
THE MILLELACS.

The Attempt to Dispossess Them
of Their Lands Happily

Thwarted.

letter of Secretary of the Interior in Re-
sponse to the Call of Congress for

Information.

Department of the Interior! )
Office -of Indian Affairs, . V

Wasuington, D. C, April 1, 1884. )
Sir: Ihave the honor to be in receipt by your

reference, the 22d ultimo, of a resolution of the
house of representatives of the 21st ultimo call-
ing for information regarding the status, etc., of
the lands of the Mille Lac Indian reservation in
the state of Minnesota, as follows:

•-/.'.solved, That the secretary of the interior
be, and he is hereby, directed to inform the house
whether by any treaty or other act of the govern-
ment, the limits of the reservation of the band of
Chippewas of the Mississippi, known as the Mille
Lac Indians, now and heretofore occupied by
them, have been defined, and whether said Mille
Lac Indians have since the 20th day of March,
1865, done any act violatingthe prevision in their
behalf, contained in the treaty ratified at said

date between the United States and the "Chip-
pewas of the Mississippi,' and other bands of
Chippewas, which provision is as follows; Pro-
vided, That owing to the heretofore good con-
duct of the Mille Lac Indians, they shall not be
compelled 10 remove, so long as they shall not in
any way interfere with or in any manner molest
the persons or property of the whites; and that
he also inform the house whether any of the
lands heretofore recognized as withinthe limits
of the reservation of said Mille Lac band of In-
dians have been sold or permitted to be entered,
ami if any part of the same has been sold or en-
tered, that he inform the house in what manner,
under what right, and to what extent the said
reservation has been permitted to be entered,
and whether such entries are legal and valid, and
whether bona fide settlements have been made
on the laud entered, or had been prior to or at
th. time of the entry thereof." -

As the history of the reservation named inthe
resolution, and the views of this office respect-
ing the status of the same are tally set out in a
report submitted to the department under date
April26, 1882, I enclose herewith a copy of said
report, trusting that it will be acceptable as con-
taining all the information called for that can be
furnished from this office.

I understand that the question of the status of
certain entries on the Mille Lac reservation has
quite recently been referred by the department
to the general land office for report, and I re-
spectfully recommend that the resolution of the
house be now referred to that office for the in-
formation therein called for, touching sales and
entries of lands within the reservation.

Itshould be stated in this report that no com-
plaint has been made to this office against the
MilleLac Indians since the rendition of my re-
port of April 20, ISB2. Therefore," in my view
of the case, they have not forfeited their right of
occupancy guaranteed to them by the treaty of-
May 7, 1864, confirmed by the president, March
20. 1865. (Stat. 13, p. 693.)

The views of the department respecting the
status of the Mille Lac lands are briefly stated in
the reply made by the department to my above
mentioned report.

Itbears date May 10, 1882,—copy herewith.
Very respectfully, your obedient servant,

11. Price, Commissioner.
The Hon. Secretary of the Interior.

The tteport of 1882.
Department of the INTERIOR, )

Office of Indian Affairs, V
Washington, April26, 1882. )

Sir: In reply to letter of your predecessor
of the Sth instant, calling attention for
such history of the Mille Lac
Indian reservation in the state of Minne-
sota, as shall give its present status and the con-
dition of the Indians thereon, their rights in the
lauds embraced therein, as also the views of this
office as to the disposal of said lands, and a cita-
tion of any pending legislation vow under con-
sideration regarding the same, Ihave the honor
to submit the following statement of facts, with
my views and rtccommendations thereon, which
it is respectfully suggested may be considered
also as si reply to Department reference of a
'-Statement of MilleLac entries"(March 7,1882,)
herewith returned.

The Mille Lac IndianReservation inMinnesota,
was created by treaty concluded in"February 22,

5."> (Stats., 10, 1165.) It embraces three frac-
tional townships and three small islands in the
southern part of MilleLac (Lake.) It was set
apart for the permanent home of the Mille Lac
Chippewas, and to that end allotments in sever-
alty and patents were expressly provided for in
said treaty (article 11.) However, on March 11,
1803, byanother treaty with the various bands of
.'hippewas, (includingthe Mille Lac) said reser-
vation, with five others established under the
provisions of the first mentioned treaty, was
ceded by the Indians to the United States.
(Stats. 12, p. 1249.)

In consideration of the above cessions, the
United States agreed, among other things, to set
apart, and did set apart, for the future homes of
the Chippewas of the Mississippi other lands de-
scribed in said treaty to extend the annuities of
said bands teu years beyond the periods men-
tioned inexisting treaties; to pay certain sums
of money for certain purposes therein mentioned;
to clear, stump, grub and break upon the reser-
vation set apart for said Chippeways a certain
number of acres for each of said bands, to build
houses for their chiefs, and to furnish them with
teams and farming utensils, &c, for the period
of ten years. '-'."_'\u25a0.

By the terms of said treaty it is expressly
provided (inthe twelfth article,) that— ;

"Itshall not be obligatory upon the Indians,
parties to this treaty, toremove from their pres-
ent reservations until the United States shall
have first complied with the stipulations of Ar-
ticles IV and VIof this treaty, when the United
States shall furnish them with all necessary
transportation and subsistence to their new
homes, and subsistence for six months thereaf-
ter; provided that owing to the heretofore good
conduct or the Mille Lac Indians, they shall not
be compelled to remove so long as they shall not
in any way interfere with or in any manner
molest the persons orproperty ofthe whites."

(The stipulations of Articles IVand VI,refer-
red to above, relate to clearing lands, building
houses for chiefs, and removing saw-mill from
Gull Lake reservation, etc.)

On May 7, 1864, still another treaty was enter-
ed into (Stats. 13, p. 095), by which, in consid-
eration of the cession aforesaid, other and ad-
ditional lands were set apart for these bands of
Chippewas, and the sums of money to be expen-
ded by the United States for the objects therein
mentioned were particularly

It must be admitted that the obligations of the
United States have been fulfilled as regards the
treaty aforesaid, The money required has been
appropriated, and a full compliance with the
terms of the treaty has been made or tendered
by the government. But as regards the Mille Lac
band, the question arises: Have Uiey ever for-
feited their right to occupancy as guaranteed to
them by the twelfth article of the said treaty?

Interference in any uay with, or molestation
in any manner of the persons or properly ofthe
whites would, it is presumed, constitute a for-
feiture of such right.

The* precise language of the article has
jnst been stated. By its terms
the Indians of the several ceded reservations
were not to be obliged to remove from the reser-
vations then occupied by them "until" certain
conditions, as set out in Articles IV and XI had
been complied with on the part of the govern-
ment, "when" It was agreed the United States
would furnish them the means oftransportation
and subsistence to their new homes. But, it
was provided, in the case of those with whom
we are now more especially concerned—.

"That owing to the heretofore good conduct
of the MilleLac Indians, they shall not be com-
pelled to remove so long as they shall not
in any way interfere with, or in any manner
molest the persons or property of the whites."

Here was a special provision in the nature of
and intended as a separate and additional im-
munityor franchise, conferred evidently for some
signal good conduct on the part of this particular
band of the Chippewas— Mille Lacs. The
other bands were toremove as soon as the gov-
ernment had fulfilled certain promises (anala-
gous to the case of a merchant who agrees to de-
livermerchandise -when paid for.) They had
ceded' their , lands - for a valuable consideration
and agreed to vacate upou compliance with the
terms of cession. So the Mille Lacs had ceded
the title to their lands, but their removal there-
from was not required, as in the case of the
others, but was made dependent upon " their
continued good conduct.

At the time of the outbreak of the Chippewas,
in 1862, under the famous chief, "Hole-in-the-
Day,"' resulting from the.efforts of southern se-
cession agents operating through Canadian In-
dians and fur traders, .when the devastation of
the whole country there was threatened, and the,
massacre of the entire population, the Mille Lac

!bands being urged to joinwith' Hole-in-the-Day,
positively refused, and not only remained loyal
to the goverment, but assisted ss far as they

j; found it within . their power to -prevent a
, general .Indian war. This it is understood

was the "good conduct", for which they were to
"be remembered.' Not only were they to receive

7, their share of the \u25a0 pecyiiary and other common- benefits," but '-so long as | they shall not in any
way interfere with or in any manner molest the
persons or property of the whites" they ' were

' not to be ''compelled toremove from their res-
-7 ervation. . -' .-' - '-'.-•-. • - :".'\u25a0 . * -
* ' .' The questions that naturally arise, then, are,
\u25a0 • "Who were the whites to whom reference, was... intended," and "what would constitute interfer-ence with or molestation of the persons or prop-

erty'of the whites?" .'.-'-;.\u25a0-.. 'Manifestly, Ithink, reference was intended to
.. the white \u25a0 settlers occupying the -surrounding

• country, their "neighbors especially, for there
' could have been no whites lawfullylivingupon; the reservation at (j that jtime, and it | was hardly

'\u25a0'intended in anticipation of the entry and settle-'
Iment of whites upon the "reservation, and with a

•'."- view to their protection; for .the Indians being
:' in occupation, the \ introduction of whites into

their midst would unquestionably result In a con-
flictat once; indeed it is not difficult to see that:
such-common occupancy by Indians and whites
would be impossible. The Indians were there,
and until they were removed either by their own
consent or by reason of the forfeiture of ; their
right of occupancy the whites ' manifestly must
keep out. - • .• ,

It does not matter that the lands embraced
within the reservation were surveyed and plats
filed with the local land officers, as in the case of
other public lands; the , rights of the Indians.
could not be affected thereby. ' The public sur-
veys were extended over the Mille Lac reserva-
tion— 43 _.„ R. 27 W.\ in 1805, and T. 42 N.,
R. 25, 26, and 27 W., in 1870—and in this con-
nection I will state that as soon as it became
known, . through . their • agent, . that
such surveys had been completed,
this office, seeing the impropriety of permitting
white settlers togo upon the reservation while
the Indians were still in occupation, at once ad-
dressed a communication to . the department
(August 22, 1871), requesting that no part of
said reservation should be considered as subject
to entry or sale as public lands,and that the local
land officers for the district embracing said re-
serve be notifled accordingly. Whereupon (Sep-
tember 1, 1871,) the general land office instructed
the local land officers at Taylor's Falls, Minn., to
give public notice that settlements on the Mille
Lac reservation were illegal and would not be re-
cognized, etc., and on September 11, immediately
following, request having been made to that end
the honorable attorney general informed the De-
partment that he had instructed the United
States district attorney* to prosecute trespassers
on the Mille Lac reservation. Furthermore, on
September 21, following, the general land officepreferred a request to the governor of Minnesota
to execute a relinquishment of the state's claim
to certain tracts lying within the reservation
that had been patented to the state as swamp
lands onthe 13th of May, previous (1871). lam
informally advised by the general land office
that the relinquishment asked for has not, how-
ever, been obtained. ''\u25a0'.'..\u25a07. 'Settlers were at once moved off the reservation
by Agent Smith, who made report to this bureau
under date of November 13, 1871, as follows:

"Upon the representations of Ira H. Pierce,'
attoney for a certain number of these settlers,
that a large number of these settlers • had gone
upon the reservation in good faith for the pur-
pose of making homes, and that by my notice of
warning they had been compelled to leave their
homes aud crops, and were now waiting outside
the lines of the reserve (some of them in poverty
and suffering), I was induced to call a council of
the Mille Lac Indians, at which, Mr. Pierce being
present, I told them the condition of the settlers
and explained to them as well as I could, .the
mistake under which settlements had been allow-
ed upon their lands, and asked that they would
relinquish to their Great Father the right of oc-
cupancy in une township for these settlers.
The Indians doubted the facts, that any such set-
tlers were or had been onthe reservation. They
said that parties had only come to cut timber and
put up a few log shanties, -which could not be in-
tended forhomes; that they had not seen any
families upon the reservation, but if on examin-
ation Ifound settlers had come on by mistake,
aud were suffering by being driven off, they
would consent to releuquisn their right of occu-
pancy to one township, provided it did not in
any way necessitate their removal from the res-
ervation . On these conditions they were willing
to leave the adjustuunt of the case with me.

"On my return to Saint Paul I found it impos-
sible to determine the exact state of the case
without going upon the reservation, and have
just returned from a tour of inspection in com-
pany with J. F. Stock, special agent, sent by
Commissioner Drummond to investigate the facts
of the Mille Lac resrvation."

"We made deligent inquiry of all parties on
the way and of Indians and lumbermen in the
vicinity, and visited some fifteen claims upon
the reserve, and examined the imDrovements
made. Our observations led to the followingcon-
clusions as to the facts in the case

"1. Alarge part of the fractional townships
that constitute the Mille Lac reserve has been
entered either by half-breed scrip or pre-emption
claims." '"•__•_

"2. Inall cases the claims selected are upon
pine lands, in preference to the hardwood lands
which are better adapted to agriculture."

"3. Nearly all the half-breed scrip by reference
to the report lately made by the commissioner
will be found to have been fraudulently ob-
tained." 77.7.

"4. The entries by pre-emption have been
largelymade byparties who were employed and
paid by the day and sent up in~ gangs offrom
six \u25a0to thirty-five men to make improvements,
prove up at the land office, and then transfer
their titles to their employers." "\u25a0'•-.'

"Mr. Stock has reported specifically upon some
of these facts,' givingdates and names and num-
bers of the parties thus employed, and also giv-
ing descriptions of the actual improvements
found upon a large number of their claimes veri-
fied by the affidavits of three citizens of Prince-
ton." -7. ."•'-7

"Irespectfully refer to the statement and affi-
davits of that report as furnishing the basis, to-
gether with my personal observations, for the de-
cision which Ireached, viz, that the entries on
the reserve have been made for the purpose of
securing the pine timber and not for making ac-
tual settlement. I therefore respectfully i re-
quest that no trespassing be permitted upon the
reservation, and that the ent:ies already'allowed
at Taylor's Falls be canceled."

In returning to the consideration of the ques-
tion, who were "the whites" to whom reference
was intended intwelfth article, and what would
constitute interference with, or molestation of,
their persons or property: ' X,-A.'\u25a0.-..\u25a0

Ifit be conceded that the white settlers occu-
pying the country surrounding or adjacent to the
reservation were the object of the intended pro-
tection (whichis clear to my mind) then it would
certainly be unnecessary to discuss the question
as to what wouldcoustitude interference with or
molestation of the persons or property of such.
If, on the other hand, it be denied and contend-
ed, as itis by some, that the word "whites" was
employed in anticipation of the speedy settle-
ment of whites upon these lands, who would
bring with them their property and effects, and
with a view to the protection of such persons in
their persons and property, then it is important
to know what was meant by the language \u25a0 "any-
way interfere with, or in any manner molest the
persons or property" (of whites.)

For the sake of the argument, let us suppose
that, the language of the proviso was intended to
apply to settlers coming upon the-reservation.
Then the Indians, if they would not work a for-
feiture of their right of occupancy, must not
interfere with or molest either the persons orproperty of such. Surely nothing more. It does
not provide that they shall make way for or va-
cate or abandon any Improvements or shelter
they have or land to these people. It is only re-
quired that they shallnot interfere withor molest
either their persons or property. These words
(interfere and molest) when employed in such
connection, in respect of the conduct action of
Indians, are, I think, to he interpreted in their
worst sense. And when it is remembered that
only a few months before the treaty was made,
the whole country had been thrown into a state
of the greatest alarm on account of
the uprising of the Indians of that
section, it is clear to my - mind
that the framerg of tnat treaty .in-
tended that they should be interrupted in no
other way. vv'.

In examining the evidence we have as showing
what the conduct of these Indians has been dar-
ing the past ten or twelve years, we shall see not
only that their agents J and the citizens of the
neighborhood as well, claimed for the Indians
the right of occupancy during good behavior, but
that the people residing in the section of the .
counrty contiguous to the reservation (presum-
ably as mutch interested in getting rid of the In-
dians as anybody) acknowledged and believed
that nothing short of interference with or moles-
tation of the persons or property of themselves
or others outside the limits of the reservations
would constitute a rightful forfeiture of such
right. .'; X,

Let us look at the evidence we have in thepremises. In his annual report of 1870, Lieut.
George Atcheson, of the army, says:

"Inthe month of Febrnary last certain acenssa
tions were made against the Mille Lac band of
Chippewas by white settlers residing contiguous
to the ceded reservation upon whicn this band is
yet allowed to remain; complaints alleging their
roving propensities, drunkenness, and general
misconduct, detrimental to. themselves and an-
noying to the whites, who, Tor this reason, de-
sired theirremoval. In compliance withinstruc-
tions from the department, I- investigated the
subject and found that these - complaints of gen-
eral misconduct were not without foundation,but
but in no case was evidence produced to show
actual interference with or molestation of the
persons or property of the whites, which alone,
under the treaty, would be just cause of their
removal." In accordance with the showing I
made report to the department."

(An examination of the -, report referred to
shows it to be of above tenor.) •

Agent (afterwards Commissioner of Indian
Affairs) E. P. Smith, in his annual report for
1871, being ' then in charge of the Chippawa
Agency, says:

"The MilleLac bands of Mississippi Chippe-
was still reside on their original reservation, the
title to which they ceded in 1803, reserving the
right of occupancy daring good conduct towards
the whites. There have been, from time to

.time, individual complaints against them, for
trespassing in the adjoining -country. > For the
most pait this trespass has been a violation" of
the game laws of the state. Unfortunately for
these Indians,' their reservation is • rich in pine
lands, which makes them the prey of lumber
dealers, and a strong, pressure is kept up' on all
sides to secure their early removal." .'.•"

In his report for the following year (1872)
Agent Smith stated: . •

"Of the Mille Lac -band' of the | Mississippi
Chippewas only about twenty-five have been per-
suaded as yet toremove to White Earth."

In 1873 Agent Douglass being in charge of the
agency, inhis annual report says; .

'\u25a0 "Nothing whatever is being done jto improve
the condition of that portion of the '• Miile Lac
Indians still residing in the vicinity of the lake
bearing that name. ..; No class of i1Indians v under
my charge appear more manly and > noble than
these, and lam profoundly impressed jwith I the
moral obligation of the government to adopt im-
mediate measures for their education and icivili-
zation. They hold their present territory by the
most feeble tenure." y 7'W'-7. • - > .'••\u25a0
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• The commissioner of Indian affairs \u25a0 (Hon. E.
P. Smith) inhis report for 1874 says: '..-\u25a0'-

•J*. "The Mille Lacs are located around a.lake .\u25a0 of
the same name, on land ceded in 1863, reserving
the right of occupancy during \ good behavior.
Nothing has been done for them beyond the pay-
ment of their annuities, in cash and goods.which
payment is in itself a source of demoralization,
leading directly to \u25a0 indolence . and : intoxication.
Nothing can be done for them' until they are re-
moved to White Earth,' or until the fee of the
MilleLac is restored to them. , *;*"*.
All efforts to induce them to remove to White
Earth have as yet been of no avail."

Agent C. A. Ruffee, late agent for the Chip-
pewas,' in his annual report for 1878 says:

"The larger proportion of the Mississippi
bands still remaining on the White Oak Point
reservation and at Mille Lac are in a . deplorable
condition and subjects of annoyance to the white
people surrounding them."

And in his report for the year following (1879)
he says, speaking of the MilleLies:

"Those residing at Mille Lac • should be re-
moved as speedily as possible without an infrac-
tion of existing treaties." .

This brings us down to 1880. On May 26,
18.0, this office, by department reference of the
25th same month, received a petition numerous-
ly signed by the citizens of Morrison county,
Miunesota (a country bordering on the Mille Lac
reservation), commending the MilleLac . Indians
in the highest terms for their uniform good con-
duct, and appealing for protection in their behalf
in the matter of their reservation lands. The
petitioners deny that the Indians have ever com-
mitted depredations upon the whites; on the
contrary, they protest that they are a peaceful,
inoffensive people, and that _ the charges that
have been made against them are unjust, and
have been instigated by designing people, who
wish to secure the valuable timber with which
their reservation abounds. _'.'•.•'-'•-

Of the character and standing _>f the petition-
ers I am not informed.

Thus it would appear from the above evidence,
if the grounds I have taken are correct, that
these people have never violated the conditions
upon which their contiuued occupancy of the
lands in question solely depends. That their
position, however, since the cession of the reser-
vation in 1863, has been an anomalous one is
manifest; and it may be stated that it has been'
a matter of concern not only to the Indians, but
to this bureau as well. The feeble tenure
by which; they have held their
lands has been a great obstacle to their advance-
ment, an d but little has been done for their im-
provement. The attention of the department
and of congress has from time to time been
called totheir condition witha view to securing
their removal, or in case of their remaining

.where they are now such legislation as shall se-
cure to them a projjer share of the reservation
in severalty. Abiil was prepared in this office
and presented to the last congress (S. 1630,
Forty-sixth congress, second session) authoriz-
ingnegotiations with these Indians, as well as
numerous other b;._ds, for their removal to and
consolidation with the Indians residing upon
White Earth reservation. It never, however,
became a law. A.-XA*'

To allow this condition of things to continue
is inthe highest degree demoralizing to these
Indians. Either they should be removed (with
their consent) <y, lastly,lands in severalty should
be allotted to them where they are at the earliest
practicable moment. They have ever manifested
the strongest objection to removal, and it is not
known whether their free consent could be ob-
tained to quit their old homes for the White
Earth or any other reservation. Possibly a lib-
eral reward would induce them to yield, and the
effort should be made. Their present reserva-
tion, being rich inpine lands, is the envy of the
lumber men, and as long as the Indians occupy
their present anomalous position with respect to
these lands the pressure for their removal will
continue, and it is to be feared that the evil in-
fluences that have heretofore been brought to
bear upon them to effect a forfeiture of their
rights will also continue, until they are reduced
to a state of utter depravity and helplessness.

In a letter to the commissioner of the general
land office, dated March 1, 1877, Ifind that the
then secretary ofthe interior (Hon.Z. Chandler)
decided," in the case of the appeal of Frank W.
Folsom from the decision of the said commis-
sioner of May 27, 1876, - affirming the
action -of the register and receiver
in rejecting his D. S. dated May 1,
1876, for the SE. Ji of NW. Ji, and lots 1, 2 and
3of section 6, town 43, range 27, Taylor's Falls
land district, Minnesota, that the Indians occu-
pying the reservation in question have not an
exclusive right to the lauds, but that, on the con-
trary, they are subject to sale and disposal by
the United States. He says:

•'Uuder the proviso (referring to proviso of
the twelfth article of the treaty of 1863) it is true
that so long as said Indians do not interfere with
the persons or property of the whites they can-
not be compelled to remove, but itby no means
gives them an inclusive right to the lands, nor
does it, in my judgment, exclude said lands from
sale and disposal of the United States.

"Itwas anticipated, evidently,that these lands
would be settled upon by white persons; that
they would take with them their property and. effects; and itwas provided that so long as the
Indians did not interfere with such white persons
or their property they migntremain, not because
they had any right to the lands, but simply as a
matter of favor.

"In this view of the case, and I am satisfied
that this is the proper construction of said pro-
viso, said lands are now, and were at the time
Folsom offered to file his D. S., subject to pre-
emption filing and entry."

However, in view of the fact that the Indians
were in occupation of the lands, and that there
were no funds available for their removal to the
White Earth reservation, the secretary directed
the suspension of the execution of the decision
above quoted, and directed the commissioner
of the general land office to instruct the local
officers to allow no filingsor entries upon any of
said lands included in the Mille Lac reservation
"until ' the close of the next regular
session of congress (forty-fifth congress),
unless said Indians shall voluntarily remove
therefrom prior to that, date;" and he farther
directed "that in the meantime all existing
claims on any of said lands, ifany there be, re-
main in statu quo."

Itappears that at the expiration of the limit
of time placed by Secretary Chandler, Folsom's
entry was allowed, and indue time patent was
issued for the tract entered. The local land of-
ficers also allowed entries to the -extent of over
23,000 acres, which, were subsequently canceled
by direction of Secretary Schurz of May 19,1879.
I close herewith a ocpy of a letter from the

commissioner of the geueral land office, dated
December 30, 1881, by which it willbe seen that
all additional homstead entries, locations under
Chippewa treaty of May 7, 1864, and pre-emption
entries made from time to time
for lands embraced within the Mille
Lac reservation have been canceled save
such few as are therein indicated and de-
scribed. The correspondence inrespect of these
entries (including department decisions and in-
structions) which has been somewhat extended,
has been had with the general land office ofwhich
no information is afforded from the records of
this office.

Department of the Interior, )
Geeeral Land Office, L

Washington, D. C, Dec, 30, 1881. J
Hon, 11. Price, Commissioner of Indian Affairs.

Sir:—lnreply to your letter Lof the 10th in-
stant, Ihave the honor to furnish the following
statement respecting" entries appearing upon the
records of this office for lands within the Mille
Lac Indian reservation in Minnesota:

The Sr_..i NW.Ji and lots 1, 2 and 3 of section
6, town 43, range 27, entered byFrank W. Fol-
som, per Taylor's Falls, cash entry No- 6736, and
patened September 10, 1880.

Fractional sections 16, 21 end 22, lots 1 and 2,
section 27, N. __ NE.__ and _..__ NW.Ji section
28,43, 27, selected January 14,1807, under firstar-
ticle of Chippewa treaty of May 7,1864,f0r Shaw-
bosh-Kung, and approved by honorable secre-
tary of the interior January 17, 1867.

The Sw.Ji NW. V4anl lot 5, section 27, SE.
NE. and lot 1, section 28, 43,27, embraced in St.
Cloud homestead entry No. 6239, final certificate
No. 4574, in name of Sharvash King, at present
under consideration by this office.

"Lot 7, Sec. IS, and SE. X NE. .4 20, 43, 27,
claimed by the state. of Minnesota as swamp
land.
- "Lots 2 and 3, Sec. 18; lot 4. Sec. 21; NE .£

NW. £ SW. X SW. H. and lot 4, Sec. 28; SW. XNW X Sec. 29; E. _. SW. Ji, W. _. SE. H Sec.
30: NE. Ji NW. Ji and NE. jfSec. 31 NE. __
NE. H and SE. ,4 SE. Ji Sec. 32, and jNW. Ji
NW. Ji 33, 43, 27 were patented to the state of
Minnesota under swamp land acts May 13, 1871.

\u25a0 "Many additional homestead entries under act
of June 8, 1872, locations under Chippewa treaty
of May 7, 1864, and pre-emption entries have
been made from time to time for other portions
of land embraced inthe reservation named, but
all have been canceled save the entries, locations
and selections above described.

"Very respectfully; \u25a0.

N. C. JJcFARLAND,-• ' '. .-*--,\u25a0 Commissioner."
However, it is understood that the status of all

these entries remain, unchanged since the date
of the general land office letter above referred to.
1The Indians have continued in. occupation of
the reservation since the cession of 1863, nearly
twenty years. . The department has seen the
importance of protecting them in their right of
'occupancy, as guaranteed to them by said treaty,
and to that end has refused to allow settlements
to be made in their midst. Undoubtedly it has

been hoped ; and expected . that the : Indians
would intime yield to the pressure for their re-
moval and take homes . upon the White . Earth.
Appropriations have been made from time to
time (as has 'been stated) for their". removal
(Stats., vol. 13, pp. 500, 561; vol. 15, p. 204;
vol. 17, p. 189), but onlya few have \u25a0. been' per-
suaded .to remove. As a baud they haveever manifested the strongest desire to remain

\u25a0 where they \u25a0?; are. It is known - that
the deplorable condition into .which. they • have
fallen is attributable largely to the uncertainty
which has been: felt "as regards the tenure by
which they hold their lands. Nothing could he
done or can be done toward opening . farms and
establishing them in the pursuits of agricultural
life so long as this uncertainty continues. _ The
strong pressure from the outside has, no doubt,
increased their. opposition to. removal, and it
would seem that their chief , ambition and", effort
has been simply to avoid a forfeiture . of.' their
rights by any overt act. - • '•; ..
•_:.- Inconclusion Iwillstate that it is not claimed

by this bureau that the Indians have any title or
fee in the I lands,* nor am I prepared to jsay that
the lands are, by the terms of the treaty, ex-
cluded from sale and disposal by I, the United
States ;but itis clear tomy mind that the govern-.
ment is bonnd to protect the Indians in the con-
tinued occupancy thereof, bo long as they shall ,
refuse to remove .. therefrom,' unless . they shall
work a forfeiture of their right by reason of fu-
ture misconduct. '..'\u25a0 .'\u25a0"; "... •"_\u25a0

Clearly this condition of affairs *should not be
allowed to continue, and' steps i should be taken
to remedy the evil without further delay. '
' A bill is now pending before. congress which
provides for I the jremoval "\u25a0 and consolidation of
the various bands of Chippewas in Minnesota
upon the White Earth reservation. The Mille;
Lac Indians are included, and forthe purpose of-
the act their reservation Is declared to belong to
them.." (11. R. 3862, Forty-seventh congress,;
first session.) - \u25a0'\u25a0 ; •_--,. .

The bill provides, among numerous things,
that any Indian twenty-one years of age, having
valuable improvements I upon any of the reser-
vations vacated under the act, .. may, under cer-
tain condiiions, select 160 acres for himself and
receive patent therefor. The proceeds of the
sale of | the several jreservations, after payment
of expenses of survey, appraisement, etc., is, by
the terms of the bill, to be placed inthe treas-
ury for the benefit of , the Indians so removed
and consolidated upon the White Earth. " .'"*._.'

It is very doubtful, -'however, if
ijhis bill will become . a law at the
present session of congress, and as I - think it
important that an early adjustment of '. the case
be had, Iwould respectfully suggest whether it
would tut be well to ask congress (by special
bill) for authority to negotiate with these In-
dians for the relinquishment of their right of oc-
cupancy to the lands in question and for their
removal to White Earth, for a specified sum of
money. 7 . • 7

Very respectfully, your obedient servant,
• 11. Price, Commissioner.-

The Hon.* Secretary of the Interior.",;:\u25a0'. . 7..

Department of the Interior, )
Washington, May 10, 1882. j

Sir: Ihave the honor to acknowledge the re-
ceipt of your letter of the 26th of April concern-
ing the Mille Lac reservation in the state of Min-
nesota. Ihave carefully considered the same,
and after an examination of the statutes cited
and the action of my predecessors, Hon. Z,
Chandler and Hon. Carl Schurz, Ifeel constrain-
ed to substantially adhere to the decision made
by Mr. Chandler., Ido not think there " can be
any controversy as to the status of the Indians
on that reservation. The twelfth article of the
treaty of 1863 provides as follows:

"It shall not be obligatory upon the Indians,
parties to this treaty, to remove from
their present reservations juntil 'the United
States shall have first complied with the
stipulations of articles 4 and 6 of his treaty, when
the United States shall furnish them with all
necessary transportation and subsistence to their
new homes, and subsistence for six months
thereafter: Provided, That owing to the hereto-
fore good conduct of the Mille Lac Indians they
shall not be compelled toremove so long as they
shall not inany way interfere with or in any
manner molest the persons or property of | the
whites." . . . . -..'-....';.,-.".

This proviso gave to this band of Indians the
right to remain on the reservation until they
should voluntarily'remove therefrom. At the
time of the making of the treaty there was a
large number of other Indians who either resided
on the reservation or had the right to do so, who
were to be removed; but, owing to the good con-
duct of these Indians, they were not compelled
like their brothers to go to the White Earth
reservation. It has been insisted that the pro-
viso allowing the Mille Lac Indians to remain
gave them the exclusive permission to occupy
the entire reservation to the exclusion of white
settlers. - ..-'"\u25a0'\u25a0\u25a0\u25a0"• \u25a0-"''.. '*'-.\u25a0\u25a0"'A

By the treaty ofFebruary 22, 1855, it was pro-
vided inarticle 2 that the president might at any
time he considered it advisable assign to each
head of a family; or singly, 80 acres of land for
his or their separate use. It does not appear
that this was done, and it is to be presumed that
whatever portion of the Mille - Lac reservation
was occupied by the Mille Lac Indians at the
time of the making of the treaty of 1863 was oc-
cupied in common and not held in severalty.
Whatever title they had passed by this treaty to
the United States, nothing remained in the In-
dians; but the government saw fit to say that
they need not remove therefrom until they were
ready to do so. It was undoubtedly understood
by the government and the Indians that the In-
dians would ultimately remove therefrom to
White Earth, as provided in the treaty, but they
have refused to do so and still refuse.

The interests of the Indians undoubtedly re-
quire their removal; but this cannot be done by
the department except with their consent, uuless
the Indians by disturbing the whites have for-
feited their right toremain. It is alleged that
they have forfeited their right; this, however,
has been denied.' No provision, is made inthe
treaty for determining a controversy on this
point, and itought not to be adjudged against the
Indians except on the clearest proof. This does
not appear to exist, aud therefore it must be
presumed that the Indians are rightfully on the
reservation and entitled to the - protection of the
government in all that was given them by the
proviso in article 12. \u25a0"''' * '• \u25a0

The question is whether they may occupy the
whole reservation or only the part that is neces-
sary to make good the promise of the proviso of
section 12. It is not claimed that they originally
occupied th*. entire reservation, or that it is now
necessary to exclude white settlers therefrom to
keep in good faith the treaty with them.. Icon-
elude that whatever they actually occupied in
1863 they are entitled now to occupy ; if they

have increased the area of their occupation they
are entitled to that, if such occupation was prior
to the occupancy by white people. AA- v..

The reservation was public land open to home- jstead and pre-emption claims, subject only to theright of the Indians to reside thereon and not toremove therefrom until they wish so to do.
Good faith required the government to reserve
for them as much land as they needed. This
could not be more fairlydetermined than by con-ceding to them all they had previously occupied.
Iunderstand the number of Indians on that res-. ervation is about 500, while the reservation con-
tains seven townships and three small islands.
You will therefore ascertain as soon as practic-
able the quantity of land heretofore occupied
by the Indians, as well as the quantity necessary
for their support (if the quantity now
occupied is insufficient)and report the same to this
office, in order that such land may be reserved
from the operation of the homestead and pre
emptlon laws, so that the remainder of the reser-
vation may be occupied by the settlers who have
in good faith attempted settlement thereon.

If you think it desirable I will send au inspec-
tor there to examine and report on the area now
occupied by the Indians, or you may ascertain
the fact through your own agencies, as you
prefer. Very respectfully,

H. M. Teller,
Hon. Hiram Price, j Secretary.

Commissioner of Indian Affairs. .
* __. \u25a0\u25a0-'.".'\u25a0\u25a0 ''\u25a0":"-.-'\u25a0;\u25a0 \u25a0'.-,

Department of the Interior, .
General Land Office, >Washington, D. C, April25, 1884. )

Sir: Iam in receipt, by reference from the de-
partment of the 2d instant, of a resolution of the
house of representatives of March 21, 1884, di-
recting you to inform the house—

"Whether any of the lands heretofore recog-
nized as within the limits of the . reservation of
said Mille Lac band of Indians have been sold or
permitted to be entered, and if any part of the
same has been sold or entered that he [you| in-
form the house in what manner, under what
right, and to what extent the said reservation
has been permitted to be entered, and whether
such entries are legal and valid, and whether
bona fide settlements have been made on the
land entered, or had been prior to or at the time
of the entry thereof.'.'.'..- -'.'._•:-, \u25a0"\u25a0'.'

In response to your call for a report on the
foregoing clause of the resolution, I have the
honor to submit the following: By article 2 of
the treaty of February 22, 1855, between the
United States and the Mississippi bands of Chip-
pewa Indians (Stats, at Large, vol. 10, p. 1165),
the MilleLac Indian reservation - embraces, or
embraced, the following described fractional
townships inMinnesota, namely, "42 N. of R.
25 W.; 42 N. it R. 26 W.; and 42 and 43 N. of
R. 27 W. ; and also the three islands in the
southern part of Mille. Lac." The : aforesaid
townships cover an area of 60,793.64 acres.

Itappears from our records and files that at
the request of the commissioner ofIndian affairs,
contained in a letter of August *22, 1871, this
office, September 1, 1871, addressed a letter to
the register and receiver at Taylor's Falls. Minn..
forbidding them to allow any filingsor entries to
be made witnin the limits of that reservation.

In April, 1871,' fifty-seven pieces of Chippewa
half-breed scrip were located upon tracts to the
extent of 4,609.98 acres within said reservation,
and in June, July and August of the jsame year
six pre-emption \u25a0 cash \ entries, - covering 709.60
acres, were made, and thirty-five pre-emption
claims covering 5,706.84 acres, were perfected by
being paid for with Iagricultural college scrip.
There were also 117 declaratory statement, flled
covering several thousand acres of said land. 'It
appears that on the 17th and 20th of June, 1871,
the department ordered the suspension of all en-
tries made nnder article 10 of the treaty of Sep-
tember 30, 1854, with the . Chippewa Indians of
Lake Superior and the-Mississippi : (10 Stats., p.
1109), and article 6 of the treaty ofFebraary 22,
1855. (10 Stats., p. 1165), and directed this officeto advise the local officers to refuse all applica-
tions to enter lands " under • the provis-
ions .-"',' of - either of said ; articles
of treaty stipulations * nntil further in-
structed. The local officers appeal to have been
advised of such order by letter addressed ! them
September2o, 1871. By. letter; addressed ' said
officers September 23, 1871. . wherein . reference
was made to prior letters on; the subject, they

; were directed to carry out instructions of , Sep-
temcer 1,1871, relative to notifying parties r who
had made entries within the -',- reser-
vation . that -':.", they ;.„v;.. were •\u25a0 .. invalid
and .would.. be canceled. By letter address-
cc the Taylor's Falls office January 24,.: 1872,
wherein reference was made to letter of Sep-
tember 23, 1871, all entries and locations on said
reservation were declared canceled, and the of-
ficers were directed to note the cancelation up-
on their records and notify the: parties of ; snch• action. . By letter of January 30, 1872, ' wherein

\u25a0reference was made to letter; of . 24th> of J samemonth, abstracts of land' entered, jlocated, . and

3

filed upon within the limits of, said reservation
were sent said officers as follows: \u25a0 (1) ;Locations
with Chippewa half-breed .;scrir;_ (2) * location
with agricultural college scrip; _; (3),: homestead
entries and cash; (4) 'declaratory.; statements;
and said officers were directed \ to•; notify, jthose
.who made cash entries tomake the usual applica-
tion for repayment of.purchase money; to noti-
fy homestead claimants that they would' be . al-
lowed to make new entries with the fees and com-
missions oh the one canceled standing to their
credit. The agricultural college scrip was returned
them with instructions to deliver itto the: right-
ful owners upon surrender of the duplicate cer-
tificates of location. ;Regarding jthe | Chippewa
scrip they were advised that the same would • be

|retained on the files of this office, subject to the
order of the honorable secretary dated April20,
1870.': :;'\u25a0 , '-'•.--:.'

Subsequently a number of applications to ac-
quire title to tracts within said reservation were
brought before this office, on appeal from the
action of : the . district - officers '*? rejecting
the same ["pursuant \u25a0". . to the instruc-
tions referred to of date September 1, j1871, and
one case,' that of Frank W. Folsom, ' represent-
ing the points involved, I was submitted to the
secretary on appeal with letter of this office of
October 31, 1876. Your predecessor, the late
Hon. Z. Chandler, by letter of March 1, 1877, re-
versed the dicisiou rendered by jthis office ad-
verse to the claimant, but directed, for reasons
given, that the execution of his decision in favor
of said Folsom should be : suspended, and that
the district officers should be ordered to. allow
no filings or entries upon any of said lands until
the close of the next regular session of congress,
unless the Indians should.; voluntarily remove
therefrom. He further directed that in the mean
time all existing claims for any of said lands. if
any there were, should remain in statu quo.
This order was communicated by letterfrom this
office of March 15, 1877, to the district land of-
ficers at Taylor's Falls in whose district the Fol-
Bom case arose. . • ±

Thus the matter remained, no entries or fil-
ings having been admitted by the district officers,
said officers acting under the order above re-
ferred to, forbidding ituntil June 19, 1878, when
by letter of that date your predecessor, the Hon.
Carl Schurz, directed this office to notify by tel-
egraph, the proper local officers to allow no fil-
ings or entries upon any of sal-Hands untilfurth-
er orders from the department. • The local of-
ficers at Taylor's Falls and Saint Cloud were no-
tified accordingly on the same day, June 19,1878,
and the receipts of the telegrams were acknowl-
edged on the 19th and 20th of the same month.
On the 21st June, 1878, Mr. j Schurz addressed
this office another letter, in which; after refer-
ring to the history and then condition of the mat-
ter, he said:
"Ihave therefore to direct that all claims on

any of said lands, if any there be, subject to en-
try, shall remain in statu quo:"- - Ax'X\u25a0* ;\u25a0': AXY

He therein directed this office to "order local
land officers to allow no filings or entries upon
any of said lands included in the MilleLac reser-
vation ; this order to be and remain infull force
and effect until the result of the action of con-
gress in relation to the right of the Indians in
question to occupy the tract of country known
as the Mille Lac reservation, situated in the
state of Minnesota,shall have been determined."
Copies of said letter were sent to the district
land officers affected by the order, with letters
of this office of the 23th of Jnne, 1878.. By returns for the month of March, 1879,
from the district land office at Taylor's Falls,
Minn., itwas found that notwithstanding the re-
peated inhibitions referred to, and without any
change inthe incumbents of the district office
since 1876, soldiers' additional/homestead en-
tries had, been allowed within the limits of said
reservation to the extent of 23,913.46 acres.
This fact was shown by the register's abstract
of homestead entries for that month. Mypred-
ecessor, on the 17th of May, 1879, addressed Mr..
Schurz a letter on the subject, and therein ex-
pressed the opinion that the entries referred to,
having been allowed In contravention of the
specific order of the department, given with a
view to afford opportunity for the adjustment of
toe rights of the Indiana inthe reservation, were
invalid, and stated that if itmet the secretary's
approval they would be at once canceled by this
office and the parties advised. On the 19th
May, 1879, Mr. Schurz-concurred in the opinion
of my predecessor and directed the cancelation
of the entries referred to in letter of this , office
of the 17th of the same month, and the entries
were thereupon canceled by letter: addressed to
the local officers at Taylor's Falls, May 21, 1879.
The entries thus canceled were 285 in
number, being soldiers' . additional homestead
entries numbered from 2,551 to 2,835, - inclu-
sive, all made March 12, 1879, embracing in
area, 23,000 acres, or thereabouts, of lands within
said reservation. The register and receiver of the
Taylor's Falls office reported, May 29, 1879, that
the instructions of the 21st of the same month had
been complied with, and indefense oftheir action
gave reasons under three headings for allowing
the entries, briefly as follows: • .-\u25a0:_ \u25a0" 'A

(1) The decision of Hon. Z. Chandler of March
1,1877, holdingthat said lands belonged to the
United States and were subject to entry by pre-
emption, and of course by homestead, as they
were surveyed lands and the plats filed in \u25a0 their

; office several years before. But for certain pru-
dential reasons named in the decision, Mr. Chand-
ler directed that no disposal be made of the lands
and that they remain instatu quo, not indefinitely
as intimated in letter of this office of May 21,
1879, but **until the close of the next session ofcongress," That this of course referred to the

close of the first session of the Forty-fifth con-
! gress, which took place on or about June 20

1878, XXAXAYXxA:X,XA. -(2.) That Mr. Schurz, then secretary of the in-
terior, must certainly have felt that they were
authorized to allow entries after the close of .the
above named session, as otherwise he would not
have directed this office on the 19th June, 1878,. to telegraph them not to allow any entries under
the Chandler decision until farther orders, which
orders they received dated 'June 28, 1878. That
said orders did not inthe least particular revoke
Secretary Chandler's decision in regard to the
status of the' lands, but simplyforbid the allow-
ance of entries until congress could have an op-
portunity of acting upon a certain bill and a cer-
tain resolution then inthe hands of the commit-
tee on Indian affairs of the house of representa-
tives. That the point they make isthis:

"The secretary, it is truejyiid not state what
congress he wished toact up_P these measures,
whether the forty-fifth or some subsequent
congress, but as he referred to
certain livingmeasures then before the Forty-
fifthCongress, which, if not acted upon by that
congress, would die with it, the natural and legal
construction of his order was that he referred
solely to that then existing body."

(8.) The congress before which these measures
were pending at the time of the order having ex-
pired by limitation of law on March 3, 1879, and
no action having been taken upon themnot even
a report from the committee, from all they could
learn after diligent inquiry— course the bill
and resolution died with, the congress, and so
also, in their opinion, died the honorable secre-
tary's order. That, consequently, after awaiting
further orders until March 12, 1879, and not re-
ceiving any, they felt they could not legally and
in the discharge of their duty deprive the. appli-
cants, whose applications had been pending for
nearly four years for the lands, of their rights
any longer. Hence they fell back upon Secretary
Chandler's decision and allowed the entries.

They made report in the same letter that the
parties in interest requested them to state that
indue time an appeal would be taken to the
courts from the action aforesaid, canceling the
entries. "-". -7':77AXXA:...

Notice of appeal from the action of this office
of May 21, 1879, canceling said additional home-
stead entries was filed July 19, 1879, by Messrs.
Curtis, Earl & Burdett, of this city. This notice
embraced all said soldiers' additional homestead
entries,' two hundred and eighty-five in number.

On the 4th of August, 188^, Messrs. Curtis. &
Buidett addressed this office a letter, inclosing
therein a list of soldiers' additional homestead
entries made at Taylors Falls, Minn., and stated
that said entries were made in conformity with
Mr. Secretary Chandler's decision, but subse-
quently canceled by order of Mr. Secretary Schurz
for supposed interference with the late Mille Lac
Indian reservation. That in such can-
celation the parties in interest had
never acquiesced. but had at . all
times asserted their right to have their, entries

restored and patented. They further stated that,
your attention havingbeen called to the matter,
you, on May 10, 1882, rendered a decision re-
specting the status ofthe lands,whereby the form-
er decision of Secretary Chandler was reaffirmed
and the lands \ declared to be subject to entry.
They filed a copy of your said decision of May 10,
1882, addressed the , honorable commissioner of
Indian affairs, and in view thereof asked that the
entries referred to be reinstated on the record,
and that each case be examined and decided on
its merits, etc. Ihad the honor to call your at-
tention to the matter in words and figures as fol-
lows:

"Department of the Interior, }
General Land Office, >;;7 , . Washington, D. C., Aug. 7, 1882..J

"Sir: Ihave been furnished, unofficially,with
a copy of your letter of May 10, 1882, addressed
to the commissioner of Indian affairs, relative to
the status of the Mille Lac Indian reservation, in
the state of Minnesota. ' :';v ._>\u25a0

"You express the opinion that the Indians have
not forfeited the right g secured to \ them by the
twelfth article of the treaty of 1863 to remain on
the ceded lands on certain . conditions, and jthat
good faith required the government toreserve for
them as much land as they needed for their sup-
port, but that in view of the number of - Indians
now occupying the reservation, the ] whole of the
land is not necessary for such purpose; and you
directed the commissioner of Indian affairs to as-
certain the quantity of land actually occupied by
the Indians heretofore, - as well . as the quantity
necessary for their support (if the | quantity now
occupied is insufficient), and to report the same
to you, inorder that such land may be reserved
from the operations of j the .homestead and pre-
emption laws, so that the remainder of the reser-
vation may be occupied by the settlers who have
ingood faith attempted settlement thereon. ..--:,."
' -' "Ishould understand from \u25a0 your instructions
to the commissioner jof | Indian affairs that the
reservation which by the recognition, and acts of
the executive department of the government has
been heretofore maintained for the occupation of
these Indians, in accordance with the treaty stip-
ulation, is to be reduced to the reasonable quantity
needed for their support,' and that the remainder
of the lands.not co needed for Indian occupation)

,-*-' '-.. ' ..XX..:>•;.-*-\u25a0 --
are to be opened to " entry under the. homestead
and pre-emption laws. .'..:. XXAX-X \u25a0:..._\u25a0'."•
V "Messrs. Cut-in &Burdett, attorneys, repre-
senting a large :number ,of soldiers' , additional .
homestead entries,rheretofore ; attempted to be
made on these lands, but which were canceled by
order of your predecessor,' for; the . reason . that
the land being in a reserved . condition twas . not
legally subject to entry during ;. the continuance
of such reservation, have applied for a reinstate-
ment of said entries, claiming that 'under your
instructions to the commissioner on Indian af-
fairs these entries should be considered as hav-
ing been legallymade ' at ..: the" respective ';\u25a0 dates
thereof, in order that the same may be protected
against any subsequent claims upon the .; same
lands that may hereafter be presented.--
--| "Ido not understand your letter, to the ' com-
missioner of Indian affairs as authorizing jme to
take the action desired by Messrs. Curtis &Bur-
dett, nor as determinative of the :several ques-
tions which their application presents: neither is
it my understanding that the jreport upon the
examination required by you to be made of these
lands has yet been submitted for your action and
instructions thereunder. ' Inthe absence of such
instructions I should not feel at; liberty to take
any steps relative to this application or in auy
other respect relative to said lands.

"But Iam requested by Messrs. Curtis &Bur-
dett (who state that they have had a personal in-
terview with you upon the .subject) to submit
their application to you for any consideration and
instruction you may deem proper inthe premises.
Said application is accordingly herewith .. trans-
mitted, \", -'"\u25a0 A.'AAAA;

Veryrespectfully, ; -•__-'
Hon. H. M. Teller, .N. C. McFarland,

Secretary of the Interior." Commissioner.
..Said letter was returned me with your endorse-

ment, as follows: \u25a0'.<-'.. j...;.". '7
"Department op the Interior. )

Washington, D. C., August, 7, 1882. J*. "Iwant all the entries heretofore canceled in
the . so-called . Mille I Lac "reservation rein-
stated for an examination as to their bona fide
character, for if made in •- good faith the
canceling of such . entries was.. without
authority of law, | and in derogation of the
rights of the parties making such jentries. It
is necessary, to . save : the rights of such
persons and prevent a conflict with others, to re-
instate such entries," and, therefore, this ought to
be done at once."

Thereupon by letter of this offlce of August 15,
1882, addressed to the register and receiver at
Taylors Falls, said additional homestead entries,
numbered from 2,551 to 2,835, inclusive, were re-
instated.' Having used the broad term "all the
entries heretofore canceled" in your indorsement
of August 7, 1882, and tlys office being in doubt
as to the status of the homestead and pre-emp-
tion entries, and Chippewa half-breed scrip loca-
tions, which were made on said so-called reserva-
tion, and which were canceled in 1871 and 1872,
the acting commissioner, during my absence, ad-
dressed you a letter dated August 15, 1882, and
requested to be informed ifsaid entries and scrip
locations were intended to be embraced in your
order of August 7, 1882, and if so whether the or-
der embraced any of said entries and locations
where the lands had been re-entered or re-loca-
ted since cancelation in 1871 and 1872. Inyour
letter of February 13, 1883, reference was made
to said letter of August 15, : 1882, and Ihad the
honor to be informed that you had previously
held that there was no reservation, and that the
land was public land. That your meaning could
hardly be made more explicit and certain by
words than by the indorsement you made, taken
in connection, as it necessarily must be, with the
letter of thisoffice of August 7, 1882, and that no
reference was made, directly or indirectly, to the
canceled entries of 1871 and 1872.

Since, receipt ,of your letter of February 13,
1883, of the two hundred and eighty-five soldiers'
additional homestead entries above mentioned
seventy-eight have been examined on their merits
and patents thereon issued, covering an area of
6,133.65 acres of said lands. . Two hundred
and seven of said entries are in the course of ad-
justment, many of which are in conflict with
claims of the Northern Pacific Railroad company,
under land-grant acts, to tracts embraced in said
entries. Many of said soldiers' additional home-
stead entries are in conflict with locations made
by Chippewa half-breed scrip, as hereinbefore
mentioned, and where such is the fact care has
been taken so that no patent has issued in such
conflicting cases ; but in respect of the former
pre-emption filings and of pre-emption cash en-
tries and agricultural college scrip locations that
were canceled as above stated, patents have beeD
issued for the reinstated soldiers' additional en-
tries without regard to such former filings, en-
tries, or locations, which were considered as hay-
ingbeen finally disposed of. Ihave _no informa-
tion whether bona fide settlements have been
made on the land entered or whether such
settlements had been made upon said lands prior
to the entry thereof. j Soldiers' additional entries
do not require settlement as a condition of entry.

Regarding , said Chippewa half-breed scrip, I
have the honor to call your attention to my let-
ter addressed you March 9, 1883, in response to
your verbal request of the 6th of the same month
on that subject. In that letter reference was
made to the case of Henry T. Wells, who, in
September, 1879, on appeal from the refusal of
the district land officers to allow his application !
to purchase, submitted papers alleging. that in\u25a0

1872 he filed applications to purchase underact
of June 8, 1872 (17 stats., 340), with the com-
mission appointed for that purpose, setting
forth that he was the innocent holder of such
scrip, purchased in open market, etc., and that
he was entitled to the remedial provisions of
said act of 1872. No action in regard to said ap-
peal had been taken by this office, and in view
of your instructions of August 7, 1882, and Feb-
ruary 13, 18S3, directing the reinstatement of the
soldiers' additional homestead entries • above
mentioned, this office submitted for your consid-
eration and instructions the question whether
said locations should not be reinstated on the
records inorder that all claimants might have
whatever standing, if any, they were entitled to,
before the department and. have opportunity to
be heard at a suitable time indefense of their re-
spective claims, either before the department
proper or this office, as you mightdirect. Itrans-
mitted you therein a letter dated February
28, 1883, with enclosures from Messrs. Britton &
Gray,attorneys for Wells, protesting against the
reinstatement of the additional homestead en-
tries on account of the alleged prior claims of
Wells.

The records of this office regarding the pres-
ent status of said lands - show to March [31,
1884, as follows:

Area embraced inso-called reservation, 60,-- acres. _'_ V .
Selected and claimed by the Northern Pacific

Railroad company under land grant act, 10,882,-- acres, none of which have patented.
Selected and claimed by the state of Minne-

sota as swamp lands, 12,311,11 acres, of which
701.55 acres have been patented.

Two hundred and eighty -five soldier's addition-
al homestead entries, made March 12, 1879, can-
celed . May 21, 1879, and . reinstated August 15,
1882, covering 23,913.40 acres, of which seventy-
eight entries, covering 6,133.65 acres have been
.patented. . -'. .„y

Selected January 1867, under article I,
Chippewa treaty of May 7, 1854, for Shaw-Bosh-

Kung, approved by secretary ofthe interior Jan-
vary 17, 1867, and patented January 19, 1867, to
Shaw-Bosh-Kung, 664.70 acres. \u25a0

•\u25a0

Claimed by Shav-vash-King,under his homstead
entry No. 6239, Saint Clound series, November
10, 1869, 153.90 acres. '.

Frank W. Folsom, Inwhose favor the decision
of March 1, 1877, of the late Hon. Z. Chandler,
then secretary of the interior, was rendered,
155.82 acres. ;'7-7. _..'...

; From November, 1882, to March 31,1884, there
were forty declaratory statement filings on said
land embracing 5,614.35 acres,. of which eleven
declaratory statements, covering 1,580 acres have
been canceled. The declaratory statements,
therefore, now alive cover 4,034.35 acres.

The cash entries made from October, 1883, to
March 31, 1884, are four 'in nnmber and cover
603.35 acres, and from November, 1882, to March
31, 1884, seventeen homestead entries have been
made, covering 4,860.65 acres.

\u25a0 No ordeis or instructions appear to have been
issued by this offlce to the local office regarding
the allowance of entries or filings on said land,
save the letter addressed them August 15, 1882,
reinstating the soldiers' additional entries above
referred to, and it would seem therefore from the
entries and filings allowed by them in1882, 1883, j
and during the current year, that without waiting
for instructions from this office in ' the premises
and as previously ordered, said officers have been
acting upon their own judgment.

The question of the legality of the entries that
have been passed upon by this office and where-
on patents have been Issued was settled for the
government of this office so far as concerns the
status of said lands by your instructions of Au-
gust 7, 1882, under which the lands are treated
as having been public lands of.the United States
and properly subject to entry as such prior to the
date of the soldiers' additional homestead entries

• in 1878. '..'
Ifit is desired, exhibits regarding the forego-

ingmatters covering letters, data, ; etc., will be
furnished with the least practicable delay.
Ireturn you herewith the aforesaid resolution

of the house of representatives. - Very respect-
fully,: . -M. C. McFarland, Commissioner. •
• : Hon. H. 31. Teller, Secretary of the Interior.

Bucklin Arnica Salve.
The : greatest medical, wonder of the world.

Warranted to speedily cure Burns, Bruises, Cuts
Ulcers, Salt Rheum, Fever Sores, Cancers, Piles,
Chilblains, Corns,,. Tetter, Chapped; Hands and
all Skin Eruptions, guaranteed - to cure in! every
instance, or money refunded; 25 cents per box.
For sale byLamb ie &Bethune.

Heavy Loss by Pire..Heavy Loss by Fire.
. Athens, Pa., June 17.— This . town was
visited to-day by the largest fire ever known.
The fire started in' the jjNovelty FurnitureThe lire started in the Novelty Furniture
works of Hall &Lyon and quickly .' spread to
the coal yard of Ralph Fozer, the grain depot
ofD. J. McAfee and a number of other build-
ings, destroying them all. ;>'. A large . amount
of lumber was also consumed. ;7- John ' Sim-
mons, T. Brighara and? Chas. Ordway, em-
ployes in the water works, were. seriously in-
jured, and many others more or less hurt by
jumping" from the burning building. Several
hundred men are thrown out of employment
by the fire. Loss $102,000, partially insured.'-x \u0084 JV \u25a0; \u25a0'-\u25a0\u25a0" -.'"'":. vK^y.v-"'..Vv.-,.'/..,_..__,

\u0084.;\u25a0\u25a0' - \u25a0-..:. \.,

\u25a0\u25a0'..; '' . LEGAL. '\u25a0-... \u25a0.. . :

;... • 7 Notice to Creditors. .
State ofMinnesota, County Of. Ramsay, gs. In Pro

* hate Court, special term, June 4, 1834. \u25a0 ' ' \u25a0' \u0084"\u25a0
In the matter of the estate of .William T. Church,
"deceased. .. : - ' ".
Notice is hereby given that the Judge ofProbate, .

of the county of Ramsey, willupon the first Monday
of the mouth of October, A. D. 1884, at ten o'clock
a. in., receive, hear, examiue and adjust, all claims',.
and demands of all persons against said deceased;
and that six months from and after the date hereof
have been allowed and limited for creditors to pre-
eent their claims against said estate, at . the expira-
tion of .which' time all claims not presented or not
proven to Its satisfaction, .hall be forever barred,
unless for good cause shown further time be allowed.

By the Court,
[1.8.1 * ' WM. B. McGRORTY,

Judge of Probate. -
Jennie A, Dampiee, Executrix.

\u25a0 S. L. Pierce, Attorney tor Executrix.- Junes-sw-thu .
TATEOF MINNESOTA,COUNTY OF RAMSEYTATE OF MINNESOTA, COUNTY OF KAMSEY
—ss. In Probate Court, Special Term, held

June 3," 1884. " ' ' - . •:'\u25a0'\u25a0
Iv the matter ot the estate of Samuel St. Flint,

deceased. \u25a0

On reading and filing the petition of Cornelia M.
Flint, executrix of said estate, r setting forth •
the amount of personal -estate that has
come to her hands,-, and the disposition
thereof; the amount of debts outstanding against
said deceased, and a description of all I the
real estate of which said deceased died seized, and
the condition and value of the respective portions
thereof; and praying that license he to her granted
to sell at private sale part of the real estate described
ln said petition; ' ..

And itappearing, by said petition, that there Is not
sufficient personal estate inthe hands of said execu-
trixto pay Bald debts, and that it ls necessary in
order to pay the same, to sell part of said real estate;

It Is therefore ordered, that all persons Interested
Insaid estate, appear before the \u25a0 judge of this court,
on Monday, the 21st day of July, A. D. 1884, at
10 o'clock a. m., at. the court house InSaint Paul In

said county, then and there to show cause, (If any
there be) whylicense should not be granted to said
executrix to sell said real estate according to the
prayer of said petition. ', A.'. *..

And ltis further ordered. That a copy of this order
Shall be published for four successive weeks prior to
said day of hearing, the last of which publications
shall be at least >fourteen days before said day of
hearing, inthe Daily Globe, a newspaper printed
and published at Saint Paul In said county, and per-
sonally served on all persons Interested lnsaid estate,
residing in said county, at least fourteen days before
said day of hearing, and upon all other persons In-
terested, according to law.

By the Court, <•'- -\u25a0, . _
_-_ 7. '\u25a0

[L.S.] "WM. B. McGRORTY.
Judge of Probate.

Attest: Frank Robert. Jr., Clerk. jes-3w-thur

STATE OF MINNESOTA, COUNTY OF"RAMSEY
ss. In Probate Court, Special Term, June 4,

1884.
In the matter of the guardianship of John and Pat-

rick Sweeney, minors. •
On reading and filing the petition of Johanna Swee-

ney, guardian of the persons and property of said
John and Patrick Sweeney, minors, for license to sell
the real estate of her said wards at private sale, and
itappearing from said petition that It Is necessary
and would. be beneficial to said wards that said real
estate, or a part thereof, should be sold;. It Is ordered, that the next of kin of the said wards
and all persons interested in the estate of said wards
shall appear before said Probate Court, at theProbate
office, In the city of Saint Paul, inthe county of Ram-
sey aforesaid, on the 21st day of July, A.D. 1884, st

i ten o'clock lnthe forenoon, to show cause whya li-
cense should notbe granted for the sale of said real
estate.

And it is further ordered, that a copy of this order
be personally served on the next of kinof said wards
residing In said Ramsey county, and on all persons
Interested in said estate, at least fourteen days before
the hearing of said petition as aforesaid, and by the
publication thereof for four successive weeks inthe
Daily Globe, a newspaper printed and published at
the cityofSaint Paul, Insaid Ramsey county, the last
of which publications shall be at least fourteen days
before said day ofhearing.

By the Court, *&.S.] WM, B. McGRORTY,
Judge of Probate.

Attest: Frank Robert, Jr., Clerk. jes-sw-thui

STATE OF MINNESOTA, COUNTY OF~RAMSEYSTATE OF MINNESOTA COUNTY OF RAMSEY
ss. In Probate court, Special term, June 4,

1884.
Inthe matter of the estate of MaryAnn Russell, de-

ceased. ;. •';:\u25a0;..•"\u25a0-:. \u25a0\u25a0. .'..;•
.On reading and filing the petition of WilliamG.

Robertson, administrator of the estate of Mary Ann
Russell deceased, representing among other things,
that he has fully administered said estate, and pray-
ing that a time and place be fixed for examining and
allowing his account of his administration, and for
the assignment of theresidue of said estate to the
persons thereto entitled by law; %Itis ordered, that said account he examined,. and
petition heard, by the Judge of this court, on .ilon•
day, the SOth day of June, A. D. 1854,' at ten o'cloca
a. m., at the probate office, in said county.

•And It is further ordered, that notice thereof be
given to all persons Interested, by publishing a copy
of this order for three successive weeks, prior to
said day of hearing, inthe DailyGlobe, a newspaper
printed and published at Saint Paul, insaid county.

By the Court,
[L.s.] WM. B. McGEORTY,

Judge of Probate.
Attest: Frank Robert, Jr.. Clerk. ; .

E. S. Gorman, Attorney for Administrator.
\u25a0 jes-4w-thur

, Notice of Execution Sale.
. Notice is hereby given that under and by virtue of

certain writ of execution. Issued from, out of, and
under the seal of, the District Court of the State of
Minnesota, In and for the Second Judicial District,
and the county of Ramsey, to enforce a judgment
dulyrendered by said court, and docketed therein, ln
favor of the plaintiff, and against the defendant, in a
certain civilaction wherein Ellen R. Hollinahead, as
administratrix ofthe estate ofEdmund R. Holllnshead
deceased. isplaintiff, and James K.Goodhue is defend-
ant, (said writhaving been duly delivered to me for
enforcement), I have levied upon as the property of
said defendant,' and now hold, the following describedlands, lyjngand being situated in the county of Ram-
sey, and State of Minnesota, that is to say: the north-
crn ninety-three (93) and eight-twelfths (8-12) feet of
lot numbered one (1) Inblock numbered thirty(SO)
in Saint Paul Proper, ln the county of Ramsey aud
State of Minnesota, also, lots numbered five (5), six(6), seven (7) and eight (8) Inblock numbered twen-
ty-two (22) of Saint Paul Proper In the county of
Ramsey and State of Minnesota, all of said descrip-
tion being in accordance with the plats of Saint Paul
(Saint Paul Proper,) on file and of record In theoffice
of the Register of Deeds within and for said county
of Ramsey. \u25a0_.•-_

And Ido hereby give notice that I shall, on the
seventeenth day of July, A. D. 1884, at the hour of
10 in the forenoon of said day, at the front door ol
the new court house, on the southeast eornerof Fifth
street and Wabashaw street, in the city of Saint
lanl insaid county, Inaccordance withlawand under
said writ.offerfor sale, and sell, at public auction,
to the highest bidder for cash, the lands hereinbefore
described, or so much thereof as shall be necessary
to satisfy the amount due upon said judgment with
interest and the costs and expenses of said sale.

Saint Paul, Minnesota, May29th, A.D. 1384.
HENRY O'GORMAN,

Sheriff of Ramsey County. Minnesota.
Willis &Willard, Attorneys for plaintiff.

may29-7w-thu

STATE OF MINNESOTA COUNTY OF RAMSEY
—ss. In Probate Court, special term, May 23

1884..
In the matter of the estate of Adam Gotzian, de-

ceased.
On reading and filingthe petition of Otto Norqulst,

of said county, claiming to be entitled to a convey-
ance of "lot number twenty (20) of A. Gotzian's
subdivision of block number eighty-nine • (89) of
Lyman Dayton's addition to St. Paul," in said
county, from the executors of said estate, setting
forth the names, ages and places of residence of all
persons Interested Insaid estate to be conveyed, and
the facts upon which said claimis predicated;

It is ordered, ' that said petition be heard before
the judge of this court, on Monday, the 14th day of
July, A. D. 1884, at ten o'clock a. m. at the Probate
office lvthe city of Saint Paul, In said Ramsey
county, and that all persons Interested in said estate
appear then and there to show cause (if any. they
have) why a decree should dot be made authorizing
and directing the executors of said estate to make
and execute a conveyance of said premises to the
petitioner. .

It is further ordered, that notice of the time and
place of hearing be given to all persons interested
insaid estate by. the. publication of this order for
four successive weeks, once ineach week, the last of
which publications shall be at least fourteen days
before said day of hearing. In the Daily Globe, a
newspaper printed and published at Saint Paul, in
said county aforesaid, and that a copy of this order
be served personally on all persons Interested insaid
estate residing in said county, at least fourteen days
before said day of hearing, and on all other persons
Interested, by depositing forthwith acopy of such
order inthe postoffiee at Saint Paul, insaid county,
with postage prepaid, directed to them | respectively
at their place of residence, unless lt appears that
their place of residence ls unknown..

By the Court;
[L.S.J WM. B. McGRORTY,

, Judge ofProbate.
Attest: Frank Robert. Jr.. Clerk. may29-sw-thn

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that on the twenty.
first day of May, A. D. 1884, at ten o'clocka. m., at the front door of the office of the Probate

court, at the court house in the city of Saint Paul,
Ramsey county, Minnesota. Iwillsell pursuant tothe
license of said court, at public auction, to the highest
bidder for cash, as a part of the estate of James F.
Heyward, deceased, thefollowing described premises.
situate in said county, to-wit: The undivided half
of lot one (1), two (2), three (8), four (4). five (5), six
(6) and seven (7), of Wilkin& Heyward's Out Lots
to Saint Paul, according tothe recorded plat thereofon file and of record inthe office of the Register of
Deeds of said couuty.

April29, 1884.
*;« - . . I.V. D. HEARD, •
Administrator withthe will annexed de bonis non of

said estate. . - • ap3o-3w-wed

The above sale is postponed to the fourth day of
June, A. D. 1834, at the same hour and place.

May 21, 1884. . ;...\u25a0'. -,'-..,\u25a0•\u25a0. .-• .. \u25a0.-...''
I. V. D. HEARD,

Administrator with the willannexed de bonis non of
said estate. ; may22-2w-thu

The above sale is postponed until the ISth: day of
June, A.D. ISS4, at same hour and place. '

I. V. D. HEARD,
Administrator with the willannexed de bonis non ol

said estate, " junes-2w-thu

. The above sale is postponed until the; 2d day of
July, A. D. 18S4, at same hour and place.

'\u25a0:\u25a0 June 18, 1884.. ! . .: ....
I. V.D. HEARD.

Administrator withthe willannexed de bonis non of
said estate. "..-'. . jul9-2w-tbu

\u25a0 '"\u25a0\u25a0\u25a0" " I \u25a0\u25a0!\u25a0 I

GAS FIXTURES.GAS FIXTURES.

'

018 mmm.
KENNEY & HXJDNEB

tftsiriW. ..<*_ Third Start
Opposite Metropolitan Hotel.Opposite Metropolitan Hotel.


