor Sarracino
Laguna
MINNEAPOLIS AREA

Stanley Webster
Oneida

MUSKOGEE AREA
Katharine Whitehorn
Osage

PHOENIX AREA

Irene Cuch
Ute

PORTLAND AREA
Roger Jim

Yakima
SACRAMENTO AREA
Rachel Nabahe
Shoshone/Paiute
SOUTHEAST AREA
Jonathan Ed Taylor
Cherokee

You will find the specific views of the National
Congress of American Indians, as well as those of Tribes and
other Indian organizations, in the language of S. 2010, and
aptly set down in the record of testimony on the "Indian Law
Enforcement Improvement Act" heard before the Senate Indian
Affairs Subcommittee, December 3 & 4, 1975.

Mel Tonasket
President

/

cc: Senator James Abourezk, Chmn., Sen. Indian Affairs Subcommittee
Senator Henry M. Jackson, Chmn., Sen. Int. & Ins. Affairs Comm.

Commissioner Morris Thompson, Bureau of Indian Affairs

Wendell Chino, President, National Tribal Chairmen's Association

P, S. Deloria, -Director, American Indian Law Center
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.

The Honorable Richard Kneip M/KFORG
Governor A o,
tate of South Dakota I e
State Capitol Building = ;ﬁ
o i

Pierre, South Dakota 57501 > \\\~__,//
RE: Organized Opposition in South Dakota

to the Political, Social and Human
Rights of Indian Nations and Peoples

Dear Governor Kneip,

The National Congress of American Indians, the oldest
and largest national Indian organization, has a constituency of
Indian nations, tribes and peoples whose objective is to ccnsoli-
date individual tribal efforts into an organized voice which can
speak to effectuation and implementation of legislative and admin-
istrative procedures in compliance with treaties and the basic
tenets of the trust responsibility.

As you are undoubtedly aware, there exists a situation
of great magnitude within South Dakota concerning certain citizens
of your State who are engaged in deliberate and aggressive attempts
to violate Indian political, social and human rights. These funda-
mental rights are guaranteed to Indian governments and Indian peo-
ples by treaties, which are upheld by the United States Constitu-
tion, by statute and by the first element of the trust responsibil-
ity, which extends to the preservation, protection and enhancement
of Indian tribal scvereignty.

The membership of the National Congress of American
Indians has addressed their concerns regarding the radical element
of South Dakota citizenry which is militating against Indian peoples
whose borders touch those of your State. The attached resolutions
are expressions of those concerns.

We respectfully request that you and your staff carefully
review and respond to the attached resolutions so that the official
position of the State of South Dakota might be stated clearly for

the understanding of all concerned. Your immediate attention to this

matter will do much to relieve our deep concern that such activities
could be condoned or sanctioned, even in their most subtle form, by
the majority of South Dakota citizens or by your Administration.

Sincerely,

/%/é Gt /é;@

Mel Tonasket
NCAI President



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 21, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: FOSTER CHANOCK

FROM: o -BOBBIE KILBERG

Attached at Tab A is a set of talking points on the issue of civil
and criminal jurisdiction on Indian reservations which has been
concurred in by.Interior, Justice and OMB. Attached at Tab B
is the relevant part of the President's statement to the Indian
leaders, and attached at Tab C is the lead-in paragraph to the
AP wire story which appeared in a Spokane, Washington news~
paper and most probably in other papers throughout the West.

There are two additional points that you should be aware of
that do not appear in the talking points:

- (1) The present legal status of non-Indians residing within
- reservation boundaries is uncertain and confused. The igsues
involved are very complex and there are a number of cases
presently in litigation that deal with different aspects of non-
~ Indian status. The Administration draft bill does not attempt
" to legislatively alter any aspect of that status and the Adminig~
" tration position to date has been to leave the dispute to the
courts. Many Anglo residents of Indian reservations want the
Administration to legislatively attempt to solve non-Indian

jurisdictional problems. : o
3 P _ _ \ /F P(}(\\
_ {2) The draft Administration bill only applies to Statea (= ' E",
* that have exercised jurisdiction under P. L. 280 and similar U
~ statutes. North Dakota asserted State jurisdiction over the e

Devil's Lake Reservation by a statute prior to P. L. 280;

Montana asserted jurisdiction for criminal matters over the

Flathead Reservation under the provisions of P. L. 280. Wyoming,
- Colorado and South Dakota have not asserted State jurisdiction.



However, the AP news wire story will create concern in
all Western states, regardless of their P. L.. 280 status, because
the story implies that any tribe in any State could assume all
criminal and civil jurisdiction over Indians and non-Indians residing
on its reservations.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT
TO» THE
AMERICAN INDIAN LEADERS

THE EAST ROOM

3:15 P.M, EDT

Let me welcome each and every
one of you to the White House this afternoon. I am
extremely happy to have the opportunity to meet with you
individually as well as collectively and I am very proud
to have the distinguished leaders and the elected
representatives of America's Indian tribes here in the
East Room of the White House,

I looked over your schedule and I hope from the
distinguished speakers that spoke with you that you have
had an informative briefing session, not only with
Secretary Kleppe; but the others -~ those who were
responsible for some of the Government Indian programs.

L, I think it is vitally important that you tell us what

. your problems are, what your needs are and then we can
be fully informed as to the right policies and the
right programs.

: AL

. Let me take just a few minutes to talk with o <
you on a personal basis, to let you know of my [+ o
personal concern and for the needs of Indians and v o
native Americans. The Federal Government has a very N

unique relationship with you and your people. It is

a relatfonship of a legal trust and a high moral
responsibility. That relationship is rooted deep in
history, but it is fed today by our concern that the
Indian people should enjoy the same opportunities as
other Americans, while maintaining the culture and the
traditions that you rightly prize as your heritage.

That heritage is an important part of the
American culture that we are celebrating in this great
country in our Bicentennial year. Your contribution has.
been both material and spiritual. Your ancestors intro-
duced gettlers not only to new foods and new plants,
but to Indian ways of life and Indian values which they
absorbed.

MCORE
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Page 2

e This-is-a-year—for all-of us to-rea lize what. a .-

great debt we individually and colletively owe to the
American Indians. Today, you are concerned about

such serious problems as poverty, unemployment, crime,
pcor health and unsuitable housing on Indian reservations.
I share your concern. I am hopeful about the future

and about what we can achieve by continuing to work
together.

The 1970s have brought a new era in Indian affairs._

In the last century, Federal policy has vacillated between
paternalism and the threat of terminating Federal responsi-
bility. I am opposed to both extremes. I believe in
maintaining a stable policy so that Indians and Indian
leaders can plan and work confidently for the future.

We can build on that foundation to improve the
opportunities available to American Indians, and at the same
time, make it possible for you to live as you choose
within your tribal structure and in brotherhood with
~your fellow citizens.

We have already begun to build. My Administration
is supporting the concept of allowing Indian tribes to
determine whether they and their members, in addition to
being under tribal jurisdiction, should be under State
or Federal civil and criminal jurisdiction.

I have directed the Departments of Justice
.and Interior to draft legislation which would accomplish
this goal efficiently, effectively and within adequate
- guidelines. They have solicited the views of the
Indian community in preparing their recommendations
which I will soon send to the Congress.

I am committed to furthering the self-
determination of Indian communities but without terminating
_the special relationship between the Federal Government
and the Indian people. I am strongly opposed to termination.
Self-determination means that you can decide the nature
of your tribe's relationship with the Federal Government
"within the framework of the Self-Determination Act, which
I signed in January of 1975,

Indian tribes, if they desire, now have the
opportunity to administer Federal programs for themselves.
We can then work together as partners.

On your part, this requires initiative and
responsibility as you define your tribal goals and
determine how you want to use the Federal resources.

On the Federal Government's part, self-deteriination

for Indian tribes requires that Federal programs must be
flexible enough to deal with the different needs and desires
of individual tribes.

MORE



Page 3

In the past, our flexibility has been limited
by the lack of effective coordination among departments
and agencies offering a wide variety of programs and
services to the Indian people. Programs serving both
reservation and non-reservation Indians are spread
across half a dozen different Cabinet Departments
involving agencies ranging from the Economic Develop-
ment Administration to the Federal Aviation Administration.

MORE
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Page 4

As many of you ‘know, this is Ted Marrs' last
day on the White House staff, Ted's service as White
House Liaison for Indian Affairs has been invaluable to me
as President and to the Cabinet officers and I am confident,
to the Indian community.

.l With his departuﬁe, I will announce slhocrtly

he name of a person who will assume Ted Marrs' duties
in the O0ffice of Public Liaison in the area of Indian
Affairs, This appointee will be an individual with respon-
sibility to work with the Cabinet officers, with the

Office of Management and Budget, with the Domestic
Council and with my Legal Office to encourage the improved
coordination of the various Federal agencies and programs
that currently serve the Indian population.

As an additional step in this direction, I am
also sending a memorandum to the heads of all Cabinet
departments with Indian responsibilities, directing them
to give priority attention to the coordination of Indian
programs. These two actions will help to insure that one
and one half billion dollars spent annually on Indian
programs and services will be spent efficiently, with
_cooperation and without duplication.

' An important task we can help you with is the
challenge of economic development of your lands., I
congratulate you on the initiative that you have shown. I
pledge encouragement. I pledge help in your efforts
" to create long-term economic development.

Many Indian reservations contain valuable % ;
natural resources. There must be the proper treatment Gf v,/

these resources with respect for nature, which is a S

traditional Indian value. My Attorney General has estab-
lished an Indian resources section whose sole responsibility
is lltlgatlon on behalf of Indian tribes to protect your

" natural resources and your jurisdictional rights.

Indian leaders and the Indian people have
gained an increasing skill in managing these resources so
they benefit your tribes and our nation as a whole, I
wholeheartedly and unequivocally pledge our cooperation in
working with you to improve the quality of Indian life
by providing soundly managed programs and a stable policy.

- We can make the rest of the 1970s decisive years
in the lives of the Indian people. Together we can write
a new chapter in the history of this land that we all serve
and this land that we all share.
I thank you very much,

END (AT 3:25 P.M, EDT)



~independently make a request to the Secretary of the Interior

. m-indian,ltatus. - FO& o~

(1) In his statement to American Indian leaders on July 16,
the President indicated he would introduce legislation to allow
those Indian tribes, which have been subject to State civil and
criminal jurisdiction under provisions of Public ng 83-280 ‘and

similar statutes, to decide whether they wish to continue under

‘State jurisdiction or return to Federal jurisdictional status,

subject to adequate standards established by the Secretary of

- the Interior. Under this retrocession legislation, a tribe could

.

for retroces;ion of jurisdiction. However, in the process of

considering retrocession, the Secretary of the Interior would

be required to consult with the U.S. Attorney General and with

the governors of the a.pprbpriate States. The draft Admixiis-

tration bill requires more comprehensive standards for
retrocession than the Jackson bill, S. 2010.

(2) This bill would only apply to those tribes over which

‘States have exercised jurisdiction under Public Law 280 and

- stmilar statutes. B . | .

{3) The draft Administration bill does nof alter the preaent

. legal status of non-Indians residing within rerservation bdunda;ies.

In contrast, the Jackson bill does provide for an alteration in



(4) The Administration has made a substantial effort to
consult with the governors of 35 states in order to elicit their

views on the draft legislation.

&



Spokesman Renew, Spokane, Washmgton, Sai:urda.y, July 17, 1976

"Ford Backs Tribal Jurisdiction R1ghts" Washmgton--.AP

President Ford told Ind:.an leaders Friday he soon will
seek a new law t.hat could gzve tribal governments criminal

a.nd cnnl Juriads.ction over people living onlIn Inchan reaervatmn:.
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I. The Act of August 15, 1953, Public Law 83-280, granted five

States jurisdiction over Indian country. Section 6 of P.L. 280
permitted other States to amend their constitutions in order to

assume such Jjurisdiction, and section 7 permitted States without

a constitutional impediment to assute such jurisdiction through
legislation. The States could act unilaterally without consulta- .
tion with tribes. /gﬁf?iﬁ

\\
: ; N

Original P.L. 280 States - = )
kY ‘\f \:'Q/ /

California; Minnesota; Nebraska; Oregon: Wisconsin -

Later P.L, 280 States

Alaska; Florida; Idaho; Montana (only on one reservation and
concurrent with tribe); Nevada; Washington

Other Statutes (prior to 1954)

North Dakota (1946); Iowa (1948); Kansas (l9h0), and New York
(1948 and 1950).

II. Administration draft bill:

Any tribe subject to State civil and criminal jurisdiction

 pursuant to statutes listed in bill may adopt a resolution request-

ing that the tribe and U.S. acquire any or all of the jurisdiction
‘acquired by the State. Only jurisdiction tribe could acquire was
“that it had prior to P.L. 280.

* Tribe will forward resolution and plan of implementation to
Secretary. Secretary has 90 days to accept or reject it, and to
consult with affected governor and the U.S. Attorney General.

Secretary will approve the tribal resolution unless: (1)
- tribal plan contains inadequate law and order code; (2) no adequate
means to resolve civil disputes; (3) tribe lacks capacity to implement
an; (4) jurisdiction impracticable - small or scattered membership;
5) proposed allocation of Jurisdiction among tribe, U.S., and
State 1mpract1b1e.



If Secretary approves, retrocession within one year, or later

by mutual extension.

Secretary will assist tribe with preparing

" acceptable implementation plan and achieving capability to implement
it if tribe's plan disapproved, although tribe has prlmary responsi-

bility for such.

Draft bill doeq&address question of trlbal Jurisdiction over

non-Indians

IITI. Major Issues

Statutes affected

by legislation

Extent of
reacquisition

Guidelines for
Secretarial
. approval of
- tribal plan

Tybok

wrisdichon
OVEL ion-
1‘/\d‘a)‘]5

Administration Draft

only those conferring
civil and criminal’
Jurisdiction would
cease to apply

subject to Secretarial

-approval. One of five

criteria. Assures
aegainst fragmented
concurrent Jurisdiction.

5 criteria set out
above (II) address

the potential problems
trives could face in

‘implementation of plan.

Gives Secretary reason-
eble discretion to approve
or disapprove

Doe= not address
Hee osuc . Left
41_3 +‘{-3€ Caqf‘;,‘

§. 2010

lists statutes

not properly
inecludable in
legislation of

this type (tax
statutes, allot-
ment acts etc.)
Also cites "court
decisions" as retro-
cession basis -
confusing and could
lead to litigation

tribe can keep
changing its mind
on jurisdictional
arrangements among
tribe, State and
U.S. and could
result in fragmented
concurrent jurisdic-
tion. This arrange-
ment not subject

to Secretarial
discretion

2 criteria too
narrow and severely
limit Secretary's
discretion to approve
or disapprove. Does
not take into account
any potential problems
in implementation.

frovides Q:;(
bzt &(,Ln%dxchm

. over ron-Induzns



IV, State responses to draft legislation

- -

1. Issues o RS 3 -
Support ose ’ Not affected/No objection
Washington California South Dakota
Kansas . Alaska ' North Carolina
. Nevada

2.. Was on

a. What 1s' to be the status and powers of Indian 4ribal
governments and how does this relate to other govermmental
k(Sta.te and local) jurisdictions

. o ' 1. Need for Federal policy direction on appropriate -
: method of delivery of State-funded services - do State
and local agencies continue to administer or will funds
" be channeled through tribes

2. Federal policy on Sta.te-tribal relations, most -
notably in hunting and fishing and State taxing Jjuris-
diction on reservations

" . b. What is the_territdry over which tribal jurisdiction will
. _ be anthorized

1. "Checkerboard" pattern of Indian/non-Indian land
ownership on reservations

2. Incorporated Washington cities located wholly or
 partially within reservation boundaries (includes Tacoma)

3. Question of jurisdiction of reservations encompassing
na.jor State highways :

- e. Revision of term "Indlan country” to "established Tndian
“meservation” - would remove checkerboard situations from bill

d. Legislation must consider the rights of non-Indians and
the extent of their participation in tribal government.
Recommends revising section 7 to take non-Indians out of
tribal government Jurisdiction.




California

a. Cites compelling State interest in applying State civil
and criminal laws to Indian reservations, particularly
California environmental and safety-laws. Draft legislation
would not protect State interests as they are affected by

tribal activities.

b. Law enforcement - prior to P L. 280 States unable to
apply their laws to Indian reservatlons, tribes ill-equipped
to apply their laws, and U.S. failed to adopt and apply
Federal law. Enactment of this draft would lead to same “CORD™S
sbsence of any enforcement Jurisdiction on reservations. &

¢c. California tribes not adequately able to regulate their \
own reservations at this time. \

Alaska

a. Unique situation because of Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act: legislation could create legal and social confus1on,

~and undo settlement

1. 140 million acres of land to Natives specifically
not considered "Indian lands"

2. Thousands of Native alloﬁmenﬁ applications pending
all over the State. Allotments came from public domain,
net former reservations.

3. ANCSA intent to accomplish settlement without creating
any reservation system or lengthly trusteeship.

- b. Congress has never recognized tribal sovereignity in Alaska.
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kNote to Bobbie, Greene Kilberg: \\me‘

L L This responds to your request for a summary of my telephone conversation
of .Iul,y 20, 1.976, with Mre Ingram of Montana.

Mre.Ingram, a non—Indian, lives on the Flathead Reservation, Montana.
He expressed concern about what he perceives to be the President's
unqualified support for legislation authorizing tribes to request
reacquisition of State civil and criminal jurisdiction. Mr. Ingram

~ is not opposed to retrocession per se, but to tribal jurisdiction
over non-members. In this regard, Mr. Ingram, an attorney, stated
that he represents both "Montanans Opposing Discrim:lnation" and the
"Interstate Congress for Rights and Responsibilities." Mr. Ingram
“‘'stated his concern about the "President's support" of tribal jurisdic~
tion over non-members, and his belief that the President has not

" taken into account the views and feellngs of those non—triba,l membens

: .affected ’

Ingram particularly raised the follaw:lng points.

1. he wants tribal Jjurisdiction over non-members deleted from any
legislation the Administration might consider;

"Indian c.ountry" should be redefined to exclude non—Indian
landowners, v

: ,3. tr:l.bal court:s ‘are not favorably disposed towards non-Indians
>especia11y :I.n t:he crininal area, . g

-"6. wlth retrocesaion Iaw and order on reservations may break down
' tcompiel:ely, and non-Indians will have no protection;

- T non-tribal menbers will have no voice in tribal decisions
’tlliat would affect their lives and property;

OWTIQ,
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6. he expressed concern about the extent of tribal civil jurisdiction
over non-members, particularly zoning, taxes, probate and land

title disputes. He stated that even on reservations where State
jurisdiction applies, there is confusion surrounding the exercise

of such jurisdiction, and many tribal and State court judgments

in Indian country are not being enforced under the present jurisdic-
tional arrangement; .
7. he emphasized that once tribes did reacquire jurisdiction, there
should be full faith and credit between tribal and State courts.

Mr. Ingram indicated that his orgamizations are so concerned about
the impact of tribal jurisdiction that they are seriously considering
a letter campaign to the President. He said that he could generate
10,000 letters opposing the legislation.

I told Mr. Ingram that the Governmor of Montana had not responded
to our request for his views on the draft bill and suggested that
he urge his Governor to send us Montana's comments, I emphasized
that we had requested responses from 35 governors so that we could
have the benefit of the views of all the citizens affected by any
retrocession legislation. I also assured Mr. Ingram that I would
relay his concerns to you.

I described the Interior/Justice draft in detail. I stressed that
it was entirely procedural in nature, and contained no substantive
provisions concerning tribal jurisdiction over non-Indians, but left
the matter to the courts. I also pointed out that we had written

" guidelines into section 3 which insured sufficient Secretarial
discretion in approving a retrocession plan, so that any plan
finally approved must be adequate and protect everyone's interests.

Mo S. e

Gerrie S. Greene
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"It:has ‘been erroneously reported that Presxdent Ford supports -
Sleglslatlon toigive: tribals governments criminal and civil Jurls—
diction? over pecple: living’on: Indian reservations.:: . This is

1naccurate. ThefPre51dent,does net- support any blll that would

“Indlan ‘tribes: (those-whlch have- been subject to State c1v11 and
crlmlnal Jurlsdlctlon under prov1510ns of Publlc Law 83—280 and -

% ,“.Thls resolutlon is: subject.to the ap-.
gproval or: dlsapproval of.ithe- Secretary'of the Interlor under a
'crear set of reasonable gu1de11nes. .

,3q;Underwthls conceptn< -tr;be by 1tse1f could initiate a

‘" request to. the Secretary of the Interior for -a return to
~““'Federal: jurlsdlctlonal -status. ' In reaching his decision on
- this request,: the: Secretary of the Interior would be reguired .
 to consult-with the:U.S. Attorney .General and with the governors
7. of ther approprlate*States.*ﬁAppllcatlon 'would be limited :to
- “ tribes:in States-which have exerc1sed Jurlsdlctlon under P.L.
“p_280 and related statues. T .-

'fThe Departmentsqongustlce and Interlor are draftlng leglslatlon
on this subject, and the:Administration has asked the governors
of 31 states for: the1r-v1ews on the draft legislation.. ‘It is
the President's intention to continuei:these consultations and to

"expand.them to 1nc1ude a w1de range of 1nterested groups.

Stephmahey

Special Assistant to the President
for Intergovernmental Affairs

APPROVED FOR DISPATCH



. Honorable Jay S.

‘Sacramento, California

Hammond .
Governor of Alaska
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907/465-3500) B

Honorable Paul Castro
Governor of Arizona
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602/271-4331)- :

-~

Honorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr;.

Governor of California
95814
(916/445-2841) s

- Honorable'Rlchard)D.'Lamm o

hlhl Governor of Colorado

Denver, ‘Colorada 80203 -
(303/89202471) °;» :

J.f~Honorahle Ella Grasso':lf:c
-+ Governor of Connecticut
" Hartford, Connecticut 06115 :

(203/566-4840)

\'*Honorable Reuhln o'D Askew

;"’J;(9o4/488 -4441)

Goveinor of Florida . -
Tallahassee, Florida_ 32304
Honorable Cec11 D. Ahdrue
Governor of Idaho

" Boise, Idaho 83701

" Baton Rouge, Louisiana

. Auguysta, ‘Maine

[(208/384 2100)

'fHonorable Robert D. Ray
ﬁ’Governor of Iowa

“.. Des Moines, Iowa
g*(515/281—5211)

56319 v

~Honorahle Robert P Bennett R

Governor of Kansas.

" . Topeka, Kansas 66612

(913/296-3232)

°"anorab1e Edwin W. Edwards . -

Governor of Louisiana
(504/389 5281)

Honorable James B. Longley
Governor of Maine

04330
(207/289»3531)

(406/449-3111) 5;
a:" -
- Honorable .J. James Exof0 %
Governor of Nebraska St

70804

Honorable William G. Milliken
Governor of Michigan

Lansing, Mighican 48903
(517/373-3400)

Honorable Wendell R. Anderson
Governor of Minnesota
Saint Paul, Minnesota
(612/296-3391)

55101

Honorable Charles C. Finch
Governor of Mississippi
Jackson, Mississippi - 39205-"
(501/354 7575)

| Honorable Thomas L. Judge

Governor of Montana - ;g
Helena, Montana 50601 ¢

Lincoln, Nebraska_ 68509

.(402/47l~2244)

Honorable Mlke 0 Callaghan

- Governor of Nevada = - S
‘Carson City, Nevada 89701 B

(702/885-5670)

HOnorable'Jerry Apodaca

-Governorof New Mexico

Santa Fe, New Mexico

87501
(505/827-2221) .

}l Honorable Hugh L. Carey

Governor of New York

- Albany, New York 12224
‘.,(518/474 8390)

Honorable James E- Holshouser
Governor of North Carolina
Raleigh, North Carollna 27611

’9;~(919/829 -5811)

Honorable Arthur A. Llnk
Governor of North Dakota
Bismarck,North Dakota 58501
(701/224-2200) S

Honorable David L. Boien

' Governor of OGklahoma - ° ' _
" Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105‘"

(405/521 2345) |



. Honorable Robert Straub
Governor of Oregon
Salem, Oregon 97301
(503/378-3111)

Honorable James B. Edwards
Governor of South Carolina
Columbla, South Carolina 29211
803/758 3261)"
Honorable Rlcﬁhrd F. Knelp
Governor of South Dakota
Pierre, South Dakota 57501
(605/224-3212) _

_ Honorable Dolph Briscoe o
Governor of Texas o

.. Austin, Texas 78711'
.;.(512/475-4101)

- Honorable Calv1n L. Rampton .
Governor .of Utah . '
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
(801/533 5231) _

‘Honorable Mllls E. Godw1n, Jr.

" Governmor of Virginia

Rlchmond Vlrglnla 23219 (804/786 2211)

- Honorable Danlel J Evans

- Governor of Washington
.Olympia, Washington »98501‘
(206/753-6780)’ ‘ :

Bonorable Patrlck J. Lucey!f , 

- Governgr of Wisconsin

Madison, . Wisconsin 53702
(608/266 1212) - L

Honorable Ed Herschler
Governor of Wyoming-
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001
(307/177 7434). -

R B
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JOMN V. TUNNEY, CALIF,
JAMES ABOUREXK, 8. DAK.,

JAMES O. EASTLAND, MISS,, CHAIAMAN ) T SUBCOMMITTRX:
JOHN I. MC CLELLAN, ARK. ROMAN L. HRUSKA, NEBR,
PHILIP A. HART, MICH. HINAM L. FONG, HAWALL : QUENTIN N. BURDICK, N. DAK., CHAIRMAN
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, MASS. HUGH SCOTT, PA, 5 ) . JOMN L. MC CLELLAN, ARK. ROMAN L. HRUSKA, NESR.
BINCH BAYH, IND. STROM THURMOND, S.C. SR PHILIP A, HART, MICH. HUGH SCOTT, PA.
. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, N, DAK. CHARLES MC C. MATHIAS, JR., MD, . . L. JAMES ABOUREZK, 3. DAX. WILLIAM L. SCOTT, VA,
ROSERT C. BYROD, W. VA. WILLIAM L. SCOTY, VA, D

WILLIAM P, WEKSTPHAL, CHIEF COUNSEL

cner' comars o srromeron* Y(niifed Diafes Denafe

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMPROVEMENTS IN JUDICIAL MACHINERY
" (FURSUANT TO SEC. 10, S. RES. 375, AGREED TO MARCH 3, 1476)
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

July 30, 1976

Mel Tonasket, President
National Congress of American Indians
Suite 700

1430 K Street NW

Washington, D. C. 20005

Dear Mr. Tonasket:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting my views regarding
the formation and activities of the Interstate Congress on
Civil Rights and Responsibilities and similar groups.

I must first confess that I am not personally familiar with

the above mentioned organization. As a general statement, how-
ever, I feel that all groups of people in this country should
have the right to associate with similarly thinking people and
form groups to advocate their cause. This would apply across
the board from groups like AIM to groups such as the Interstate
Congress on Civil Rights and Responsibilities.

Thank you for bringing the Interstate Congress on Civil Rights
and Responsibilities to my attention and also for informing me
of the National Congress of American Indians' view concerning
the group.

With kind regards, I am

Sin iizié:;

w

Quentin N. Burdick

QNB:rfk

[
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MORRIS K. UDALL ’ COMMITTERS:

20 DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
POST OFFICE AND ClVIL SERVICE

Congress of the United States
Pouse of Representatives
Washington, D.E. 20515
August 2, 1976

¥
Mr. Mel Tonasket, President
National Congress of American
Indiars
1430 K Street, NW
Suite 700
Washington, D C 20005

Dear Mr. Tonasket:

Thanks for sharing with me your letter to Governor
Castro and the articles describing formation of the
Interstate Congress on Civil Rights and Responsibilities.

I hope that my record in Congress since 1961 has
reflected my concern with the political, social and human

- rights of the Indian people. Rest assured that I will

continue to follow that concern.

Sincerely,

%s K. Uaalg
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DON BONKER ) : . 1331 LonowonTH House Orrics Butding

TnD ConcruesionaL DisTmcT s WasHiNGTON, D.C. . 20515
4 STATE OF WASHINGTON . (202) 223-3338

. sz Congress of the Wnited States 203 Feoumu. Bariome

' s~ - T o v !
NTER— | Pouse of Representatives oT—

su_ng:. c&n:ung'rrgg M(ﬂm, BD.L. 20515 ‘ (a:; 636.5250 seoa
104 N. LavmeL STy

August 2 s 1976 FonT ANGELES, WaAsHINGTON 98362

(208) 497-0213
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Mr. Mel Tonasket, President

National Congress of American Indians
Suite 700, 1430 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

Dear Mr. Tonaskgt:

Thank you for the copy of your letter to Governor Evans outlining
your opposition to the Interstate Congress on Civil Rights and Responsi-
bilities. :

I think the position of the Washington Congressional delegation is
clear and well known in regards to the Indian Rights and any attempt to
abrogate the treaties existing between the U. S. Government and Indian

Tribes.

Although I may disagree with the purpose or objective of some group
; I also recognize their right to form an organization so long as they
5 : comply with all laws relative to such activity.

S}icerel

Don Bonker
Member of Congress
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STATE OF UTAI1x

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
SALT LAKE CITY

GALVIN L.RAMPTON . , August 3, 1976

GOVERNOR

RECEIVEDV.T“A.‘JQ - 6575

/?f?E?Z\
. 7 -
Mr. Mel Tonasket |3 "
NCAI President o
Suite 700, 1430 K Street, N.W. 7
Washington, D. C. 20005 : S

Dear Mr. Tonaskef:

Thank you for your letter of July 21, 1976, expressing
concern over the participation of certain Utah citizens in
the activities of the Interstate Congress on Civil Rights and
Responsibilities.

While I am not in a position to control the activities of
-individual citizens of the State with regard to the Interstate
Congress on Civil Rights and Responsibilities, I can state
clearly the position of my administration. .

We have and will continue to support the concept of Tribal
self-government and Indian self-determination and as citizens
of the State, Indians social and human rights will be quaran-
teed and protected on the same basis as our other citizens.

There have been times in the past, and I expect there will
be in the future, when the government of the State and Tribal
governments have disagreed on issues. These differences have s
always been worked out through direct negotiation or other

" acceptable and appropriate ways. ‘

For further information you may contact Mr. Bruce Parry,
Utah Division of Indian Affairs, Room 104 State Capitol Building.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 10, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR:. .+ . FOSTER CHANOCK /
| BOBBIE KILBERG

FROM: -~ STEVE McCONAHEY w

,SUBJA.,\., :oco o le. - s Indians

'For your information, attached are copies of respouses we-
have received from my July 27 telegram and July 28 letter
regarding clarification of the President's position on
the criminal and civil Jurisdlctlon of tribal government;
cn. Indlan reservatlons. A

D08 e

Attachments L , =
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August i, 1976

To: Mr. Stephen G. McConahsy
- Special Assistant to the President
for Governmental Affairs
White Housas
Washington, D.C. 20500

Concerned Citizens Council, Inc. =
Nebraska Chapter, Interstate Congress on Equa}, )
Rights and Responsibilidies. - A4, Es—f 308

Walthill, Nebraska 68057

: /%‘FORO\
From: James B. Rossiter, Chairman _ /g ;)
«g
Y

,
‘\'\_/

In fésponse to your Telegram of July 27, 1976, on the
President's position on criminal and civil jurisdiction
for Tribal Indians, we wish to make a few commentg. .

Fiiﬁé,.tﬁe Ihdiahﬁbébpié'thémséives have never trusted the

. Bureau of Indian Affairs, and federal government, unfortunately

many non-Indian fee patent holders did. 'In this respect,
Papproval or-disapproval of the Secrstary of the Interior under
a clear sst of reasonable guidelines" means nothing but disaster
to us. We have had and are now experiencing some of this
"reasonalbleness™ .as are many other people from other parts of
the nation. : :

Sécond; why have the courts and congress debtermined that the
Reservation Indians should be immune from all forms of tax-
ation? The answer poses the biggest hypocrisy of all. The

- United States Supreme Court, the tax courts and the Commissioner

of Indian Affairs have all stated that the Indian must be immune

* -from these taxes because he is fiscally non-competent or in-

competent to handle his own financial affaira. This is why the
Bureau of Indian Affairs exists, and spent $3,i61,893,000 in
1975, to oversee Tribal and individual affairs. Yet we are now
told that these same Reservation Indians can govern the finances
and taxes of Thurston and Knox counties. One has but to inquire
about. the many projects and programs and millions of dollars
spent on the reservations, and then ask what are the resulta?

Third, cdngressional and court actions has created a legal status

the very essence of which violates the non-Indian population's
civil rights and rights to equal protection and due process of

‘law, Whenever responsibilities of citizenship, such as taxation,

subjection to state courts and allegiance to state law are
involved, the Reservation Indian is a member of an Atonomous
Nation., However, when the rights of citizenship are at issue

such as voting and holding public office and the rizht to federal,
state, and county tax benefits, the Reservation Indian contends
he i3 a full fledged citizen and resident of the nation, state
and county. The inconsistency makes reason stare,

»pore



////. '! .Bither the Reservation Indian is a full fledged citizen of the
United States and subject therefore to like punishments, pains,
penaltiss, taxes, licenses and exactions of every kind suffered
by all other races of people in this country, or, he is a member
of 2 sovsreign nation with a right to govern ais nation and his
people, but not to govern those persons in governmental sub-
‘divisions to wnhich hs owes no allegiance and pays no taxes.

As the President said "My Attorney General has established an
Indian resources section whose sole responsibility is litiza-
tion on behalf of Indian tribes to protect your natural

. resources and your jurisdictional rights™ We would hope
there might be someone that is lnterested in protectlng our
1nher1t “lghts. T - ‘

Frankly, we are con»inced that tne report to be submitted by
the Indian Policy Review-Commission will be strictly biased. .
Membera of our groups were.flatly denied access to these ‘
hsarlngs to-testify.. We are-qulte-concerned by the impact

- of the report.on proposed legislation of criminal and civil
jurisdiction, and are-also concerned by proposed legislation
that.would interfer.with: the individual rights of the Indian.
We would appreciate-a copy of :the names and addresses of .
the individuals who testifled at the Indlan Pollcy Rev1ew
Comm1551on's hearings.- : o

Ir the Governors_of the several states affected by 31328 or
S2010 do not reallze the total impact of tais type of legis-
lation, we would think it quite remote that they would be
lnterested 1n this new ! proposal

We are pleased to learn from Ms Bobble Kilburg that meetings
with our groups are being discussed. We are sure we can be
of help in determining which direction this social experiment
might take. :

ours ,?r trul

X 4 v
// James B. Rossiter
Cha:.rman ~

JBber




THE STATE OF MONTANA
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

STATE CAPITOL, HELENA 5960l

RoBERT L.WoODAHL .
ATTORNEY GENERAL . Augus t 3, 1976

Dear Mr. McConahey:vy

. Thank you for your letter of July 28. The
President has been erroneously reported in
Montana regarding the tribal jurisdiction
matter. : R :

I would suggest‘that a new press release be
put out clarifying the President's position.

Since ours,

- RLW:mo : S
ec: Lloyd Ingraham .

‘Mr'. Stephen G. McConahey

Special Assistant to the President
for Intergovernmental Affairs
. The White House

Washington, D.C. 20000
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August 20, 1976

L
s

. R B 11 | N
Mr. Mel Tonasket, President _ i3 <
- National Congress of American Indians e i
1430 X Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20005 _ T

Dear Mr., Tonasket:

Your letter of July 2lst to Governor Raul H, Castro has been referred
to our Commission for comment. We would like you to know that on behalf of
Governor Castro, our office shares your deep concern with respect to Indian
political and human rights which your organization feels is being threatened
by a group calling itself "Interstate Congress on Civil Rights and Responsi-
bilities,"

Unfortunately, except for the scant pieces of information received
through news reports, our office is not aware of any illegal activities
being carried out by ICCRR members in violation of Indian rights, Federal
laws or treaties, or State statutes. Accordingly, although our administrative
position does not condone lawlessness and constantly strives to protect the
rights of each citizen in the State of Arizona, we do feel that it would be
premature and inconsistent if we were to publicly comment upon the opinions
expressed by a relatively few individuals of a newly-formed association.

Our State of Arizona recognizes the aboriginal rights of Indian tribes
and their unique position in their trusteeship relations with the Federal
Government, We hope that as long as the Arizona tribes wish, such a relation-
ship will continue to serve not only for the betterment of the Arizona Indian
reservations, but also for the improvement of all communities within reach of
each Indian reservation,

Hopefully, towards this endeavor of cooperation, all will come to realize
this need for respect for human rights and harmony among all peoples.

Sincerel

2o
CLINTON M. PATTEA
Executive Secretary

TM: CMP/pa
cc: The Honorable Raul Castro
Governor of Arizona



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 23, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: BRAD PATTERSON w

FROM: BOBBIE GREENE KILBERG

Attached is some material in regard to the P.L. 280
problem which will be helpful to you. In July, I
specifically committed the White House to organize a
meeting with representatives of non-Indian people
residing within reservation boundaries, particularly
those individuals in checkerboard areas. I made this
commitment to Llovd Ingraham who lives on the Flathead
Reservation in Montana. Mr. Ingraham represents
"Montanans Opposing Discrimination" and also states
he represents the "Interstate Congress for Rights and
Responsibilities.” I also spoke with James Rossiter
of Walthill, Nebraska, who is Chairman of Concerned
Citizens Council, Inc. He also states that he repre-
sents the Interstate Congress. In addition, Velma
Shelton has received correspondence from Tom Tobin,
an attorney for the Interstate Congress. In planning
a meeting, I think it would be wise to include repre-
sentatives of the governors' offices of major western
states affected, especially North Dakota, Montana,
Wyoming, Colorado, South Dakota and Nebraska.

Jim Mitchell supports a meeting with non-Indian repre-
sentatives but opposes its being convened by the White
House. He instructed Maury Thompson to get back to
him with a plan for convening such a meeting by BIA

or Interior. As we discussed at lunch, Maury said

that it would generate hostility for BIA to call a
meeting, and I concur. While I would prefer that the
meeting be called by the White House, I have no objection
to Secretary Kleppe personally calling the meeting in
conjunction with the Attornev General or the Deputy
Attorney General. What is important is that the non-
Indian representatives feel that they have had an
opportunity for their views to be heard by the Adminis-
tration's policymakers. This is a legitimate request,
and it has not been met to date.

Mr. Ingraham and I decided on the afternoon of
September 13 as a tentative date for the meeting.



/ THOMAS S. FOLEY

4

© B DISTRICT, WASHINGTON

OFPICES;

House OFFICE BUILDING
WAsHINGTON, D.C. 20518
AREA CopE 202, 225-2006

COMMITT(E::gl:rGA:ICULTURE @Unﬁfﬁsﬂ Uf ﬁ)t aﬂﬂl’tﬁh étﬂttﬂ sw:Z:EUwsAsCH?:::::,s:920|
MEMBER %nge of Bepreﬁentatiheg AREA CoDE 509, 456-4680

40 SouTH COLVILLE
WALLA WALLA, WASHINGTON 99362
AREA CooE 509, 329-6111

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Washington, D.C. 20515
August 24, 1976

Dear Mel:

Thank you for your recent memo and the attached information on your
concerns about the formation of the Interstate Congress on Civil Rights
and Responsibilities. '

I can assure you that I share your interest in guaranteeing that
the legitimate constitutional rights of Indians not be violated or
suffer from wrongful encroachment. I appreciated hearing of your concern
in this specific matter and hope that you will keep me advised of the
Congress' opinions of all specific legislation.

With best personal regards.

Sincoveiv
<Incgvraty,

Thomas S. Foley
Member of Congress

Mr. Mel Tonasket, President

National Congress of American Indians
1430 K Street, N.W. Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20005
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

. August 30

Dennis -

I just had a phone talk with Mr. Lloyd
Ingraham of Ronan, Montana., He is agreeable to
10:00 AM on the 9th for the meeting.

He would appreciate it if you would
send him a letter over Kent's signature
confirming the meeting. He said their agenda is
broader than just jurisdiction, but also includds
taxing powsrs, water rights, fishing rights.
A copy of the letter should go to Mr. Tom Tobin,
whose addrsgs 1s Winner, South: Dakota (phone
605-832~2500 for the rest of it). Pls. send me
a copyof it, too.

I said that a twp-hour meeting would be
OK (but did not guarantee that Kent would be
there for all of it.) I told him Peter Taft
would be there from Justice. Ingraham wanted
sombody from OMB invited and I s aid we could
invite the proper peopde (Porgstrom). You may
-want to have Thompson and Reld Chambers
reprepeent ed, plus some Civil Rights people from
Justice,..

Ingraham said about 25 people woulc be
coming. He mentioned some hameg: Jack Freeman,

Ed Bader (S.D.) Michasl Platt (St. John's, Ariz),

Mr. Hellinger (Roosevelt County, Utan), Mr. Howard
Gray (Seattle/Tacoma), Mr. Rock“well, from
Montana, Messrs, Bobby Reagan and Fred Johnson
from Cutbank, Montana, Al Crook from Wind River,
Wyoming. -

Ingraham's address is Drawer Z, Konan,
Montana 5986l and his phone is [06-676-0600,

e

.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

James Rossiter

Concerned Citizens Council, Inc.
P.O0. Box 308

Walthill, Nebraska 68067

Tel: 402-846-5425

Lloyd Ingraham

Drawer 2

Ronan, Montana 59864

Tel: 406-676-0600

Rich Bechtel

(Office of the Governor of Montana
located in Arlington, Va.)

Tel: 524-2211

(He made contact with Bobbie on
behalf of the Governor)

IR

e,
RALp

f&
i
.



HHHHHHHHHHHHH
NNNNNNNNNN



HHHHHHHHHHHHH
NNNNNNNNNN




NNNNNNNNNN




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
August 30, 1976

HOTE FOR:
Secretary Kleppe

Under Secretary Frizzell
Solicitor Austin
Commiss%oner Thompson

Because of the mistaken news report
about our position on PL 280, the President has
received a number of letters frow non-Indians
who reside within the boundaries of Indian
reservations,

Ye are sending the enclosed response to
these inguiries; 1t is. the duplicate of a tele-
gram sent on July 27 to all the deernors by
Steve McConahey of the Domestic Council,

As Mr, Frizzell is aware, there will
be a session on September 9 at 10 AM at Interior

to glve some of these non-Indian spokesmen a

hearing. Peter Taft of Justide has told me this Al

tnat he will join KXent for this sess:;;éi:::;y
ccs Peter Taft i9’1‘
Steve ilcConahey M

Mrs. Xilberg
Bill Baroody




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 30, 1976

Dear Senator Hibbs:

Thank you for your letter to®the President expressing
concern about his jurisdictional statement to American
Indian leaders on July 1l6. It has been erroneously
reported that President Ford supports legislation to

give tribal governments criminal and civil jurisdiction
over all people living on Indian reservations. This is
inaccurate. The President does not support legislation
to alter the present legal status of non-Indians residing
within reservation boundaries.

In his statement to Indian leaders on July 16, President
Ford indicated that he supported the concept of allowing
certain Indian tribes (those which have been subject to
State civil and criminal jurisdiction under provisions
of Public Law 83-280 and related statutes) to decide by
tribal resolution whether they wish to continue under
State jurisdiction or return to Federal jurisdictional
status. This resolution is subject to the approval or
disapproval of the Secretary of the Interior under a
clear set of reasonable guidelines.

: < Foi
Under this concept, a tribe by itself could initiatiééjf "
request to the Secretary of the Interior for a returnmito
Federal jurisdictional status. In reaching his decisien

on this request, the Secretary of the Interior would Be
required to consult with the U.S. Attorney General and

with the governors of the appropriate States. Application
would be limited to tribes in States which have exercised
jurisdiction under P.L. 83-280 and related statutes.

The Departments of Justice and Interior are drafting
legislation on this subject, and the Administration
has asked the governors of 31 States for their views
on the draft legislation. It is the President's
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intention to continue consultations on the draft and
to expand those consultations to include a wide range
of interested groups, including representatives of
non-Indians residing within reservation boundaries.

Sircefely,

Bra y H. Patterson, Jr.

The Honorable Rex Hibbs
Senator of the State of Montana

Helena, Montana 59601




CC - Tkl e

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS
HARTFORD

ELLA GRASSO
GOVERNOR

Augpst 10, 1976

Mr. Stephen G. McConahey
Special Assistant to the President
for Intergovernmental Affairs
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. McConahey:
Thank you so much for your telegram advising us of
the President's position concerning proposed legislation to

alter the present legal status of non-Indians residing within
reservation boundaries.

I have forwarded this information to Commissioner
Joseph N. Gill of the Connecticut Department of Environ-
mental Protection for his information.

With best wishes,

Cordially,

T2

ELLA ASSO

Governor T
/ oD €
> CTRY
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AUG 1 8 1976

Mr., Flmer 4. Winter

President

W:ite Earth Fqual Eights
Comnittee

Mahnowen, Minnescta 36557

{}ear Mr. ¥Wintor:

This is in Further response tc your July 20 letter to Presidert Ford
(which was scinowledge: by our Solicitor's office on August 3) conmcern-
ing the President's July 16, 1976 statement of support for legislaticr
concarning civil and criminal jurisdiction on Indian reservations. ¥a
understand that a press service sccount of the statemont was not hre-
cisely sccurate and has led to some misunderstanding of his pesition.

A copy of the President's complete July 16 statement is enclesed for
your informstion. Om page 2, he states that -

neeé iy Administration is supporting the concept of allowin:
Indisn tribes te determine whether they and their sembers,
ic addition to being under tridal jurisdiction, should be
under State or Federzl civil and criminal jurisdiction.

T have directed the Departmemnts of Justice and Iaterior to
draft legislation which would accomplish this geal effi-
ciently, effectively and withis sdequate guidalines.***” P

Yo

Ay
I-i. S
. s
[d
N

As the foregoing indicates, the President has directed that legislatlon—
bs drafited, for his considerstion and spproval or revision prior to
submission to the Congress, to allow those Indian tribes which have been
sudbject to State civil snd criminal jurisdiction as authorize? by Public
Law 83-280 (i.e., the Act of August 15, 1953 which is codified at 15
V.5.C. 1162 and 28 1U,.8.C. 1360) to elect to return to Federsl jurisdic-
tional status or to do nothing samd remain under their current 3tate
jurisdictional status. The Administratien's draft bill would enly apply
to those tribes over which States have exercised jurisdiction under F,L.
83-283 (or certain other statutes not spplicadle teo your Stste).

Speciz]l note should be made of the fact that the draft Administratior
bill would mot alter the legsl status of non-Indians residing within
reservation boundaries, including their property rights, but leaves the



matter to the courts. Tho Administration is aware that this issue is
extremely eomplex and that & number of cases are currently in litigation
dealing with different aspects of tribal jurisdictionr over non-Indians.

1t should be moted that frem 1953 to 1965, States acquired, or were
mthorized te acquire, jurisdiction over “Indian country (see the defi-
nition in 18 U.S.C. 1151) within their boundaries without sny requirement
for comsent by the tribes involved. ¥henr President Lisenhower signed
P.L. 83-280 into law ia 1953, he moted the lack of a provision requiring
consent of the Indians imvolved snd urged the Congress to amend the law
to require such consent as a prerequisite to assumption of jurisdiction
by & State. In 1963, legislation was enacted providing that any further
acquisitions of such jurisdiction by States would enly be spplicabie if
sceopted by a majority vote of the adult Indisns within the affected ares
(25 U.S.C. 1326). The draft bill described in Fresident Ford's July 1¢
statement would give those tribes over which States scquired jurisdiction
under P, L. 83-230 while consent of the affected Indians was not required,
sn opportunity to, im effect, consent to continued State jurlsdiction by
inaction or to elect a returr to their pre P.L. 83-280 jurisdictionasl
status.

The above mentioned 1963 legislation also included the so-called ‘Indian
Civil Rights Act” (25 U.S.C. 1302) which placed restrictions on the
powers of Indian tribal governments comparable to those placed on the
Fedoral and State goveraments by the Rill of Rights and the Fourteenth
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and those restrictions extend to
tribal governmment activities imvelving non-Indians as well as Indians.

Under the Administration's draft legislistion, a tribe eould lndcpendmtlj,w.
make & request to the Secretary of the Interior for retrocession of 5. 0/
jurisdiction. Such s request would be subject to adequate stendards /© RN
sstablished by the Secretary. In the process of comsidering the t, =]
the Secretary would be required to consult with the Governor of the
affected State and the U.S. Attorney General. \ -
The draft legislation would set out comprehensive standards required for

a return to pre F.L. 83-280 furisdiction. Ir reviewing s tribe's request

for such s return, the Secretary would be required to consider: whether

the tribe's plan contains zn sdequate law and order code; whether the

tribe's plan contains adequste means for the resolutien of civil disputes:
whether the tribe lacks the capacity to implement the plan; whether the
resident tribal membership is so small or scattered ss to mske the

preposed return of jurisdiction clearly impracticeble; snd, in cases

where the tribe has not proposed a full reacquisition of jurisdiction,

whether the proposed allocation of jurisdiction amemg the tribe, the

United States, and the State is clearly impracticable. If the Secretary
disapproves a tribe's plan, he could assist the tribe in preparing an
acceptable plan if one is practicable.




On May 3, 1976, the Administration, through the Xational Governors’
Conference, commnicated with 35 Governors in order to elicit their
views and comxents on the draft legislation. Substantial]l efforts were
made subsequent to that time to solicit their responses in order to have
the views of all the affected citizens.

We hope that this response has been helpful in explaining what the
Muinistration draft legislation would do and what it would not do. The
President appreclates your conceras in this matter and will give the:z
serious coasideration when arriving at s formal Adeinistration position.

Sincerely yours,
(Sgd) Raiph Ree<~-

Ralph R. Reeser
Director, Congressional emd!
Legislative Affairs Staff

Enclosure




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 23, 1976

TO: BRAD PATTERSON
FROM: STEVE McCONAHEY

For your information

Comments:

Per our conversation of this
evening. Attached is the

letter we received from Governor
Evans of Washington.



STATE OF\NASFHNGTO

OF:—OCE OF THE GOVEPNOR

OLYMF’IA

DANIEL J. EVANS . . - 7 _ Em ‘

GOVERNOR .

H:. Steven G. McConahey :
Spec1al A531stant to- the

Enclosed for yourllnformation, 15 a copy of my letter to Mr’ John
- *Kyles: Asslstant.Secretarynfor Congre331onal and: - Legal- Affalrs, Depart-
ment of: the. Interior, in regard to Senate Bill 2010 to- which you make

reference.“ This- letter states the posxtlon of the State or Washlnoton

forwarded to us

I very much apprec1ate~the~Pre51dent s interest in attemptlng to: resolve
some-of the very: dlfflcult problems that' we have. experienced. in this
area,. and I am- hopeful that‘Ccngress will clarify more fully than it has
to»date'the Jurlsdlctlonal authorlties-of the Indian-tribes vis-a-vis
“&,the states. -As’ you know, this- 1s a subJect over which Congress exercises
plenary Jurlsdlction, and whlch ‘has. been wery difficult for the states to _
deal with duetta the amblgultles and lack.of dlrectlon that has prevalled
thus far. o : : .

- Damiel J.- Evan's - NS
Governor g ” ‘ =z




United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20245

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Note to Brad Patterson:

Re: your August 30 note to Commissioner Thompson, et al,
enclosing a copy of your response to inquiries resulting from
the mistaken news report about the President's statement on
retrocession of P.L. 280 jurisdiction.

A number of letters to the President on this matter have been referred
to Interior and BIA. We have been sending responses such as that
enclosed. Any future responses will include mention of the July 27
telegram to the 31 Governors.

Ralph R. Reesér
Director, Congressional and
Legislative Affairs Staff

& o
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

SCHOOL OF LAW
2500 Red River

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705
September 24, 1974

Mr. Bradley Patterson
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Brad:

I have thought about the problem you put to me on the telephone on
Friday and have discussed it with several of my colleagues who teach
constitutional law. My view, and that of those with whom I have talked,
is that it would not be constitutional to give broad governmental powers
to an Indian tribal council when non-Indians who own land within the
borders of the reservation have no voice in the selection of those who are
to govern them.

The case that seems to me most compelling for this conclusion is
Kramer v. Union Free School District, 395 U.S. 621 (1969). The Court there
said that

statutes distributing the franchise constitute the foundation of

our representative society. Any unjustified discrimination in

determining who may participate in political affairs or in the

selection of public officials undermines the legitimacy of repre-
sentative govermment.

In that case the Court held unconstitutional a New York statute that limited
voting in school board elections to those who own or lease taxable property
in the district or have a child enrolled in the local schools.

Although we think that this is the result that ought to be reached,
none of us want to assert categorically that it is the result that the
Court would reach in your situation. The recent case of Morton v. Mancari,
94 S.Ct. 2474 (1974), shows very dramatically that constitutional principles
often take on a very different meaning when Indians are involved. None of
us are expert in Indian law or in the historical events that have led up to
the situation you describe and thus we do not want to say flatly that the
Court would strike down legislation giving tribal councils this power.

It was good to talk with you and I hope that this qualified answer is
of some help to you.

Sincerely, ‘;if§3i7y

Cha,

Charles Alan Wright



THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN
SCHOOL OF LAW
2500 Red River

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705
September 24, 1974

Mr. Bradley Patterson
The White House s
Washington, D. C. ’

Dear Brad:

I have thought about the problem you put to me on the telephone on
Friday and have discussed it with several of my colleaguas®who teach
constitutional law. My view, and that of those with whom I have talked,
is that it would not be constitutional to give broad governmental powers
to an Indian tribal council when non-Indians who own land within the
borders of the reservation have no voice in the selection of thosevwho are
to govern them.

The case that seems to me most compelling for this conclusion is
Kramer v. Union Free School District, 395 U.S. 621 (1969). The Court there
said that

statutes distributing the franchise constitute the foundation of

our representative society. Any unjustified discriminatiomn im

determining who may participate in political affairs or in the

selection of public officials undermines the legitimacy of repre-
sentative government.

In that case the Court held unconstitutional a New York statute that limited
voting in school board elections to those who own or lease taxable property
in the district or have a child enrolled in the local schools.

Although we think that this is the result that ought to be reached,
none of us want to assert categorically that it is the result that the
Court would reach in your situation. The recent case of Morton v. Mancari,
94 S.Ct. 2474 (1974), shows very dramatically that constitutional principles
often take on a very different meaning when Indians are involved. None of
us are expert in Indian law or in the historical events that have led up to
the situation you describe and thus we do not want to say flatly that the
Court would strike down legislation giving tribal councils this power.

It was good to talk with you and T hope that this qualified amswer is

of some help to you.
///,iﬁmk Sincerely,
AR A
¢ <
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W g}f Charles A1 right
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R. F. HIBBS
HUGH SWEENEY

MAURICE R. COLBERG. JR.

WILLIAM N. JENSEN
WILLIAM T. WAGNER
HORTON B. KOESSLER

LAW OFFICES

HIBBS, SWEENEY & COLBERG
SUITE 301 MUTUAL BENEFIT LIFE BUILDING
2720 THIRD AVENUE NORTH
BILLINGS, MONTANA 59103

POST OFFICE BOX 1321
TELEPHONE 252-4101
AREA CODE 406

October 7, 1976

Mr. Bradley H. Patterson, Jr.
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Re: Indian Sovereignty
Dear Mr. Patterson:

Thank you for your letter dated August 30, in which
you corrected the belief created by the press, namely, that
President Ford has recommended legislation giving Indians complete
sovereignty over those on the reservations. Those living on and
doing business on some reservations are reaching a sorry plight.
Such publicity adds fuel.

To the casual observer and, particularly, the political
observer from the industrial areas, this situation seems trivial.
Many non-Indians recall only that we took from the Indian his
property and his way of life--sometimes in a heartless, rough-
shod manner. Such an observer reasons that if we hand the Indian
back some money and some autonomy, it may even the score. There's
not much of the Indian's aboriginal way of life we could give
back now if we tried.

Through the years, the Indians generally had come a
long way from their barbaric ways. There are many who have
established homes, businesses and credit. I recall that one near
here, displayed his leadership to Indians and non-Indians alike and
mafle a creditable race for Congress.

It is well to say, "but those improvements are in the
way of the white man--the Indians have a right to stay Indian and
to still improve." That cannot be. There isn't room in the
same town, state or country for two non-coordinated cultures or
governments to exist. The Indian who has developed our patterns
is as fearful of the attempts for power by those of this race as are
the non-Indians. There are those of both races who have learned
to live at peace and to attain some prosperity on reservations.
They know that it isn't the present day Indian--nor the present
day white who fought the battles or engaged in the trickery that
hurt one side or the other. We can't be expected to repay one
another for what our grandparents did.



Mr. Bradley H. Patterson, Jr. -2- October 7, 1976

The publicity, such as I mentioned, only stirs the
greed and power lust of the least responsible Indians. They
look with envy at anyone with the right to control them. They
are no different from other opportunists except that the
unwitting do-gooders among us seem to give them an excuse--a
backdrop against which to perform.

There is corollary--another sad development. Many
non-Indians, seeing the growing threats of some Indians toward
irresponsible self-assertion, are forming heated anti-Indian
cliques. It all leads to distrust and antagonism on each side.
We need to help the Indian--he needs to learn to help himself.
The only way we can help him is within the society which we
know. There can't be any other.

So far as we can determine, Montana has not exercised
jurisdiction under P.L. 83-280. -

Yours vséy try{y

RFH/mdh



August 30, 1976

Daar Senator Hibbs:

Thank you for your letter to the President expressing
ooncern about his jurisdictional statement to American
Indian leaders on July 16. It has been erronecusly
reported that President Pord supports legislation to
give tribal governments criminal and eivil jurisdiction
over all people living on Indian reservations. This is
inaccurate. The President does not support legislation
to alter the present legal status of non-Indians residing
within reservation boundaries.

In his statement to Indian leaders on July 16, President
Yoxrd indicated that he supported the concept of allowing
certain Indian tribes (those which have been subject to
State civil and coriminal jurisdiction under provisions
of Puwlic Law 83~280 and related statutes) to decide by
tribal resolution whether they wish to continus under
State jurisdiction or return to Pederal jurisdictiocnal
status. This resolution is subject to the approval or
disapproval of the Secretary of the Interior under a
clear set of reasonabls guidelines.

Under this concept, a tribe by itself could initiate a
request to the Secretary of the Interxior for a return to
Pederal jurisdictional status. In reaching his decision
on this request, the Sacretary of the Interior would be
required ¢to consult with the U.8. Attorney General and
with the governors of the appropriate States. Application
would be limited ¢o tribes in States which have exercised
jurisdiction under P.L. 83-280 and related statutes.

The Departments of Justice and Interior are drafting
legislation on this subject, and the Administration
has asked the governors of 31 States for thelir views
on the AdAraft legislation. It is the President’'s
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intention to continus consultations on the draft and
to expand those oconsultations to include a wide range
of interested groups, incluwding represeatatives of
aon-Indians residing within reservation boundaries.

Sincerely,

Bradley H. Patterson, Jr.

The Honorable Raex Hibbs
Senator of the State of Montana
Helena, Montana %9601

BHP:1lrc¢
BHP-2




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
August 30, 1976

HOTE FOR:
Secretary Xleppe
Under Secretary Frizzell
Solicitor Austin
Commissioner Thompson

Because of the mistaken news report
about our position on PL 280, the President has
received a number of letters frowm non-Indians
who reside within the boundaries of Indian
reservations,

We are sending the enclosed response to
these inquiries; it is the duplicate of a tele-
gram sent on July 27 to all the Governors by
Steve McConahey of the Domestiec Council,

As Mr, Frizzell is aware, there will
be a session on September 9 at 10 AM at Interior
to give some of these non-Indian spokesmen a
hearing, Peter Taft of Justiée has told me this AHM

that he will join Xent for this session.

J/cc: Peter Taft
Steve ilcConahey
Mrs. Kilberg
Bill Baroody
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MONTANA STATIE SIENATE

HELENA. MONTANA 59601

SENATOR REX F. HIBBS July 19, 1976

DISTRICT NO, 8, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY
BILLINGS, MONTANA 58102

COMMITTEES:

JUDICIARY
NATURAL RESOURCES
STOCKGROWING AND GRAZING

The Honorable Gerald L. Ford o
President of the United States ] .
Washington, D.C. b S

Dear Mr. President: N

The annexed article quotes you as proposing a new
law giving tribal governments criminal and civil jurisdiction
over people living on Indian reservations.

There is a growing movement to create nests of
sovereignties, irresponsibly governed, but independent within
these United States. That movement seems to have reached to
you.

The urge to bring this about stems from a combination
of the militant Indians and misguided liberal whites who don't
have to live with the havoc they are causing. Those tribal
members who have made efforts to acquire property and to live
in harmony with their own people and with the non-Indians, are
as afraid of this movement as the whites are.

There are many second and third generation non-Indians
who have their lives and their fortunes invested on Indian
reservations. There are the substantial Indians whose roots are
still deeper. I am somewhat familiar with the Law and Order Code
tentatively adopted by the Crow Tribe in Montana. By way of
example it proposes punishment for murder as a fine of $500.00
or six months imprisonment.

Perhaps the laws affecting Indians need improvement.
These new proposals however making of them a nation within a
nation can lead to no good for the Indian whose heart is right.
It can only give power to a dissident group and it will drive
from the reservations thousands of good people who have settled
there--doing business with the Indian people in the belief that
the laws of the United States and of the state protected them.

Although I am no longer a member of the Montana State
Legislature, I am somewhat familiar with political processes
and with the need to develop color in election years. The



The Honorable Gerald L. Ford -2- July 19, 1976

enclosed proposal seems to me a poor way to do it. Most of
the ranchers and others doing business on Indian reservations
might have been counted on to help the Republican nominee.

Of late years, the Indian vote tends to the radical side.
Such a proposal, in my opinion, will lose votes and it won't
buy back the liberal ones, if that is what was intended.

Si rely,

'
E)xgn(as

RFH/mdh
Enclosure

P.S. - Once I was a delegate to a Republican National Convention.
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The Honorable Gerald L. Ford
President of the United States :
Washington, D.C. .



M. O. D.

Montanans Opposing Discrimination
P. 0. Box 673, Polson, Montana 59860
Affiliated With
INTERSTATE CONGRESS FOR EQUAL RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

October 12, 1976

Bradley H. Patterson, Jr.
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20013

Dear Mr. Patterson:

Thank you for your letter of October 5, and thank
you also for your invitation to submit in writing some
legislative and/or administrative recommendations. We
are now working on this and Mr. Tobin feels that we will
have something completed by the first part of January
1977.

Sincerely,

T (Gtortt

F. Wayne Rockwell
President

Montanans Opposing Discrimination is dedicated to the end that no federal, state or local government
shall make any distinction in civil or political righfs on account of race, color or national oirgin



October 5, 1976

Dear Mxr. Rockwell: .

Thank you for sending we the copy of sdrs. Randall's
lstter. I am very sorry to see any tension or 1ll-
will between Indian and non-Indian.

I learned a lot from our meeting in Septesber and
was glad o have your views presented firsg-hnand.

Ke would repeat our invitation Lo you and to Tom
Tokia to supplement cur meeting by setting forth
gour position in writing and by putting down ian
writiog some of the legislative and/or administrative
recosmendations which you and your associates would
sugyest.

BEincerely yours,

Bradley H. Patterson, Jr.

Kr. ¥. ¥Wayne Rockwall

Prasident

Hoatanans Opposing Discrimiaation F0R,

Post Offios Box 673 A A

Poison,; Montana 59860 = “‘,
<

bce: Mr. Ickes
Mx. Taft .
Mrs. Kilberg

BHP:pft




M. O. D.

Montanans Opposing Discrimination
P. 0, Box 673, Polson, Montana 59860
Affiliated With
INTERSTATE CONGRESS FOR EQUAL RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
Winner, South Dakota

October 1, 1976

Bradley Patterson
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr, Pattersoni

I am sending you a copy of a letter received from
a Mrs. Bruce Randall, 525 Custer, Wolf Point, Montana
59201, This letter is representative of others we have
received. She states that she attended "our" meeting.
Actually, it was the Wolf Point meeting. We had been
requested to come over and help them organize under
M., 0. D.

After reading this letter I believe that you will
share our concern over the situations on and near reserva-
tions all over the western states.

I would be very interested in your comments.

Sincerely,

F, Wayne:-Rockwell
President
Emclosure
CC:s Peter Taft
Bobbie Kilberg
Blair Richindifer
Kim Fast

Montanans Opposing Discrimination is dedicated to the end that no federal, state or local government
shall make any distinction in civil or political rights on account of race, color or national oirgin
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‘MAILGRAM SERVICE CENTER -

MIDDLETOWN,

2=050004E34S 12/10/76 IC8 IPMBNGZ CSP WSHB

VA,

22645

mestern unian Mallgra

5058420962 MGM TDBN ALBUQUERGQUE NM 105 12-10 05S6P EST

BRAD PATTERSON,

PRESIDENT

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE

OFFICE GF THE PRESIOENT
WASHINGTON DC 20500

DEAR S8IR,

®

®

m

ATES POST,

U.S.MAIL

* IDINN3S

* UNITED s,

&

&

Fhahk k™

WE ARE DEEPLY DISTURBED THAT THE QFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 18
ATTEMPTING TO SET INDIAN POLICY BY INSERTING LANGUAGE IN THE

APPROPRTIATIONS BILL DIRECTLY IN CONFLICT WITH ESTABLISHED LAW,
PARTICULARLY RECENT FEDERAL COURT DECISIONS UPHOLDING THE RIGHT OF
INDIAN TRIBES TO EXERCISE JURISDICTION OVER ALL PERSONS ON THE

RESERVATION,

WE URGE YOU TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION TO DELETE ALL AND ANY SUCH

MEMBERS AND NON=MEMBERS,

RESTRICTIVE PROVISIONS FROM YOUR BUDGET REQUEST TO THE CONGRESS,

SINCEKELY

LADONNA HARRIS,
AMERICANS FOR INDIAN OPPORTUNITY

GENE CKAWFQRD,

17156 EST

MGMCOMP MGM

PRESIDENT

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
NATIONAL LUTHERAN INDIAN COUNCIL

@
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MATLGRAM SERVICE CENTER ®
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* UNITED s,
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2=0u9821E345 12/10/76 1C8 IPMBNGZ C8P WSHE
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THE HONORABLE GERALD FORD, PRESIDENT OF
UNITED STATES '
WASHINGTON DC 20500

DEAR SIR,

WE ARE DEEPLY DISTURBED THAT THME OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET IS
ATTEMPTING TO SET INDIAN POLICY BY INSERTING LANGUAGE IN THE
APPROPRIATIONS BILL DIRECTLY IN CONFLICT WITH ESTABLISHED LAwW,
PARTICULARLY RECENT FEDERAL COURT DECISIONS UPHOLDING THE RIGHT OF
INDIAN TRIBES TU EXERCISE JURISDICTION OVER ALL PERSONS ON THE
RESERVATIUN, MEMBERS AND NONwMEMBERS,

WE UKGE YOU TCO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION TO DELETE ALL AND ANY SUCH
RESTRICTIVE PROVISIONS FROM YOUR BUDGET REQUEST TO THE CONGRESS,
SINCERELY

LADONNA HARR]S, PRESIDENT
AMERICANS FOR INDIAN OPPORTUNITY
GENE CRAWF(ORD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
NATIOMAL LUTHERAN INDIAN COUNCIL

17154 EST

MGMCOMP MGM i,
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