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ment prevented the execution of it under the French and Spanish governments, and our laws after the
existence of those governments prohibited it.

Fifthly. If such, for the want of survey and cultivation by the laws, usages, customs, and practice of
the Spanish government, were void, they would, by those same laws, usages, customs, and practice, have
been reannexed to the domain. Whenever a grantee became delinquent as to any of the conditions or
requisitions contained in his grant, such land so granted was reannexed to the royal domain. Stoddart,
page 247, says, “the same formality and solempity were observed in the annexation of lands to the
domain as when they were granted or conceded. All annexations were declared, by an ordinance of
Louis XV, in 1743, to be null and void, and of no effect, unless they were judiciolly decreed. The same
principle obtained under the Spanish authorities; and they deemed it obligatory.” That such was the
law, custom, or usage, and so practiced by the authorities of the country, is fully established by reference
to the “Livre Terrein,” now in the office of the recorder of land titles, in which we have instances of this
method of “judicially decrecing” an annexation to the domain of such lands as had been forfeited for a
non-fulfilment of the terms of the grant.

Sizthly. Such grants bear in their terms the character of vesting a fee simple in the grantee. They
seem to have been so petitioned for, and were so granted. If such a title could not have been passed by
the grant, it would be unreasonable to suppose either that it would have been so requested or so granted.
It must be admitted that they were acquainted with their own laws and customs; and allowing them
only a small degree of regard and obedience to the same, it is nothing more than a fair presumption that
what was asked for and what was granted was legitimate and proper.

In the claim of Bernard Pratte for 800 arpents, to be found among those examined and recommended
for confirmation, it will be seen that a transfer of it was made before the grant was located, all of which
was sanctioned by the lieutenant governor himself.

In 1779, land was granted by Ferdinand de Leyba to one John Saunders upon express condition that
said Saunders should cultivate it one year from the date of the grant. Before the expiration of the year
Saunders sold the land, and his assignee made or proved no cultivation. In 1793, Zenon Trudeau, lieu-
tenant governor, made a decree in favor of the claimant against one Joseph Hortez, who claimed the same
as his property. Who will say that Trudeau, the lieutenant governor, in this proceeding, violated the
laws and customs of the country, and that this was an act of usurpation ? There is certainly much more in
the history of the country, during the time the French and Spanish governments existed in Louisiana, to
prove that it was in accordance with their laws and customs than that it was a violation and an act of
usurped authority.

There is one claim reported which seemingly is at variance with the principle contained in the tenth
resolution adopted by the board. It is the claim of Louis Bissonet for 40 arpents. The grant was made
in 1777 by Francisco Cruzat, in which there was an express condition that the land should be cultivated
within a year from its date. No cultivation is shown until the year 1798. It was then claimed by and |,
cultivated as the land of Louis Bissonet. Subsequently, the same land was surveyed by Antoine Soulard,
surveyor general of the province of Upper Louisiana, under the Spanish government. Much reflection
induced the board to recommend this claim for confirmation, because it was believed that, although the
condition was not proven to have been performed, yet the claim so long set up was a fair presumption
that the condition had been fulfilled, and that if it had not it would have been re-annexed to the domain.

Having thus presented the views which we have of the question referred to the board by the act of
July 9, 1832, we will now proceed to state, in a few words, the nature and grounds of the decisions made
uplon the claims submitted to them by virtue of the act of March 2, 1833, founded upon settlement and
cultivation.

In deciding upon and applying the evidence submitted in support of these claims, we have observed
the following rules:

1st. That, under the act of 1833, only such claims founded on settlement and cultivation are cognizable
as have been heretofore filed with the recorder.

2d. That all such claims as come within the provisions and requisitions of the act of Congress of
March 2, 1805, and the acts supplementary thereto, of April 21, 1806, Maxch 8, 1807, and June 13, 1812,
are entitled to confirmation.

The evidence in support of the claims herewith reported is spread upon the tabular statement of each
of them, to which we beg leave to refer.

Before concluding, permit us to notice one or two subjects more, upon which we think it is proper that
some suggestions should be made. In the examinatign of the question submitted to us, it was discovered
that there were some cases which could not be noticed, in consequence of their not having been filed within
the time limited by the acts of Congress. The omission to file them arose from numerous causes; in some
cases they were found to be in the hands of infant heirs; in other cases owned by the French or Spaniards,
who, not knowing our language, were ignorant of our laws, and of what was demanded under them.
But most generally the omission to file them in proper time arose from the ignorance of the people, that
such a requisite was necessary to the validity of their claims. The first settlers of the country were
daring men, who were scattered over a wide range of country, and whose sources of information of the
proceedings of the government were few and difficult; besides, by the act of March 2, 1805, section 4, it
was not obligatory on the claimants to file notice of claim founded on any incomplete grant, bearing date
prior to the first of October 1800. The 4th section of the act of 1805 provides that every person claiming
land “by virtue of an incomplete title, bearing date subsequent to the first day of October, 1800, shall,
before the first day of March, 1806, deliver to the recorder of land titles, within whose district the Jand
may be, a notice, in writing, stating the nature and extent of his claim, together with the plat of the
tract or tracts claimed” ‘The 5th section of the act of March 3, 1807, provides that ¢the time fixed by the
act above mentioned, (the act of 1805,) and the acts supplementary thereto, be extended to July 1, 1808.”
Igflax&y of these claims deserve, perhaps, the favor which has been extended to those which have been

ed.

From all that we can learn, some of those claims seem to possess intrinsic merit. We have been led
to malke these suggestions, from the fact that these claims were recognized by the act of March 26, 1824,
and the acts supplementary thereto, under which the United States district court of Missouri was
authorized to adjudicate upon the French and Spanish unconfirmed land claims in said State. There are
many claims depending on settlement and cultivation in the same situation, and arising from the same
causes.

Upon the subject of conflicting claims we have been unable to ascertain to what extent they exist;
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having no date by which our exertions could be directed, we have labored preity much in vain to find out
in what cases they have taken place, although we caused a notice to be published, requesting in it adverse
claimants to come forward and notify us of the fact; which notice is forwarded with the report. We are
of opinion, however, that they exist to a considerable degree. There are nuinerous cases of lands lying
within these French and Spanish claims, belonging to individuals whose right or claim originated under
the government of the United States; some depend upon purchases; some upon the law allowing pre-
emption; some others upon New Madrid locations; and some again upon settlement rights, which have
Deen confirmed.
Most of these persons have been for a long time settled on their lands. Their claims being of a bona
Jide character, derived from the government of the United States, they went on to improve their lands,
making for themselves and families comfortable homes, without any belief that they would ever be inter-
rupted in their possessions. Should the claims reported by the board be confirmed by Congress, in whole
or in part, Congress will, in their wisdom, no doubt notice the suggestion here made, and carve out such
a course as will quiet the uneasiness and anxiety which are felt, by doing everything which even the
most scrupulous demands of justice could require.
We deem it proper to state, before concluding, our apprehension that, in some cases where French
or Spanish grants have been held for a small quantity of land only, the grants have been laid aside,
and a claim set up by settlement right for 640 acres, 2 much larger quantity. Itis difficult to discover
or detect the imposition.
We would respectfully suggest that, in the event of the confirmation of this report, in whole or in
part, a provision should be made, confirming settlement rights, where they have sufficient merit, upon the
condition that the person to whom it is' confirmed had not previously held under a French or Spanish
grant. It is due to the claims reported to say that no such suspicion attaches to them, nor will we say
positively that we know of any case where such a course has been taken. 'We have ventured to make
the suggestion from circumstances which authorize the belief that some such instances have occurred.
‘We now close this report by observing that the great number of claims originating under the French
and Spanish governments arose from the condition of the country, from their want of population, and from
their desire to have the lands speedily brought into a state of cultivation and improvement; for we find
that I'rance, in attempting to accomplish ber great plan of permanently uniting the St. Lawrence with
the Gulf of Mexico, held out inducements to emigration, with the view to form a permanent barrier
against the encroachments of the English. Around her various military posts in this quarter colonies
were planted, where, amid the vicissitudes of climate, at war with the elements and various Indian tribes,
suffering every privation, they continued to fHlourish under the fostering care of the mother country.
The same policy was pursued by the Spanish government. In recommending the claims of these people
now presented to your notice, we do it on the grounds of their merit, the various laws, usages, customs,
and practice of the different governments under which they oviginated, and, in our opinion, the great and
immutable principle of justice.
All of which is most respectfully submitted.
ALBERT G. HARRISON.
L. F. LINN.
F. R. CONWAY.

Lruan Havwarp, Esq., Commissioner of the General Land Office.

A.

Resolutions passed by the board of commissioners on the 30th October, 1833.

Tirst. Resolved, That it was the custom -of both France and Spain, and formed a part of the policy
of those nations in the settling of new countries, to appoint officers whose business it was, by express
regulations, to grant lands to all such of their subjects as might wish to settle in those countries, for the
avowed purposes of improving and populating said countries. .

Second. That all acts in relation to grants, concessions, warrants, and orders of survey done and per-
formed by the French and Spanish officers during the time those governments had possession and exer-
cised the sovereignty over the province of Upper Louisiana, ought to be considered as prima facie evidence
of their right to do those acts and perform those duties, and ought to be held and considered binding on
the government of the United States, inasmuch as the acts of the officers in said province were not only
tolerated but approved by their superiors in power.

Third. That all grants, concessions, warrants, or orders of survey made and issued by the French or
Spanish officers in the late province of Upper Louisiana on or before the 10th day of March, 1804, where
the same are not proved to be fraudulent, ought to be confirmed, provided the conditions annexed to the
grant have been complied with, or a satisfactory reason given for not fulfilling the same.

Tourth. That O'Reily’s instructions or regulations of February 18, 1770, those of Gayoso of Septem-
ber 9, 1797, and those of Morales of July 17, 1799, were not in force in Upper Louisiana, except, perhaps,
the provisions contained in those of Gayoso which related to new settlers.

Tifth. The sub-delegates, in making grants, &c., were not limited by any known law or custom as to
the quantity of arpents they should grant, except,.perhaps, as to new settlers, and that such grants
passed title, and that a survey was merely an incidental matter after the title had passed by the grant, so
as to identify the land that the grantee might take possession of it.

Sixth. That what are called incomplete grants by the custom and practice of the country were recog-
nized as property capable of passing by devise, transferable from one to another, and were liable {o be
sold for debt.

Seventh. That those grants which are general in their terms pass as good a title as those which are
more special, the difference being in the description of ithe land, and not in the title.

Eighth. That those officers of the French and Spanish governments whose names are signed to con-
cessions must be presumed to have acted agreeably to powers vested in them by their sovereign, and that
their acts are accordingly legal until the contrary is shown.
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Ninth. That fraud is an affirmative charge, and, as relates to the French and Spanish claims, as well
as in all other cases, must be proved, and not presumed.

Tenth. That in all cases where there are conditions to a grant, &c., if the grantee show satisfactorily
that he has been prevented from a fulfilment of the conditions by the act of God, by the act of law, by the
enemies of the country, or by the act of the party making the grant, or any other sufficient cause, that the
grantee will be considered as absolved from the performance of the same, and the grant regarded as

absolute. -
A. G. HARRISON.
L. F. LINN.
F, R. CONWAY.

PRIVATE LAND CLAIMS.

The undersigned, commissioners appointed for the purpose of finally settling the private land claims
in Missouri, would beg leave respectfully to notify all whom it may concern that the time of taking testi-
mony is limited to the 9th of July next, after which period no new evidence can be received. From
great age and infirmity many of the witnesses cannot attend at this place. One of the commissioners is
authorized to proceed to the southern counties for the purpose of receiving testimony. He will give
notice when and where he will be in attendance for that object.

There is another point to which they would call your attention. Many persons have bought lands
from the government of the United States which had been covered by Spanish and French grants. Where
this is the case the undersigned should be informed, that they may report the fact to Congress, which may
have the effect of preventing embarrassment and litigation. -

L. F. LINN.

A. G. HARRISON.
F. R. CONWAY.

St. Louts, March 21, 1833.

Editors of papers would confer a favor on the public by giving the above a few iusertions.

A true copy of an advertisement published in the Free Press of March 28, 1833.

JULIUS DE MUN, Translalor Board of Commissioners.
Sr. Louis, November 27, 1833.

Letter from J. M. White, delegate from Floride, to Hon. Mr. Linn, Senale of the United States, with transla-
tions of sundry Spanish lows and customs having reference to land claims.

‘W asniNeTON, February 16, 1834.
Sir: I regret very much that I have not been enabled, from my pressing engagements, public and
professional, to read your report upon the Missouri land claims.
1 have made some translations of Spanish laws, which may serve to illustrate the subject since the
publication of my compilation. If they are deemed of any value, they are at your service.
With great respect, your most obedient,
JOSEPH M. WHITE.

Hon. Dr. Lixn, of the Senate.

COMPENDIUM OF THE HISIORY OF ROYAL LAW OF SPAIN.

From the institutions of Alvarez.
[Translation.]

As this compendium has no other object than to give to beginners some idea of our codes of law, I
will only make in it a brief relation of what our authors are agreed in, without mixing in the prolix dis-
putes which this matter generally gives rise to.

Although there are some who have wished to discover the laws by which the first founders of Spain
were governed before its invasion by the Carthagenians, yet it is necessary to confess that we have
nothing certain upon this subject. The most probable appears to be that they had no laws written, and
that they undoubtedly were governed by those of custom, and by arbitrary decrees founded in equity
and justice. It is believed that the Carthagenians would begin at least by introducing theirs into the
provinces which they ruled, but even this conjecture is not altogether fixed, if we consider the short time
that their government lasted, which was a little more than two bundred years, during which they were
agitated with continual wars. .

To the Carthagenians succeeded the Romans in the sway over Spain, and these, there is no doubt, as
soon as they completed the conquest of all the provinces, introduced in them their language, customs,
and legislation.

In the decadence of the Roman empire of the west, Spain passed under the dominion of different
barbarous nations of the north, viz: the Goths, Vandals, Alans, the Suevi, and Silingi; all of these
disputed the dominion a long time among themselves until the Goths, by the ruin or banishment of all
the others, remained sole masters of Spain, which happened about the year 412 of Jesus Christ. These
Gotbs, in the beginning of their reign, permitted the Spaniards to continue the use of the Roman laws,
to which it appears they were accustomed, and from time to time went on establishing others. The first
who gave them in writing was the King Eurico, who died in the year 483. To these were added others
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by his successors, and chiefly by Leovigeldo, who mended and regulated those which existed, taking away -
those which were superfluous, and adding others necessary.

The first code of Gothic laws is the famous one published in the 12th century in Latin by the title of
Liber Judicum, also called Fuero de los Juices b Fuero Juzgo, (judges’ statutes;) and this is held as the
fountain or origin of the laws of Spain. The work is divided into twelve books, also divided into chapters,
and its laws™are composed of edicts of divers Gothic kings of various conncils of Toledo and other enact-
ments of unknown origin. There are doubts as regards the author, some giving it to Sisenando, some to
Chindasvindo and others to Recesvinto, who all flourished in the seventh century.

After the entry of the Arabs into Spain, which happened in the year 714, in which the Gothic monarchy
was destroyed, the Gothic laws continued to govern for many years in the provinces which were preserved
from the Moors, and in those which were got back, which were governed by them and by the general
customs of the nation. The division of the provinces which were conquered from the Moors, and the
difference which, in time, was remarked in many things of the individual government of each, were the
cause of the variety of codes which were then established. In Castile was established at the end of the
10th century and commencement of the 11th, by the Count Sancho Garcia, the Fuero called Vigjo de
Castilla, (old statutes of Castile,) the laws of which are, after those of the Fuero Juzgo, the fundamental
ones of the crown of Castile, separate from those of Leon. Don Alonzo VII, in the cortes of Najera of
1128, augmented and amended it, publishing besides various laws with respect to the nobles. To these
were afterwards annexed several usages and customs of Castile and different faza%as or sentences pro-
nounced in the tribunals of the kingdom, all which governed up to the reign of Alonzo XI,-who desired the
preference to he given to the code which he published and regulated in the cortes of Alcala in the year
1348, known by the name of Ordenamiento Real de Alcala, (royal regulations of Alcala.) Lastly, the
King Don Pedro, in the cortes of Valladolid of 1351, mended and regulated the Fuere de Castilla in the
form in which it has arrived to our times. This code is also known by the names of Fuero de los Hijos-
dalgos, (statutes of gentlemen,) Fuero de Burgos, (statutes of Burgos,) and Fuero de los Fazanas,
(statutes of the sentences,) ancient laws and customs of Spain.

In the kingdom of Leon, King Alonzo V, in the general cortes which he held in the city of that name
in the year 1020, gave the statute which he called of Leon, composed of laws established in that assembly
for the government of that city and kingdom, including Gallicia and the part of Portugal then conquered,
all which continued to be governed by them until the publication of the code called Fuero Real; and
although the aforesaid two statutes of Castile and Leon were established in both these kingdoms, the
laws of the Fuero Juzgo continued also to be observed in the provinces more or less respectively in every
thing relating to common law until with time the observance of them began to cool, principally in Old
Castile; but if here their vigor decayed it was recovered throughout the whole of New Castile, and the
provinces which continued to be conquered from the period of the reign of Alonzo VI up to the beginning
of that of Alonzo the Wise, which monarchs gave the laws of this code to the conquered people for their
government in all that belonged to common law.

King Alonzo X, called the Wise, being desirous of annuiling the statutes of population and conquest
and the general ones of Castile and Leon, in order to avoid the confusion and even complication of such
o multitude of different laws in each province, ordained and published in the year 1255 the Fuero Redl,
known also by the names of the Book of the Councils of Castile, Statute of the Laws, and Statute of the
Court, because by it were chiefly decided the processes in the tribunals of the court, and he ordered that
the laws therein should be the general and only ones in all his dominions; but the nobles and the people,
particularly of Castile, finding out that their ancient statutes and privileges were by it destroyed, they made
their complaint and recovered them in time of the same Don Alonzo, when among these the observance
of the Fuero Real ceased; but it was generally in use in Estremadura, Algarva, Andalusia, kingdom of
Murcia, &c. The same complaint was made by the councils of the cities and towns of the crown of Leon
in the time of the discords of the Infante Don Sancho with his father the same Don Alonzo, when the
re-establishment of the laws of the statutes of Leon and of the Fuero Juzgo was agreed upon among
other things.

The Xuero Real was not without many defects, and on this account and for its greater clearness and
intelligence it became necessary to form the explanations called Leyes de Estilo (laws of the age) to the
number of 252, by the authority of the same King Don Alonzo, of his son Doxn Sancho, and of Don Fer-
nando el Emplazado, as it is declared in the prologue. These were published at the end of the 13th
century or beginning of the 14th, and some of them are found inserted in the New Recopilation.

After the Fuero Real follows the celebrated code of the Partidas. The prologue to this work informs
us that the King Don Alonzo the Wise undertook it by order of his father, Fernando, in the year 1251,
and fourth of his reign, and that he finished it in seven years afterwards. These laws were notin practice
until the time of Alonzo XI, (about the year 1348,) who, by the law 1 of the 28th chapter of his ordinance
of Alcala, published and gave them force after they were mended and corrected by him to his satisfaction.
The same appears in law 3, tit. 1, book 2, of the New Recopilation. It is considered as certain that the
cause of such a great delay in the publication of this code was the disturbances, wars, and other most
important matters which occurred in the reign of Don Alonzo the Wise and the two following.

The Partidas was composed in a great measure of the laws of Roman codes, of chapters from the
canonical law, and authorities of the holy fathers. It is evident that they likewise contain many ancient
laws of the kingdom, and that the customs and statutes of the nation were consulted, the desire being to
issuela plerfect legal code, and peculiar to our Spain; but this so important object was not attained
completely.

pDon f&lonzo XI, desirous that all his dominions should be governed by one and the same laws, and in
view of what he had promulgated in the.cortes of the royal city of Segovia, formed in the cortes of Alcala,
in the year 1348, the Ordenamienfo de Leyes, (ordinance of laws,) known by this name, ordering that these
should govern in his dominions in preference to the ancient codes; and, after them, those of the municipal
statutes of the cities, and those of the parties after he had corrected them; and this was renewed by
Enrique II, in the cortes of Toro, in the year 1869, and by Queen Donna Juana, in the law first of Toro,
which is found inserted in the New Recopilation. Of this code almost all the laws passed, in like manner,
into that Recopilation, either entire or with some slight alteration.

From the laws of this code, and those which were promulgated by the Kings, the successors from Don
Alonzo XI down to the Catholic Kings, was formed that which we know by the title of Royal Ordinances
of Castile, and also that called Royal Ordinance. It is composed of various laws, some loose, some found
in the Fuero Real, Leyes de Estilo, and Ordinance of Alcala, and is divided into ¢ighty books. If is thought

voL. vi——117E



930 PUBLIC LANDS. [No. 1189.

that its author, Alonzo Montalvo, undertook this work by order of Fernando and Isabella, as he himself
says in his prologue; but there never was a law issued to put in force this compilation, and therefore its
laws have no other than the merit they have acquired in the original. .

After the collections just related followed another which is called the New Recopilation. This was
concluded and published in the year 1567, in two volumes, comprehending nine books, having in them the
laws which appeared in various pamphlets, and others which were found loose. In the later editions,
made in the years 1581, 1592, and 1598, 1640, 1'123, and 1745, there were added many laws, established
in the intermediate time from one edition to another; so that, in that of 1745, there was added a third
volume, in which, under the name of Autos Acordados del Consejo, (acts agreed upon in council,) were
included more than 500 pragmaticas, cedulas, decrees, orders, declarations, and resolutions of the King,
issued up to that year, all which were distributed in the same order of titles and books contained in those
of the volumes of the recopilated laws. With the augmentation of 26 laws and 12 decrees appeared other
three editions in the years 1772, 175, and 1717'7; the public being promised, in another volume separate,
by way of supplement, the great number of cedulas and royal decrees and acts agreed upon since the

ear 1745.
Y Latterly has been published another edition of the same Recopilation, not in the method and order of
the old one, but in a new form, taking in the useful laws contained in the first, and adding more than 2,000
dispositions appertaining to them, from the year 1745 up to 1805. This collection, which is divided into
12 books, was approved and ordered to be observed, by King Charles VI, with the title of Novisima
Recopilacion de las Leyes de Espafia, by a royal cedula of July 15, 1805, which is found at the beginning
of the work.

The epochs being known of the promulgation of all these codes, and the principle being established
that “later laws destroy the former,” the relative value will be knownof all ihese parts of our legislation,
and it will be seen by what laws judgment must be had in the various cases which occur; but, in order to
proceed in so important a matter according to the tenor of the laws, see the law 3, tit. 2, book 3, of that
newest Recopilacion.

HISTORY OF CUBA.—Cap, vi., ». 290.
Government of the island.

The island is divided into two provinces, whose capitals are the Havana and St. Jago de Cuba,

The governor and political chief of the former is captain general of the island, and that province
extends to Puerto Principe.

The governor of the latter has jurisdiction over the remaining part of the island, which embraces the
province of Cuba, whose government is given to a military officer, who is political chief in his province,
and, in military matters, is subordinate to the captain general.

Both governors have jurisdiction in military controversies only. .

His excellency Don Juan Ruiz de Apodaca, in compliance with a law of the 9th October last (1812)
regulating the powers of courts, declared that his jurisdiction, civil and criminal, in ordinary cases was
at an end, and ordered all causes then pending before him to be transferred to the auditor, Lieutenant
Governor Leonarde del Monte, to be determined according to the law referred to. Military jurisdiction
was reserved to the governor.

The former governors of Cuba were governors of the whole island. In the time of Pedro Valdes it
was finally determined that the captaincy-general of the whole island should be annexed to the governor
of Havana, leaving the governor of the province of Cuba political and military governor in the district
under his command.

In both governments there are six lieutenant-captaincies. In that of the captain general are those of
Puerto Principe, Cuatro Villas, and Filipinas. In that of Cuba those of Baragoa, Bayamo, and Hoguin.
These lieutenants exercise jurisdiction in military causes, with appeal to the captain general, but not in
civil matters.

There is, in this branch, a superior tribunal of secondary instance, which is the andience sitting at the
city of Puerto Principe, and composed of two chambers (salas) and nine judges, (ministros.) It was
formerly presided by the captain general of the island, but now by its regent.

In all the towns and villages of the island there are corporations, ayuntamienios, elected annually by
the people, agreeably to the constitution. And when judicial jurisdiction is exercised by them, and the
political and economical government by the judge of leflers and the constitutional alcaldes, the circuit
Jjudges and district captains are suppressed.

The ayuntamiento now consists of two alcaldes, elected annually; twelve regidors, one-half renewed
annually; two attorneys, (procuradores,) one renewable annually; one secretary. This body is presided
by the captain general of the island.

The principal tribunals are:

The captaincy-general, with jurisdiction in military matters only.

The courts of the judges of letters, (jurez de letras,) of whom there is one for every twenty-five
thousand souls. They have original jurisdiction in civil and criminal matters.

The court of constitutional alcaldes having concurrent jurisdiction with the last mentioned, but
exclusively in cases first brought before it (a prevencion;) appeal lies from these to the territorial audience.

The tribunal del consulado, having jurisdiction in mercantile matters. It consists of a prior, two
consuls, an assessor, and a clerk. From this appeal lies to the tribunal of algadas in matters of consider-
able amount. This is presided by the captain general, and consists of two members, whom he chooses
fﬁom. ani]ong four who are proposed by the parties, and one assessor. The clerk of the consulado serves
also in this.

The administration of the royal treasury of theislandis presided by the superintendent general residing
at Havana, and two intendants of provinces in Puerto Principe. The superintendent is president of the
tribunal of accounts, of the board of tythes, of the superintendency of the cruzade, judge conservator of
the national lottery. He presides in the tribunal in the trial of suits concerning the public treaswry; and
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from this appeal lies to the superior board, which is presided by the superior accountant, instead of the
court of account of Mexico, where such appeals were formerly carried. :

The tribunal of superintendence of tobacco is composed of a superintendent, assessor, fiscal and
clerk. Appeal lies from it to the supreme court of justice in Spain.

The tribunal of marine, presided by the commandant general.

Ordenanza de Intendantes.

Moved by the paternal affection which all my subjects deserve from me, even the most distant, and
by the anxious desire with which, since my exaltation fo the throne, I have endeavored to equalize the
government of the great empires which God has committed to me, and put in a state of order, happiness,
and defence my extended dominions of both Americas, I have resolved, after well-founded reports and
mature deliberation, to establish in the kingdom of New Spain provincial intendants, and of the army, in
order that, being clothed with authority, and having competent incomes, they may govern those settie-
ments, and the inhabitants, in peace and jusiice, as far as is entrusted to them; and they are charged by
1his instruction, that they may take care of the polity, and collect together the lawful interests of my royal
exchequer, with the integrity, zeal, and vigilance, which are prescribed by the wise laws of the Indies
and the two royal ordinances which my august father and King, Don Ferdinand VI., published July 4, 1718,
and October 13, 1749; which prudent and just rules I wish to be observed exactly by the intendants of
said kingdom, with the amplifications and restrictions which will be found explained in the articles of
this ordinance and instruction.

ArricLe 1. Orders the division of that empire into twelve intendancies by name, and continues, “each
of these intendencies will comprehend the jurisdictions, territories, and districts, which will be respectively
assigned to them at the end of this instruction, which instruction will be delivered to the new intendants
which T may elect, with the corresponding titles, (which, for the present, will be despatched by the sec-
retary of state and universal affairs of the Indies;) for I reserve always to myself to name, and for the
time I think proper, for these employments, persons of accredited zeal, integrity, intelligence and good
conduct, seeing that in them I shall rest from my cares, committing to them the immediate government
and protection of my people.

ArricLE 2. The viceroy of New Spain must continue in the fullness of his superior authority and
powers of all kinds which are granted to him by my royal title and instruction, and by the laws of Indies,
in quality of governor and captain general in the district of that command; to which high employments
is added that of president of the audience and chancery of the capital city of Mexico; but leaving the
superintendence and regulation of my royal exchequer in all its branches and products to the care, direc-
tion, and management of the general intendancy of the army and exchequer, which is o be erected in
said capital, and to which the others of the province will be subordinate, which I order, also, to be erected
by this instruction.

ArticLe 8. The viceroy to give currency fo the despatch and authority of the intendant.

ArricLe 4. The superintendency which is thus to be exercised by the said intendant general of the
army is understood to be delegated from the general one of my royal estate of the Indies, which is invested
in my secretary of state and universal affairs of said Indies; and for the just purpose of procuring to
the said superintendent sub-delegate some relief in his important duties, and to assist at the same time this
establishment of intendancies by uniting the direction of all, for the purpose of making uniform its gov-
ernment, as far as is permitted by the difference of those towns and provinces, I ordain and order this
superintendent sub-delegate, with the approbation of my viceroy, to establish immediately in the capital
of Mexico a superior junfa of my royal exchequer, to which he must unite as president, the best being
composed conformably to law 8, tit. 3, lib. 8, of the regent of that audience, the fiscal, &c.

ArrioLe 15. The intendant general, and every one of those of province, musthave a second, a lawyer,
who may of himself exercise the jurisdiction in matters forensic, civil and criminal, in the capital and in
his particular quarter, and who may be, at the same time, assessor in ordinary in all affairs of the intendancy,
supplying the place of its chief in his absence, sickness, or visits to his provinces, or any other cause; it
being understood that the assessor of the intendant general must be assessor, also, in everything relating
to the superintendence of my royal exchequer, which employs him, supplying the place there, also, in
case of defalcation, sickness, or absence. And that the said vice-intendant may possess all the requisites
which his situation demands, they must be examined and approved by my counsels, chanceries, or
aundiencies, and shall be named by me with the consultation of my chamber of Indies, &e.

Then follow various clauses relating to their duty in watching over the general police and good
government, agriculture in all its branches, cotton, silk, cochineal, &c., public roads, temples, streets, &c.

ArticLe 75, Being already explained in general the obligations of the intendants corregidors of
their provinces, and that of making their subaltern officers fulfil theirs as respects the administration of
justice and political and economical government, upon which depends the augmentation and happiness
of my subjects, they must preserve the following rules as regards the third class belonging to their cog-
nizance, which is that of my royal exchequer.

Artrcre 76. The direction in chief of my royal rents which are established, or may be established,
in the circuit of my said kingdom, and that of whatever dues may belong now and always to my royal
fise, in whatever manner, will be conducted in future under his exclusive inspection and cognizance, with
all accompanying, dependent upon, or annexed to it, without distinction, whether the branches be admin-
istered for my own account, or be rented, or be in the name of others; and I ordain and declare, besides,
that the forensic jurisdiction granted by law 2, tit. 3, lib. 8, to the royal officers for the collection of the
effects and branches of my royal treasury, it is understood now, united in, and transferred to, the intend-
ants in their respective provinces, to the absolute exclusion of those ministers of the royal exchequer
who will remain with this title for the future, together and individually, with that of contadors and
treasurers, although always subject, as heretofore, to securities and a joint responsibility as far as this
regards them, and subordinate fo these, my new magistrates, looking fo them as their chiefs and superiors.
Nevertheless, these ministers will take im their charge the obligation which is now held by the royal
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officers to administer and collect what belongs to my royal fisc, in the branches which are now in their
charge, exercising all the co-active economical powers which may effect the one and the other, with the
difference that, in cases where it may be necessary to proceed judicially against the debtors to the fisc,
they may proceed to prosecute and follow up the demand in my name, before their respective intendant
or sub-delegate, so that, using the jurisdiction which is thus declared to them, they may despatch the
orders in course, and conformable to justice.

Armicrte 7. In order to effect this, and that the orders and decrees of the intendants in respect to
this branch, and that of war, may be carried into execution in all the districts of their provinces by
persons duly authorized, they will nominate as well in the head cities of the governments, political and
military, which are suffered to remain, (except those of Yucatan and Vera Cruz,) as in the other cities
and towns which are well populated, and especially where there may be a treasury of my royal exchequer,
although this may be of an inferior class, sub-delegates for the forensic part only of these two depart-
ments, in the understanding that in the head cities and districts of the said governments the said appoint-
ment must fall upon the governors themselves, as is ordered in the cighth article; and also that in the
other places indicated, and their respective territories, in no event must the alcaldes be elected, and less
the contadores or treasurers, or others, administrators of any branch of my fisc; but be confided to persons
private and of the best repute and npecessary standing, by previous report of persons who can give it
with due acquaintance, declaring, as I now declare, that the military, as far as their appointment of sub-
delegate to their respective intendant, must be subordinate to him, and that the faculties of the said sub-
delegates, and those of the others ordered by the twelfth article to be established, as far as regards the
aforesaid two branches, are only to extend to causes which they may set on foot themselves, or may be
passed to them in summary by any lower officers of my custom-house, until they are brought to a point
for sentence; for in this state they must be remitted to the intendant of the province for pronouncing,
with the advice of his assessor, what may appear just.

ArticLe 78. As regards the exercise of the forensic jurisdiction in the processes and affairs of my
exchequer, the intendants must take cognizance exclusively, and to the absolute separation of all other
magistrates, tribunals, and audiences of that kingdom, with the sole exception of the superior junta of
exchequer; and this will also actuate in all causes in which my treasury may have any interest or any
injury, or which may belong to any branch, or any dues which may be in administration or rented, as
well in respect to recoveries as in all incidental matters, so that no intendant, not even the one of Mexico,
as regards his district, will admit from any recourse or appeal, unless it be"to the said superior junta in
cases and with respect to things which admit of it, in the same manner that from the decrees of this last
none can be made but to my royal person, and by the private chanpel of the Indies; and it must be
observed that the superintendent sub-delegate must not be present when there is a motion to appeal from
a sentence which he bas given as intendant of province in his direct charge, neither can the assessor of
the superintendency, if it has been pronouuced by his advice, &e. .

Armicte 81. The intendants shall also be exclusive judges of the dependencies and causes which
may occur in the district'of their provinces about sales, compositions, and divisions of lands, whether
realengos or of my dominion; the possessors, and those who pretend to new concessions of them, having
to represent their rights and reduce to form their demands before the intendants themselves, in order that
these, when they are duly informed of these affairs by means of a promoter of my royal fisc whom they
shall appoin$, they may determine upon them according to right, with the advice of the usual assessor,
and admit appeals to the superior junta of exchequer, or render an account to this if the interested do
not wish to appeal with the original process when they judge this in a state for despatching the title; in
order that, when it is seen by the junta, it may be returned either that it may be despaiched, if no objec-
tion is made, or that, before despatching it, the alterations may be made which that junta may point out
and advise; by which means, and without new impediments, the corresponding confirmations may be
made, which will be drawn out by the superior junta itself, it proceeding in the matter, as also the
intendants, his sub-delegates, and the others, agreeably to what is ordained in the royal instruction of
October 15, 1754, in as far as i is not opposed o what is now decreed by this; without losing sight of the
salutary dispositions of the laws which are therein cited, and of that 9, tit. 12, lib. 4.

Anrricte 83. They will likewise take cognizance in all cases of prizes, shipwrecks, vessels in distress,
and vacant property, be this in whatever manner it may, as well for the examination thereof as to put it
in a way of recovery, and of applying them to my royal exchequer, the necessary steps being first adopted
according to right, and giving me an account of all by the private channel of the Indies, in order that, by
that way, an understanding may be had with the respective tribunals, and the decrees which may be
advisable may be communicated to the intendants themselves.

ArricLe 306. Gives to this instruction and ordinance the force of law; all other dispositions, estab-
lishments, customs, or practices to the contrary are revoked; any interpretation or amplification is pro-
hibited, and it is ordered to be observed by all the tribunals and chiefs, secular and ecclesiastical, and by
all and every one whom it concerns, avoiding all discussion or hindrance.

DrcensER 4, 1786.

“ Custom s unwritten law that has been inlroduced by use. In order to be such, and not vicious, (cor-
ruptola,) it is required that the usage be that of the people, or of the greater part of them, for the space
of ten years, and that it be in harmony with the general utility. Two uniform judgments or sentences are
one of the proofs of custom. A legitimate custom has the force of law, derogates the former law that is

" contrary to it, and interprets the doubtful law; from whence it is said that there is a custom beyond the
law, contrary to the law, and according to the law.”

Manuel del Abogado, 1 vol,, page 3.

Partida I, tit. 2, treats of usage and custom, and accords with the above.

Manuel del Abogado, America, lib. 3, tit. 5, vol. 2, page 16

Skc. 1. Definition of judge.

Skc. 2. Who cannot be judge.

Skc. 3. What age is requisite in order to be judge.

Sec. 4. Concerning the assessor.

Skc. 5. The judge is ordinary or delegated. Ordinary is he who exercises jurisdiction in his own name
by the proper right of his office. Delegated is he who exercises jurisdiction by order of the supreme authority,
or of the ordinary judge who commissions him for some particular case.

Skc. 6. Jurisdiction is the power of taking cognizance of and deciding civil and crimindl causes. With
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it goes united empire, (el imperio,) which is armed power; that is to say, the power of causing the decisions
{0 be executed, and it is divided into absolute and mized: absolute empire is the power of administering
Justice in causes in which the punishment may be inflicted of death, loss of member, or perpetual banishment;
mixed is the power of faking cognizance of and determining civil causes, and criminal causes, in which the
senfence 1s less severe than those above-mentioned.

Skc. 1. Jurisdiction is divided into ordinary, delegated, and prorogated. The ordinary, which is also
called proper, is that which belongs to the megistrate by the proper right of his office. The delegated, which is
also called mandede, (literally, commanded or sent,) is that which one exercises in the name of the ordinary
Judge, in the form and with the limitations that he grants for o certain and parlicular case. Lastly, the proro-
gated is that which, by the express or tacy consent of the parties, is extended fo persons or causes to which it was
incompelent.

Skc. 8. It is an axiom that the delegate cannot sub-delegate; but the judge who is delegated by the
supreme authority may do it as if he were the ordinary judge; and the judge delegated by the ordinary
may also sub-delegate the causes, provided they have been litigated before the latter.

Sec. 9. There are some things which cannot be delegated except under certain limitations. Inm the
first place, the absolute empire (el mero imperio) cannot be delegated, except on account of the just and
necessary absence of the delegating judge, and then only until sentence, which must be given by him.
In the second place, neither can be delegated the appointment of guardians or curators, nor causes in which
the matter in controversy exceeds the value of three hundred maravadis of gold, except in the case men-
tioned, of absence, and that of a great pressure of business in the public service. Law 6, tif. 10, book 11,
of the Novisima Recopilacion, permits the ordinary judge to appoint a substitute, if he be sick or absent,
for any lawful cause; and if there be regidors in the town, what is observed is, that in such cases the first
regidor exercises the jurisdiction, and in default of him the second, &c.

Sec. 10, Delegated jurisdiction is ended: First, by the revocation of the delegating judge. Second,
by the death or loss of office of the delegating judge before the citation. Third, by the promotion of the
delegated judge, if he equal or exceed in rank the judge by whom he was delegated. Fourth, by the lapse
of a year without making use of the delegation. Fifth, by the death of the person delegated, unless it
was not granted to him as an individual, but as holding some dignity or office; for, in this case, the
successor will continue in the delegation, because the office never dies. Sixth, by the conclusion of the
business or time for which it was granted.

Sec. 11. Jurisdiction is prorogated by the express or tacit consent of the parties, as was said in the
definition: by the ezpress, as if two persons agree to submit themselves to a judge, who, in respect to both
or one of them, was not competent, provided the cause can be litigated (puedo actuarse) before him; by
the facit, as if the defendant contests the suit before an incompetent judge, without objecting the incom-
petency, or as if the plaintiff resorts to a judge incompetent as respects himself, and before that judge a
cross demand is set up by the defendant, to which cross demand the plaintiff will be obliged to plead. It
is disputed whether prorogation can be extended from place to place and from time to time; and the
opinion that denies that it can appears more probable, because the judge, when out of the place or time
for which he is appointed, is no more than a private person without any jurisdiction.

Sec. 12, It is also usual to divide jurisdiction into conmfenfious or compulsory and voluntary. 'The
former is that which is exercised over even those who are not willing; that is, the jurisdiction which the
superior or judge has over those subject to him; the latter is thaf which is exercised between those who are
willing, without justice being formally administered, as when there is made before the judge any adoption,
manumission, emancipation, or other similar acts. The first is, strictly speaking, jurisdiction, the second
not so. Some call the prorogated jurisdiction voluntary. Lastly, there is another division of jurisdiction
into exclusive and accumulative; exclusive is that which deprives other judges of the cognizance of the
cause, as that which is possessed by one delegated by a judge superior to the judge of the district; and
accumulative is that by which a judge may take cognizance beforehand of the same causes as another,
that is to say, anticipate him in taking cognizance of the same.

Sec. 13. As, in order to exercise jurisdiction, it is not sufficient that one be a judge, but he ought
also to be competent, it is necessary to know who is so in each cause. In the first place, it is to be
observed that every judge has a designated territory, within which, and not out of it, he may exercise his
jurisdiction, swhich neither is extended to all the persons, nor to all the things within his district, because
there are many which, being exempted from the ordinary or common, are only subject to some exclusive
jurisdiction, as the military, that of the public revenue, (exchequer-hacienda publica,) the ecclesiastical,
and various others, which fail not to introduce confusion and to impede the march of the administration
of justice.

! Skeo. 14, These principles being established, a competent judge in civil causes is, 1st, the judge of the
place where the defendant is domiciled, or was when he contracted; 2d, he who was mentioned in the
contract, or the judge of the place in which it was made, provided the defendant be found there when
the action is commenced; 3d, the judge of the place where the things in litigation are situated; 4th, when
a moveable thing is demanded with right of ownership, the judge of the place in which the defendant
shall be found with it, although he be a resident elsewhere, unless he give sureties de estar & derecho;
5th, in matters of the accounts that guardians or curators ought to give, the judge of the place where the
guardianship or curatorship was administered; 6th, in possessory causes of inheritances, the judge of the
place where the inheritable things are; 7Tth, in causes where legacies are claimed, if they are specific,
the judge of the place where they are, or where the greater part of the property of the deceased may be,
or where the heir may reside; and if they are generic, (in kind,) or of an article which it is usual to count,
measure, or weigh, the judge of the two first places indicated, or the judge of the place in which the heir
commenced paying the legacies, unless the testator had designated the place.

[The remaining sections of this title are irrelevant.]

Artioe 83. They (the intendants) will also take cognizance in all cases of prizes, shipwrecks, distress
of ships, and vacant property, in whatever manner ¥ may appear, as well for the examination thereof as to
put them in a state of value, and for applying them to my royal exchequer, taking previously the steps
required necessary by law, and giving me information thereof by the private way in affairs of Indies, in
order that through that channel instructions may be issued to the respective tribunals, and suitable reso-
lutions may be communicated to the intendants themselves.

Solorzano, lib. 4, cap. 25.

Arr. 23. They (the commissaries of cruzade) have also tried, in order to extend their jurisdiction, to
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bring under their office, administration, and jurisdiction the stray cattle, and any other property lost or
vacant, the owner of which is not known, and which are generally denominated Bienes de Mostrenco; and
also of all those who die in the Indies ab infestale, or, at least, the fifth part of these. This is likewise
denied to them with great reason, and even prohibited by some old cedulas of 14th January, 1536, and
14th February, 1540, renewed by another of 16th July, 1614.—(L. 18, tit. 20, lib. 1; 1. 11, tit. 5, lib. 5;
1. 6, tit. 12, lib. 8, Recop.)

Arr. 24. And in another, given in Lerma, 28th October, 1602, a mandate which the religious order of
Merced obtained from the nuncio of the Pope, is ordered to be recalled in its original and sent to the royal
council of the Indies, for this property to be exhibited to them and applied to them alone in virtue of their
privileges, and for the redemption of captives; and it assigns as the reason the cedula that it is contrary

_to justice, to the laws, and to the royal cedulas, agreeably to which all the mostrenco property and effects
belong to my camara and fisc.

Arr. 25. In proof of which we have many texts and authors which pronounce them and delare them as
Regalias, (L. vacantia et per tot. c. de bon vacant; L. pen c. de petit, bon. Subl. lib. 10, tit. 10,1 1, L. 7,
8, 8, tit. 13, lib 6, Recop. ubi acev. et laté Sextur. de Regal. lib. 2, cap. 9, Bocer. d. tract. c. 3, n. 26, et
seqq. DD omnes per text. en c. 1, qu sint Regalia in feudis,) and as such they should be picked up,
collected, and administered by the royal officers, as they do not belong to other than the fise, if no
especial privilege is shown by which it may appear that this has been conceded, as in Spain is held by
some portions of the religious order of Merced and of the Trinity, for the aforesaid redemption of captives;
and the council of the Mesta, so called for the stray beeves applied to if.

Azr. 26. From which it follows, in the opinion of Antonio Nebrixa, (in dect. verb. mostrencos,) the name
of this mostrencos, when they ought to be called Mestengos, inasmuch as flocks without owner belong to
the order of Mesta, whose laws dispose of the same; although Covarrubias (in thes. Linguse castell. verb
mostrencos) is of opinion that they are called mostrencos from the word mostrando, (showing) because
wherever they are found they must be shown, then manifested and advertised publicly that the owner
may be sought; and he not appearing within a year and a day they remain to the King, and are applied
and adjudicated to his fisc and royal camara, as is expressed in the laws which I have cited.

Agr. 27. Nor in opposition to the above can it be said that in Spain the commissary general and council
of cruzade collect and administer this property mostrenco and ab intestate, and take cognizance and judge
in the processes, because that proceeds from laws, commissions, and private instructions granted to them
to that effect. These are related by Perez de Lara, (see note.) But in the Indies there is no such conces-
sion, but on the contrary, as has been seen.

Arr. 28. A case in point.—(Book 6, chapter 6.) .

Axr. 1. Of the property called mostrencos, and the cause of their being so called, I said something in
another chapter, where it was spoken of whether in the Indies the collection and administration belonged
to the commissaries of the holy cruzade; what I have now to add is, that all moveable and immoveable
property is held, and ought to be held as such, which have an owner or mnot; or, in case of having one,
are lost, and without him appearing who may be the owner, after a year and a day, of steps taken, of
manifestations, and advertisements in looking for him, which the laws of the Recop. direct, which speak
of the matter, and which is treated of at length by Covarrubias, Avendafio, Juan Gutierrez, Bobadilla,
and other authors, (see note,) and in particular Licte. Juan de Meneses, who, when he held the office of fiscal
of the holy cruzade, upon the occasion of a right to this property being claimed by some titled gentry,
and the orders of Merced and Trinidad, printed in the year 1618, a very copious argument and juridical
discourse upon the subject.

Arr. 2. In this his first and most judicious conclusion is that, at the present time, this property
belongs to the fisc and royal camara, like the metals, salt works, and treasures of which I made mention
in former chapters; and for this, in the Recop. de las Leyes de Castilla, all these things are collected under
one title (Tit. 13, lib. 6, Recop. Cast.) which says: * Of the treasurers and miners of gold or silver, or any
other metal, and salt works, also property mostrencos and property found.”

Arr. 3. Because as princes sovereign are universal owners; and also for the protection of all that is
held in the provinces by his vassals, as Seneca has well said, and a text which must be explained in this
sense, according to Cujacio and other grave authors, (see note;) when the particular owner does not appear,
they introduce themselves and put themselves in his stead, and have incorporated, and do now generally
incorporate this property of mostrencos with their royal crown, making this of the number and quality of
other Regalias of which they have made use, and now use, under the pretext that they want all for the
good, the protection, and defence of the same provinces, and the subjects from whom it is derived, as is
shown in the chapter upon feudal property (c. I, Quee sint Regalia in Feud ibi: Bona vacantia) which, in
treating upon the said Regalias, comprehended this one under the name of vacant properfy. Whence Mateo
de Aflictis, J. M. Novario, and all who comment upon him, make great mention of this; and also Peregrino,
Regnero Sextino, Henrico Bozerio, Camilo Borrelo, and the rest of the authors who have written about
them and others at every step, (see note.)

Agrr. 4. These speak of the customs which exist respecting this in all nations, and the name which is
generally given to this kind of property, and the various species into which it is divided, all of which is
embraced in one law of the kingdom, (Dict. L. b., tit. 13, lib. 6, Recop. Cast.) in these words: “ Everything
which may be found in any manner mostrenco, abandoned, must be delivered to the justice of the place or
of the jurisdiction in which it may be found, and must be kept a year, and if the owner does not appear,
it must be given to our camara.” Not content with having said every and thing, which are words or
expressions so universal and general, as is notorious, (see note,) it added, *in whatever manner mostrenco,
abandoned,” which is more universal still, and in its nature, by all the rules of justice, extend the dispo-
sition to all cases and to all things found in whatever manner, and comprehend not only things alike, but
even those which are not so, or may appear greater than what is expressed; and the same is shown in the
following laws, which by only saying things found and mostrenco, it appeared to them to have said all
that was necessary to comprehend all those which should be found without an owner, and whose owner-
ship was uncertain, as well animate as inanimate, for it is not permitted, nor are distinctions admitted by
the laws which speak in words so general.— (L. de pretio cum. vulg. de publicana in rem act.)

Arr. 5. And even more to the purpose is a whole title of the ordenamiento real, (tit. 12, lib. 6;) from which
some of the laws of the Recop. have been taken, which title satisfies, by having but a sentence “of the things
found, which are called mostrencos;” and with this it was judged to have comprehended as many species
of these as could be imagined, and it put us in the line of another doctrine, which teaches (see note) that
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the intention of the statute is declared by the words of this sentence: From it it is lawful to form an
argument whereby to explain it. »

Arr. 6. And coming nearer to the municipal justice of our Indies, the same and in the same form is
declared, and ordered there o be observed, by the cedulas of the years 1536, 1540, 1602, 1614, which I
have cited in the chapter aforesaid, in conformity to which the cruzade and the religious order of Merced
are prohibited from interfering or disturbing this property; giving for reason that all belongs to the camara
and fisc of his Majesty. -

Solorzano, (book 3, cap. 30.)

Arr. 20. If the fisc is the plaintiff; if it can lay an action in the royal audience.

Agr. 21. Reasons in favor; also the persons and communities who cannot possess Indians.—(Recop.
lib. 6, tit. 8; laws 12 and 13.)

Arr. 22. Yet I assert the contrary in the case where a private individual, from whom the fisc demands
or claims to take away the encomienda, should have some lawful, or at least seeming cause for possessing
it; for I find that the meaning is very general of the aforesaid for as many as plead, or would wish to
plead about encomiendas in possession and those in property, that they be remitted to the supreme council
of Indies. And as this order must be observed when the individual claims against the fisc, so also when
the fisc claims from the individual: for these actions should not be unequal or operate defectuously as the
laws say, and their doctors, (see note;) and the fisc must not disdain to have its rights equalized with
thgsgl of (zlm individual, and avail itself of the common law to both, only in cases where it is especially
privileged.

Arr. 28. In fendal questions of lordship, this and the vassals plead in one tribunal. The fisc uses
that common to both.

Arr. 24. And to this the cedulas which T have spoken of o the contrary are not repugnant, nor that
the fisc never is used to litigate when it is not of possession; for those have their mark, and are used only
in the cases which they mention, viz: where the fisc is holder, or enters with this express intention, and
he with whom it litigates is not the possessor, but an intruder or unjust detainer of the encomienda with-
out any title, not even pretended. In such case it is right that the royal audiences restore it to the fisc
instantly, as they can also do, and ought to restore to all individuals who have been ejected in fact, agree-
ably to the law of Malinas and its commentaries, which I have cited.

Arr. 25. And in this view the fisc can oblige all and whatever possessors of encomiendas by an edict
and public advertisement, or in any form which may appear to him most convenient, to appear and exhibit
their titles, agreeably to a cedula of 1551, in chapter 18 of the instructions to the viceroy of Peru, (see
note,) of which mention is made by Antonio de Leon. For although, in general, nobody is obliged to
exhibit to another the title of his possession as the law ordains, (see note,) this is limited to those who
pretend possession of things of others, or when opinion is against them; and, consequently, in any case
where defence is made under pretext of feudal, gratuitous, or censual right, they are obliged to exhibit it
according to the common opinion of the doctors, (see note,) since it is the foundation of their intent; and,
in not making the exhijbition, the presumption is against him that all things are presumed to be free; so
in matters of jurisdiction, says Gregorio Lopez and many others, (see note,) that for the reason that the
King enters by founding his claim upon all his dominions, even upon lands of lords and of prelates, he can
ask these, and compel them to exhibit the titles by which they claim their rights.

SPANISH LAWS—SOLORZANO’S POLITICA INDIANA.

Extracts from Solorzano’s Politica Indiana, a work of approved authority in all Spanish tribunals, and the most
celebrated of the Spanish commentafors on the laws of the Indies. The translations compared and cerlified
by the translator of foreign languages in the Department of State. @

[Translation.]
Book 8, chapter 5, article 31.

Because, as Carolo Pascalio says, and Calisto Ramirez, subjects have no obligation to investigate or
know the orders and instructions of a secret nature which are given to the viceroys, in which bounds are
put to their power, for if they do not obey them, they are subject to reprehension or punishment; but what they
may perform must be sustained, because they are in quality of factors or substitutes for royalty, for
whose actions he who named them is accountable, and put them in that charge which is indeed con-
formable to right.*

Book 3, chapter 9, article 14.

But although this, as I said, proceeds with reference to common law, and it is fit that the viceroys
and governors of the Indies never cease to bear it in mind, still, as regards the municipal duty of these,
the whole, or almost the whole, is left to their discretion and prudence; because, in the conflict or concur-
rence of these cédulas (royal provisions) and orders de providende, they have not to attend so much to the
dates and orders of these as to that which may appear to them most convenient to execute, as also what
the merits and services of those who have presented them ask and require, and the state of things in their
countries or provinces, the government of which is committed to them. It is thus recommended to them
in the royal cédulas, which I noticed in the beginning of this chapter, and others of the years 1567, 1605,
1610, directed to the viceroys, at that time, of Peru, Toledo, Monterey, Montesclaros.

Book 3, chapter 10, article 25.

This calls us to another question not less frequent and difficult, upon which I have seen some suits
adjourned from 2 discord of opinions; I mean, who is to have the preference of two, of whom one obtained
by favor from the court a special encomiénda (Indian tribute) by dispensation made to him by his Majesty,

© 1, 3, ff. de publicam, § fin. instit. de oblig. que es quasi dedic. Cabedus et alii apud Me. d. c. £ n. 78.
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and another obtained the same in the Indies by grant of the viceroys or governors, having there power to
do it, without having notice of the other from his Majesty. .

I judge we can examine and easily solve this question as respects the right only by informing our-
selves, and looking attentively as to the fact of which of these grants of the same object preceded the
other; for if we suppose the vacancy to happen in the Indies, and the viceroy or governor, who there s
as the King himself, made the appointment lawfully and immediately, and in exercise and use of his facul-
ties, gave the title and possession thereof to some well-deserving person, we must come to the resolution
that the grant of this encomiénda, which afterwards may be found to be made by the King in his court,
is in itself null and of novalue or effect, because there is no vacancy to supply, as we said in chapter five,
on account of its being previously occupied, and the grant made in proper time; and the concession made
in the name of the King, in virtue of authority sufficient and his own commission, must be and must
remain always firm and valid as if himself had made it. Of this we have an express text in speaking
about what is done by the procuratlors of Ceesar, (L 1. de off. Proc. Ceesar,) and others still more expres-
sive, which decide upon what we are saying upon the subject of gifts.*

Book 5, cﬁapter 12, article 1.

Although it may seem that enough was provided for the maintenance of peace and for justice in the
provinces of the Indies by the creation of audiences and magistrates, of which mention has been made in
the preceding chapters, still, as those went on peopling and distinguishing themselves so much, it became
meet, at least in the principal parts, such as Peru, New Spain, &c., to place governors of greater weight,
with the title of viceroys, who should also act as presidents of the audiences there residing, and who
should separately have in charge the government of those extensive dominions, and of all the military
bodies which might there arrive, as their captain general; and should act, watch, and take care of all
which royalty in person would act and take care of if there present; and should be understood to be suit-
able for the conversion and protection of the Indians, and spreading of the Holy Word, the political
administration, and for the peace and tranquillity, and the increase of things spiritual and temporal.

ArrrcLE 3. And truly, the provinces of the Indies being, as they are, so distant from those of Spain,
it became necessary that in these, more than any other, our powerful Kings should place these images of
their own, who should represent them to the life and efficaciously, and should maintain in peace and
tranquillity the new colonists and their colonies, and should keep them in check and in proper bounds by
such a dignity and authority as the Romans did when they spread theirs over the best part of the globe,
dividing the most remote into two kinds, which they called consular and preforean ; the Emperors them-
" selves taking the government of the principal of these in their own hands, and charging the senate
with the second; and giving to those who went to govern the first the name of proconsuls and to the
others that of presidents, about which we have entire chapters in law, where the commentators speal of
this more extensively, and an infinity of authors.

ArmicLe 4. Some of those observe (in terms of which we speak) that to those proconsuls or presi-
dents may be likened the viceroys of the present day, although this is not agreed to by Pedro Gregorio,
who says that the authority and power is greater of the viceroys, and that in France very rarely was
such a dignity granted, except to a brother or child of the prince, or one designated as successor to the
egzpire; a1)1d 1 find Bobadilla of the same opinion—afterwards Alciato and others whom he names.—(See
references.

ArmicLe 6. But however this may be, (their similitude to other titles,) it is of little importance. What
1 reckon as certain is, that the person to whom there is the greatest likeness is to the kings themselves
who appoint them and send them out, generally choosing them from titled gentry, and the most worthy in
Spain of his chamber counsel, causing them, in the provinces which are intrusted to them, to be looked
upon, as I have said, as their own person, to be their substitutes; for this is properly signified in the
Latin word proreges or vicereges, which in the common langunage we call viceroys; and in Catalonia and
other parts they are called alterego, on account of this ubiquity of likeness or representation, which is
also treated of in some9ebapters of common law, and the laws of the Partidas, and which are described
extensively by Budeo, Casaneo, and other authors.—(See references.)

ArricLe 7. From which it happens that regularly in the provinces which are intrusted to them, and
in every case, and in all things which are not especially escepted, they possess and exercise the same
power, authority, and jurisdiction, with the King who names them; and this not so much as a delegation
as in the common way, as is proved by the texts, and by the doctors already quoted, and & number of
others which are cited by Avendano, Humada, Cordan, Tollada, Bobadilla, Calisto, Remirez, Berarto, and
others of the moderns, and in particular Juan Francisco de Ponte and J. M. Novario, who have written
especial and copious treatises upon the office and power of the viceroys, and who reprove Fontancla, who,
in too general terms, calls it delegated, and tfo these I add the latest, Marco Zuerio, who, in one of his
political emblems, expressed well this representation with the painting of a seal, which the wax, being
warm, receives, in which it is stamped or printed, with the addition of the letters for motto, aller ef idem;
and he applies it to this communication and representation which the Kings make of their Majesty to the
viceroys whom they send to govern provinces where themselves cannot be present, they remaining with
their power entire, although it be transmitted or transferred from one to others.

Arricre 8. And, approaching nearer to the municipal right of our Indies, almost everything which
relates to this great power and dignity of viceroys will be found in the cédulas which 1 have already
quoted, and in particular that part regarding their representation in one issued at the Escorial, July 19,
1614, from which is inferred “that o the viceroys there is, and must be observed, the same obedience and
respect as to the King, without putting the least difficulty, contradiction, or interpretation, under the
penalty of those who should contravene, incurring the punishments ordained by law, who do not obey
the royal orders, and the others which are there marked and related.”—( See references.)

Axrricte 9. And all this is very right, for wherever the representation of another is given, there is
ihe true copy of that other, of which the image is produced or represented agreeably to the understanding
of a text, and as Tiraquelo explains at great length, and other authors; and, in general, this representa-
tion is more resplendent when the viceroys and magisirates are further remuved from the masters who
jnfluence and communicate it to them, as Plutarch finely expresses it by the example of the moon, which
becomes of greater size and splendor in proportion as she removes from the sun, which is the object
which gives her that splendor.

& Q. sl is'qui, 12 de prob. lib. 6, vide verba apud Mec. d. c. 9 num. 35.
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Arricte 10, From all which I infer, in the first place, that this viceroyal power and dignity being of
this nature, and so great as has been said, and that it has to be exercised in so many and such arduous
affairs and cases as occur generally in the Indies, the prince ought to look well to the persons he chooses
and sends upon these employments, since even in those of oidors and other ministers of less note, I demon-
strated the necessity of the same caution in other chapters; and as to governors who are sent to new
or warlike provinces, this is adverted to in elegant expressions by Cassiodoro.—(See references.)

ArticLe 11. And the Padre Josef de Acosta is not less elegant in treating of the qualities of the
viceroys, when he says that if the Romans took so much pains to send to their remote provinces, and such
as were lately conquered, men of the first choice, perfect and experienced, whom they knew, and scarcely
trusted others than the very consuls of their own city; much greater pains are required with viceroys
for the New World, which is so much further distant from the eyes of their Kings, and is composed of so
many different nations and mixtures of people, and comprehends so many new provinces, in which every day
there oceurs some new and unthought of affairs; where mutiny and sedition are contemplated; where
sudden and dangerous changes are experienced; where municipal laws are not known, or not found
sufficient for every case; and if we wish to make use of the Roman code, or the Castilian, these do not
square with those of the country, and the very state of the republic is so inconstani, varied, and different
in itself every day, that things which yesterday might be judged and considered as very straight and
regulated, to-day would become unjust and pernicious.

Book 5, chapter 13, page 876, article 2.

The first established rule and sentence is, that viceroys can act and despatch in the provinces of their
government, in cases which have not been especially excepted, all that the prince who named them might
or could do, if he were himself present, and for this reason and cause his jurisdiction and power must be
held and judged more as a thing established than delegated.—( See references. )

. ArricLe 3. All which is indeed conformable to the purpose for which these honorable and pre-eminent

employments were instituted, which was, as it appears, that subjects who live and reside in such remote
provinces may not be obliged to go and seek the King, who lives so far off ; and that they may have
near to them a substitute of his, fo whom they can apply, with whom and of whom they can treat; they
can ask and obtain all which they might expect from the King himself, or obtain from him even in those
things requiring power or especial provision, as, after Andres of Milan and Francisco de Ponte, is
explained well by Capiblanco, Mastrillo, Gambacurta, and others who treat of this. And speaking of this,
the lawyer, Ulpiano, dares to say, in an absolute style, “that there is no case in the provinces which
cannot be despatched by them;” and the same doctrine, with many examples to confirm it, are taught to
us by many other texts of law, civil, canonical, and royal.—(See references.)

Arrice 4. In particular passages relating to viceroys of the Indies we have an infinite number of
cédulas which decide this and assert the same, which can be seen in the first volume of those in print from
page 237; and, besides these, another still of a fresher date given at St. Lorenzo, July 19, 1614, which
orders, generally, “that the viceroys, as holding the place of the King, can act and decree in the same
manner as the royal person, and must be obeyed as one holding his authority, without replying, without
interpretation, under the penalties to which are subjected those who do not obey the royal commands,
and such laws as may be imposed by them; and that which they ordain and command, the King will
hold as firm and valid.”—( See references.)

Arricie 5. All which is certain, and in such manner thateven when they exceed their powers or secret
instructions, they must be obeyed, like the King himself, although they may transgress and are afterwards
punished for it, as I have already said in other chapters; and Mastrillo expresses it al some length, in
speaking of the practice of these secret instructions, and the form which must be observed in them. And
the reason of this is because we must almost présume in favor of the viceroys, and what they do we
must consider as done by the King who appointed them, as is said in many texts and by several authors.—
(See references.)

Book 6, chapter 12, page 482, article 13.

And by another cédula in Madrid, October 27, 1535, it is permitted that the ancient conquerors, and
other well deserving persons in the Indies, be remunerated and accommodated with lands and possession
there, and that amongst these the most worthy should be preferred; which cédula is very just, and now
can be enforced by the viceroys without contravening that of 1591, when the merits were worthy of satis-
JSaction, because the interest of Xings is not small to give compliance to it, norisitnew to give a premium
to old services, as I have said in other places.

I certify that I have revised the above translation, and compared it with the original, to which it

corresponds minutely. ROBERT GREENHOW
4 ’
Tronslator of foreign languages to the Department of Stale. °

23p CoNGREss.] No. 1190. ’ [1sr Sessiox.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN LOUISIANA.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FEBRUSRY 25, 1834.

Mr. Carr, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the application of Simon
Rodriguez, reported:

That said Rodriguez claims a tract of land in the State of Louisiana, on the east side of the Missis-
sippi, upon two grounds: an order of susvey made to Joseph Bahan for 800 arpents in the parish of St.
Tammany, on the 18th of January, 1804, by order of Morales, and was surveyed by him on the 8th of

voL, vi——118 E
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May, 1806, and also by virtue of bis habitation and cultivation under the several acts of Congress upon
that subject. )

There does not seem to be any ground for the claim by virtue of the survey, and the reasons assigned
by the board of commissioners who acted upon the subject are conclusive against the title claimed under
the survey.

The sy;:cond ground, as to habitation and cultivation, the applicant produces the following evidence:

1st. The affidavit of Renez Rahan, who swears that about March, 1804, a survey was made for Joseph
Bahan by a Spanish surveyor, and that he obtained a Spanish concession, and labored on said land at
different times; and furthermore, that the said tract of land is now and has been in possession of said
Joseph Bahan, his heirs or assigns, ever since 1804, and that the said tract of land has been always
called his, and known and in possession of Joseph Bahan, and no other person, ‘ever since.

Also the evidence of Henry Cooper, who swears that he was the chain-carrier at the time of survey,
in the year 1804, of the land whereon Simon Rodriguez now lives, and that, in the years 1808 and 1809,
Joseph Bahan made improvements on said tract of land, and built small cabins thereon, and, as he
understood, kept his stock of cattle thereon; and said Joseph Bahan, from his boyhood until his death, lived
in the neighborhood, and said land was always known as his; that he paid the taxes, &ec.

Simon Rodriguez, the applicant, also is sworn, and declares that he and Joseph Bahan were working
on the land in partnership in the years 1808 and 1809, and that he built the two cabins and worked the
land; and further, that he has culiivated and inhabited soid land in the year 1830, and up to the present
time, and that he has no other land.

Henry Cooper is again sworn, who proves the cultivation in 1808 and 1809, and two houses on it,
and also knows that Rodriguez has occupied and cultivated said land since 1830.

Morgan also testifies that Bahan resided in the parish from 1809 until his death, in 1808, and said
tract was always known as his land.

It appears that said claimant sets up title to 800 arpents of land, and the surveys show two
different tracts each of 400 arpents. The proof introduced does not show whether the claimants had -
possession of one or the other, or both, and, besides, the testimony is too uncertain to justify us in acting
upon.  From the testimony of the witness Bahan, it would seem the applicant, Joseph Bahan, had been in
the actual possession of the land since 1804, whilst the other witnesses show that he had only possession in
1808 and 1809, and simce 1830. The proof should show the actual state of facts—whether the said
Bahan in his lifetime resided on either of the tracts, and cultivated either, and when and how long; or
whether he resided in the neighborhood and claimed the lands by his Spanish concessions, and occasionally
used it. The committee would be unwilling to confirm the claim upon such testimony; and as the com-
mittee have introduced a bill providing for the examination of such cases at the land offices, they therefore
recommend a rejection of the claim for the present, that the parties may apply and have their proof
properly taken before the register and receiver of the land district.

93p CONGRESS. ] ’ No. 1191. | 1sr SEsstox.

ON APPLICATION FOR THE LOCATION OF A BOUNTY LAND WARRANT IN ILLINOIS.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FEBRUARY 27, 1834.

Mr. AsnLEY, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was referred the petition of John Jordon and
Samuel Fisher, reported:

That John Jordon was a soldier in the service of the United States during the late war with Great
Britain; that, in consideration of his services, he is entitled to one hundred and sixty acres of land, to be
located in either of the tracts set apart.for military bounties in the States of Illinois, Missouri, or the
Territory of Arkansas, at his option; that he designated the tract situated in Illinois, and applied for a
patent accordingly; but in reply he was informed that, in consequence of the preoccupancy of all the
lands in Illinois and Missouri for the purpose of satisfying such warrants, his location must be, without
the further action of Congress for his relief, confined to the military bounty tract in Arkansas.

The petitioner represents that he removed to Illinois with a large family, at great expense, and,
withal, in indigent circumstances, under the full belief that his land would be assigned him in that State;
that he is unable to encounter the additional expense of removing to Arkansas, nor is he disposed so to
do. He therefore prays the passage of a law authorizing the location of land warrant No. 26464, issued
from the War Department in his favor, upon any of the lands of the United States in the State of Illinois
not otherwise appropriated. '

Samuel Fisher, the second named petitioner, represents that he is the brother and one of the heirs-at-
law of Vincent Fisher, deceased, late a soldierin the service of the United States in the late war with Great
Britain, and was entitled, as a part of his bounty, 1o one hundred and sixty acres of land, a warrant for
which has issued in the name of him, the said Samuel, as brother, and one of the heirs-atlaw of said
Vincent; that he is unwilling to receive said land in the Territory of Arkansas, and therefore prays the
passage of an act authorizing the location of the same in the State of Illinois.

The committee, on referring to the General Land Office for information touching the principal facts
set forth in the prayer of the petitioners, are fully satisfied of the truth thereof, and as the petitioners
cannot be justly coerced to receive their lands in the Territory of Arkansas, report a bill for their relief.
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280 CoNGRESS.] No. 1192. [1st Sesstox.

APPLICATION OF INDIANA FOR A REDUCTION OF THE PRICE OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.

COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE FEBRUARY 28, 1834.,

A JOINT RESOLUTION in relation to a reduction of the price of the public lands.

Be it resolved by the general assembly of the State of Indiana, That our senators in Congress be instructed,
and our representatives requested, to use their best exertions to procure the passage of a law providing
for a graduated reduction of the price of the public lands, where the same shall have remained a
reasonable length of time in market, and for an ultimate donation of the residue remaining unsold at the
minimum price, under such rules and restrictions as will afford a suitable protection and encouragement
to actual settlers, prevent monopoly by land speculators, and otherwise best comport with the public
welfare. .

Resolved, further, That the governor be requested to transmit fo each of our senators and representa-
tives in Congress, as soon as practicable, a copy of the foregoing joint resolution.

N. B. PALMER, Speaker House of Reps.
AMZ. MORGAN, Prest of the Senate pro tem.
Approved February 1, 1834.

N. NOBLE
23p CoNGRESS.] No. 1193. [Lsr Sesston.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ARKANSAS.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 4, 1834.

Mr. Cave Jomxsox, from the Commitice on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the application of
the heirs of Elisha Winter, reported:

That it appears that the said Elisha and William Winter and Gabriel Winter made application to
the Congress of the United States in 1816, claiming a portion of the public domain in Arkansas under a
paper purporting to be a Spanish grant, a copy of which, as set forth in their petition, accompanies this
report, marked A, under which the said Elisha Winter claimed to have been granted to him “one thousand
arpents square of lond;” to Willlam Winter, “five hundred square;” to Gabriel Winter, *“five hundred
arpents square” The grant purports to have been made by El Baron Carondelet, who styles himself
“Lknight of the order of St. John, field marshal of the royal afnies, governor general and vice patron of
the provinces of Louisiana and East Florida, inspector of the troops, &c., &c” The committee also
accompany this report with the translation of the supposed grant, as made by Jobn Graham, marked B,
and that made by Mr. Stoughton, at the time attached to the Spanish legation, marked C.

It will be perceived that these purport to be the transiations made of the copy of the original grant,
and certified to be o copy of the original by Don André Lopez de Armesto, who certifies that the
original was found among the papers in the office of the secretary of the Spanish government; his certifi
cate is dated at New Orleans, the 19th of April, 1805, and a copy of it is annexed to this report. The
copy is certified by an individual not authorized to have the possession of the original papers, or to give
copies of it, and is not accompanied by an oath of the truth of the copy produced; and it is only certified
“{0 be of the following tenor” The survey which accompanies the papers for Elisha Winter is certified by
Henry Cassady, a deputy surveyor, to be according to the grant, and that it “ was surveyed by Don Carlos
Villemont, captain commandant, &c., in the year 1798”7 The plat to William Winter is certified by Godfrey
Jones, a deputy surveyor, for two hundred and jifty thousand arpents, and who certifies that he “resur-
veyed” in 1805, without any certificate or evidence of its ever having been surveyed. The survey to
Gabriel Winter has a similar certificate of Henry Cassady, and refers to order of survey said to have
been issued by Trudeau on the 24th of July, 1802, and which is an important paper, and must have been
known to the claimants to be such; and if it is not produced, or the loss thereof satisfactorily accounted
for, it may be fairly doubted whether there ever was such an order. It is, perhaps, not unworthy of
observation here, that the original grant is not produced, nor the original surveys, if any were ever made.
These papers were filed before the commissioners of the United States in 1808, and were adjudged by
them invalid in June, 1808. These claims were also before the board of commissioners in 1813, the testi-
mony of Don Carlos Villemont taken, which clearly proves that no survey of either of said tracts had ever
been made. According to the regulations of O'Reily, of the 18th of February, 1770, which are believed
by the committee to have been in force at the origin of the present claim, (Land Laws, page 979, No. 12,)
after directing that all grants shall be made in the name of the King, &c., directs the surveyors to make
thiree copies of all surveys, “one of which shall be deposited in the office of the scrivener of the govern-
ment and cabildo; another shall be delivered to the governor general; and the third to the proprietor, to
be annexed {o the titles of his grant;” and yet the survey or plat said by Cassady to have been made in 1798
for Elisha Winter, the title papers, or the grant, do not seem, from anything before the committee, to have
ever been in custody of said Elisha; and it is somewhat remarkable that, in procuring copies of the papers
from Armesto, there had not also been produced a copy of Elisha Winter’s petition upon which the grant
was made, and which usually accompanies Spanish titles presented for confirmation.
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It will be perceived by an examination of the franslations of the copies of the grant and the plats and
surveys that an essential and a very important difference exists as to the quantity of land claimed by the
applicants. According to the copy which accompanies their petition, the grant contains: To Elisha
‘Winter, one million of arpents; to William Winter, five hundred thousand arpents; to Gabriel Winter,
five hundred thousand arpents; making in all two millions of arpents. According to the plats and certifi-
cates accompanying it, and the claim presented to the board of commissioners in 1808, the said Elisha
claims one million, and the said William and Gabriel each two hundred and fifty thousand arpents.
The translation of Mr. Graham makes the grant contain: “To the said Elisha, one thousand arpents
of land square, (or squared;) to Gabriel Winter, five hundred square, (or squared.”) Mr. Stough-
ton’s translation makes it as follows: “To Elisha Winter, one thousand square arpents; to Gabriel
Winter, five hundred square arpents.” At some subsequent time Mr. Stoughton corrccts his trans-
lation, by saying that the word square should follow the word avpents, as it stood in the
original. According to the evidence before the committee, the word arpent is strictly and
properly applicable to superficial measure, and meaning, in the Spanish language, the same kind of
measure that the word acre does in the United States, and bears the same proportion to it that 750 does
to 640; but in Louisiana it is in common use as a measure of length equal to 192 English feet; so that if
the word arpent in the grant is to be used as a measure of length, then the grant will contain, according
to the translation of Graham and Stoughton: To Elisha Winter, 1,000,000 arpents; to Gabriel Winter,
500,000 arpents. And according to the claim in the petition: To Elisha Winter, 1,000,000 arpents; to
Gabriel Winter, 500,000 arpents; to William Winter, 500,000 arpents. And according to the claim made
by them before the board of commissioners in 1808: To Elisha Winter, 1,000,000; to Gabriel Winter,
250,000; to William Winter, 250,000. But if the word arpent is used, in its strict and proper sense, as
applicable to superficial measure, then the grant, as translated by Graham and Stoughton, contains: To
Elisha Winter, 1,000 arpents; to Gabriel Winter, 500 arpents.

It is impossible from the evidence before the committee to ascertain the true meaning and intention
~ of the grant at the time it was made; and where so much property depends upon the constraction of the
sentence granting the land, there seems to be no excuse for the omission on the part of the claimants to
produce the original grant and survey if made; nor does it seem, from anything before the committee,
that an application was ever made for them by the Winters, notwithstanding they were entitled to them
if the grant had been bong fide'inade, nor is there any reason perceived why the Spanish officers should
have wished to retain them; and from the evidence taken, the Winters seem to have been aware of the
difficulties arising from the language of the grant; yet no means have been resorted to by them to remove
them by the production of the grant itself, or the original survey, if any was ever made.

Most of the lands granted in that section of the country by the Spanish government were upon similar
conditions, intending to increase the population of the country and promote its agriculture by inducing
emigration to it, and therefore liberal terms were offered to actual settlers. The laws of the Indies, enti-
tled “Recopilacion de las leyes de Indies,” seem to have been general regulations for granting the domain
of the King in America, (Land Laws, 967,) and specify the conditions and terms upon which it was to
have been granted, and direct the governors of provinces to lay off the lands for persons desirous® of
making settlements, and making a distinction between gentlemen and laborers and others of less merit,
and direct the Jands to be granted to them in proportion to their merit, and required a residence of four
years before the title should be completed and the settler authorized to sell, and direct the lands to be
distributed fairly, without specifying the rule by which the Spanish officers were to be guided in the
quantity of land allowed to each. -

The regulations of O'Reily of February 18, 1770, specify the quantity of land to be granted to each
settler who was desirous of settling on the borders of the river, six or eight arpents in front by forty in
depth; and to obtain forty-two arpents in front by forty in depth, the applicant must make it appear that
he is the “possessor of one hundred head¥f tame catile, some horses and sheep, and two slaves to look
after them, a proportion which shall be always observed for the grants to be made of greater extent than
that declared in the preceding article,” which prohibits grants in Attakapas, Opelousas, and Natchitoches,
to one league front by one in depth; said regulations also require a residence of three years before the
completion of title. These regulations respecting grants in the parishes of Attakapas, Opelousas, and
Natchitoches, embracing the pine lands of Louisiana, appear to have been predicated upon the fact that
these parishes were then considered as more suitable than the river parishes for the formation of vacheries,
or large stock farms, while the other regulations have reference to applications for lands on the rivers and
bayous for the ordinary purposes of cultivation. These regulations are believed to have been in force at
the time the grant was made to the present applicants; and, in addition to this, it seems to have been the
uniform custom from the time of the cession of the terrifory by Great Britain to Spain to allow lands to
settlers in proportion to the property brought by them into the province or to the size of the families.
And in September, 1797, this custom or usage was rendered more certain, more specific, by the regulations
of Gayoso, then the intendant general of Louisiana, by allowing two hundred arpents to each settler who
was married, fifty arpents for each child, and twenty arpents for each negro, and prohibiting the issuance
of grants for a larger quantity than eight hundred arpents; and these regulations are substantially
confirmed by the regulations of Morales in 1799.

- The committee have not been able to see any law, custom, or usage, justifying the issuance of grants
to settlers for such large quantities of the domain belonging to the King of Spain as was done by the
Baron Carondelet to Elisha Winter and sons, if the grant is considered as containing the quantity claimed
.by them. Nor is there any consideration specified in the face of the grant, or proven, which would have
justified it. The regulations of O’Reily, it is believed, limited the power of the Spanish officers to grant
one league front by one league deep; in all grants of a larger size it seems to have been the custom, after
the survey and sanction of the officers, to have submitted them to the King of Spain for his approbation,
as was done in all grants before the ordinance of 1754; and this, from other acts of the Baron de Caron-
. delet, seems to have been his understanding of his own powers as intendaiit general. He made the grant
to Maison Rouge for the consideration of settlement, &c., thivty superficial leagues. In that case the agree-
ment is made in March, 1795, and is approved by the King July 14, 1795, and the final grant is made June
20, 1797. So in the case of Baron Bastrop: on the 20th of June, 1795, application is made to the Baron
Carondelet, who on the same day agrees to allow twelve leagues square for the purpose of settlement;
the 18th of June, 1797, he suspends the fulfilment of a part of the contract by Baron Bastrop until the
pleasure of the King is known in relation to it. .

Shortly before the time Baron Carondelet entered upon the duties of his office as intendant, &e.,
General Wilkinson made an application to Governor Miro, as stated by Martin in his history of Louisiana,
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for a large tract of country west of the Mississippi for the purposes of settlement, and this is refused him
expressly for the want of authority to do so without first consulting the King of Spain. TUpon the appli-
cations of the Duke of Alagon, De Vargas, and Count Punon Rostro, the grants were made by the King
of Spain; so in the grant to Arredondo, after it was made it was sent to Madrid and approved by the King.

The committee are therefore induced to believe that the ordinance of 1754, which authorized the Spanish
officers to make grants in the name of the King, was limited to the ordinary settlement of claims as described
in the laws of the Indies, and that the regulations of O’Reily, in 1770, intended to limit their authority to
mak% grants to one league square, and the power was still further limited by the regulations of Morales
and Gayoso.

In the absence, therefore, of any express authority from the King of Spain to the Baron de Carondelet,
the committee would not feel justified in taking the grant as prima facie evidence of authority from the
King, and throw upon the government the burden of disproving such an implication. In the opinion of
the committee, the absence of such an authority in any of the regulations of the Spanish government for
the disposition of the public domain which are known fo the government of the United States, the act of
dhe Baron de Carondelel being contrary to the known usages and customs of the Spanish government in
Louisiana, and being without any adequate consideration for so extensive a grant, justifies them in
requiring the production of some direct authority from the Spanish government for the making of the
grant to Winter. This seems to have been the view taken of the Spanish regulations by our own govern-
ment from the time of the acquisition of that territory to the present time. The act of March 3, 1805,
authorizes the confirmation of titles to actual settlers in a quantity not exceeding six hundred and forty
acres, and the act of March 3, 1807, limits the powers of the board of commissioners to decide upon claims
not exceeding one league square, apparently acting upon the idea that the customs and usages of the
Spanish government limited the ordinary claims and grants to the quantity of land specified; and Mr.
Gallatin, the Secretary of the Treasury, in his instructions to the board of commissioners, bearing date
September 8, 1806, expressly directs them fo reject all claims when the tract claimed “ contains a greater
quantity of land than was generally allowed to actual settlers and their families, agreeably to the laws,
usages, and customs of the Spanish government, unless a duly authenticated copy of the ordinance author-
izing the officers to grant such greater quantity of land shall have been produced and deposited with the
commissioners.”

The committee, with all these evidences before them as to the limitation of the power of the Spanish
governors to grant, cannot yield to the opinion expressed by Don Luis de Onis, in his letter of February 6,
1816, in which he says he did not know of any limitation of the powers vested in the intendants general
and governors of the Spanish provinces. Except the bounds of their respective premises, it may be true
that /e Lnew of no limitation of their powers; but it is certainly true that a variety of restrictions existed,
as heretofore pointed out in this report.

The grant to Winter was evidently not a complete title, and could not have been so intended. The
precise import of the Spanish word which has been translated “grant” is not known to the committee.
The utmost force that could be given to the paper produced to them would be to consider it an authority
to settle, with a promise to make a complete title when it was surveyed and actually settled. It was, in
truth, the fivst step towards obtaining a title—the permission to settle upon the lands. The regulations of -
Morales of July 17, 1'199, make provision for a class of cases of which this no doubt was one. The 18th
article of the reguiations is as follows: (Land Laws, 984.)

‘“Arr. 18. Experience proves that a great number of those who have asked for land think themselves
the legal owners of it—those who have obtained the first decree, by which the surveyor is ordered tfo
measure it and put them in possession; others, after the survey has been made, have neglected to ask the
title for the property; and as like abuses, continuing for a long time, will augment the confusion and
disorder which will necessarily result, we declare that no one of those who have obtained the said decree,
notwithstanding, in virtue of them, the survey has taken place, and that they have been put in possession,
can be regarded as owners of land until their real titles are delivered, completed with all the formalities
before recited.” :

And the 224 article of the regulations declares 2ll such claims void unless application is made within
six months and the title completed. The present applicants were evidently within that class who are
described as “having obtained the first decree,” and do not seem to have taken any steps for the purpose
of having their title completed. The Spanish authorities continued in possession until the spring of 1804,
and it is probable that a sufficient reason can be found for their omission to do so in the fact that the grant
was made by the Baron Carondelet, June 20, 1797, and Gayoso was the intendant general very shortly
afterwards, and made his regulations the 9th of September afterwards; and judging from the regula-
tions established by him, among others, that no grant should exceed eight hundred arpents, the present
applicant could have had but little chance of success in obtaining the completion of his title by Gayoso,
or his successor, Morales.

It appears to the committee that many insuperable objections exist to the confirmation of the claims
of the present applicants.

N L. There is no survey made, as required by the copy of the paper produced to them and now called
the grant.

2. The absence of the original grant itself, if any was ever made, and no sufficient reason given for
the omission to produce it. :

3. The differences in the translations are too material and important to justify any action of the
government upon the copies produced. .

4. No evidence is produced to the committee, nor is believed to exist, showing that the Baron
Carondelet had any authority to make such a grant.

5. There is no adequate consideration for such a grant in the customs, and usages, and policy of the
Spanish government.

6. The grant of such a quantity of land by the governors of provinces is believed to be contrary to
the usages, customs, and laws of the Spanish government. °

7. No confirmation was made of it, or application for that purpose, under the regulations of Morales,
in 1799,

8. The claim of the applicants in the petition being so widely different from their claims before the
commissioners in 1808, and so different from the translations of the grant accompanying this report.

The false certificate of Henry Cassady as to the survey of Elisha Winter having been made in 1798,
and which must have been known to said Winter to be untrue at the time of its production before the
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commissioners; the unusual quantity of land granted to Elisha Winter for his own settlement right, and
the unusual quantity allowed his two sons, one of whom seems to have been under age at the time; and
the total absence of any authority for the grant or any propriety in it, and just about the time that
Baron Carondelet was leaving the province; and no application for a completion of title to his succes-
sors, whose regulations required it; and, in addition {o all this, there is no evidence before the commitiee
that the conditions of the grant were complied with according to the spirit and intention of the grantor,
supposing it to have been made as presented to the committee. The object of the grant seems to have
been to promote “the agriculture of wheat, hemp, and flaz;” and it does not appear that any establishment
of the kind was ever made by the Winters. Proof of occupancy within the year is the only proof adduced
to show a compliance with the principal objects of the grant; and it is fair to presume that the proviso
contained in the grant intended that the grantees should, within the year, make establishments for that
purpose. All these circumstances taken together, in the opinion of the committee, cast a doubt upon the
justness and fairness of the translation upon which the present claim is founded which should forever
prohibit its confirmation.

But inasmuch as it is shown to the committee that the said Elisha and Gabriel Winter removed abouts
that time to the Arkansas, and made settlements upon the public domain, and continued there for some
time, in the opinion of the committee the same provision should be made for them as has been heretofore
made for other settlers upon the public domain, who had settled upon it prior to the 1st of October, 1800,
with the permission of the proper Spanish officers, and which is declared by the act of the 8d of March,
18077, shall not exceed two thousand acres. The committee therefore recommend that the said tracts of
land claimed by the said Elisha and Gabriel Winter be surveyed and sold as other public domain in
Arkansas, reserving to said applicants, each, the quantity of land above described, including their respec-
tive improvements, and which, if accepted by them, shall be in satisfaction of all future claims under said
supposed grant, and have reported a bill for that purpose.

[Nore—For the documents submitted with this reéport, see vol. 3, on Public Lands, p. 289.]

GeENERAL Laxp Orrice, February 4, 1834.

Siz: I have to acknowledge the receipt of your letters of the 2d and 3d instant, and, in reply to the
inquiries contained therein, have to state that the only abstract of French and Spanish titles in this office
is an “abstract of concessions and patents granted by the French and Spaniards in the western district
of the Territory of Orleans, from 1757 to 1802,” which consequently does not embrace the alleged grant
to the Winters in Arkansas. .

The grant to Winter not being laid down on the maps in this office, I am unable to say what portion
of it remains unsold, although I have no doubt of a part of the land included therein being yet undis-
posed of.

With great respect, &c.,
ELIJAH HAYWARD

Hon. C. Jonxson, Chairman Committee on Private Land Claims, House of Representatives.

23p ConeREsS.] No. 1194. [1st Session.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN LOUISIANA.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 4, 1834.

Mr. Cave Jomxsox, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of
Pierre Lafitte, reported:

That said applicant claims title to about eleven thousand acres in the neutral territory, under a
paper signed “Ybanco,” military captain and civil and military governor of the town of Nacogdoches and
its dependencies, dated the 12th of June, 1784. The paper is a bare permission to settle, and a promise
to recommend them-to be treated according to their deserts; and in a note to said paper it is said, “it is
well understood that the aforesaid grant of land is to extend from the parcel called ‘Nodier,” and extends
to that which is called Nabarchar, and they are entitled to all the proceeds of the same; of which grant
I expect the approbation of the lieutenant governor of the province; and the cost being paid, I conform
it on the said day, month, and year” TUpon this description the land has been surveyed by John Dins-
more, deputy surveyor, the 6th September, 1823, extending from the Bayou Pierre to the Bayou Nanticot,
by irregular lines, and including 11,393.89 acres. There is nothing further before the committee showing
the quantity granted, or the manner in which the same should have been surveyed; and there is mo
reason for supposing that it was intended to embrace that quantity more than ‘any other; and the com-
mittee see no reason for surveying the land in the manner in which it has been done, and is now claimed
by t¢he applicant; and the committee see no reason why the applicant should not have claimed twenty or
five thousand acres as well as the quantity claimed by him. The concession seems to bave been a mere
authority to settle on the land between the two bayous, through which travellers and traders usually
passed in getting into the province, with a view of guarding the province from intruders, and requiring
the applicant to give notice to the governor, &c., and states the object of the grant to be, “ that they may
have firm possession of the said place and lots of land necessary to pasturc and rear their flocks of cattle,
smaller stock, and horses.”
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The testimony of Marie De Soto is taken the 15th of November, 1832, before a justice of the peace,
who states that he was the commandant of the Bayou Pierre during the time of the Spanish government,
and up to the time it was taken possession of by the American government; and that Pierre Lafitte had
lived upon the land more than fifty years under a concession from the lieutenant governor of Nacogdoches;
and he says the boundaries extended from the Bayou Nordes Hesse to the Bayou De la Bonne Chasse; and
he says such titles were always recognized as good under the Spanish government.

The committee do not believe the grant anything more than a bare permission to settle, nor are they
aware that the lieutenant governor had any authority to make a title to the land. The committee do not,
therefore, consider the applicant entitled to any more than other occupants and setilers in that section of
the country; and they therefore report a bill allowing him two thousand acres of land, the quantity
allowed by the act of the 3d March, 1807, to those settling by permission of the Spanish government, and
which, if accepted by said Lafitte, shall be in full satisfaction of all claim under said supposed grant.

23p Coveress.] No. 1195. [1sr Session.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN LOUISIANA.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 4, 1834,

Mr. C. Jomnsox, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of Jean
Baptiste Grainger, reported :

Said applicant alleges that he had a Spanish title for 800 arpents of land in the Opelousas, on the
Bayou Plaguemire, which was submitted to the board of commissioners ; and that the same was confirmed
by the board on May 29, 1811, and a certificate issued to him, (No. 606,) and alleges that he sold the land
(400 arpents) to Joseph Read, by deed, dated October 1, 1812 ; the other 400 arpents to Etienne Robert
De Lamorandiere fils, by deed, dated September 22, 1821. He further alleges that Jacob Harman and
Henry Harper had each a Spanish title confirmed to them of 400 arpents, and certificates issued to them
by the same board of commissioners, (Nos. 515 and 598,) and that these latter claims, when surveyed,
cover the land confirmed to him, and by him sold to the parties as aforesaid, and supposes their titles to
be best, they having the possession of the land ; he alleges that he will be responsible upon his warranty
to the purchasers from him, if they lose the land, and asks of Congress to allow them to remove their claims
upon some other public lands in the Opelousas.

The facts of the case are proven by the production of certified copies of the certificates, and a plat
showing the interference, and also copies of the deeds of conveyance made by the petitioner.

The committee think the applicant entitled to relief, and have reported a bill authorizing the purchasers
from the petitioner to locate their lands elsewhere in the Opelousas, first executfing a release of warranty
to the said petitioner, and the petitioner execcuting a relinquishment to the government for any further
claim by virtue of said confirmation.

23p Coxgress.] No. 1196. [1sr SEssioN.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ALABAMA.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 4, 1834.

Myr. Carr, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom were referred the petitien of L. H. Loriens,
attorney in fact for Pelagie Loriens, formerly the widow of Peter Juzon, deceased, and the papers
accompanying the same, reported:

That the attorney in fact aforesaid states that he believes the said Pelagie Loriens is the rightful
owner of the tract of land on the east and west side of the Mobile river, at a place called Cambir; that
P. Juzon, the former husband of P. Loriens, derived his claim to said land from the Spanish government
in the following manner: That he petitioned his excellency Estevan Miro, colonel of the regular army and
governor of the civil and military of the city and province of Louisiana, for a tract of land of fourteen
acres front on each side of the Mobile river, formerly the property of Dugell Cambell, limited on the south
by a creek called Cedar creek and another creek called Chansuld, and on the north by a tract of land
(Magillivry’s) which was abandoned by said Dugell Cambell in the year 1780. It further appears that
in pursuance to said petition the Spanish commandant aforesaid did, on the 15th day of May, in the year
178", direct that the said P. Juzon should establish that part of land of fourieen acres front on each side
of the river, with forty, as customary, at the same place mentioned in the petition, as it was abandoned
by the proprietor, with the precise conditions of making the road, clearing regularly in the peremptory
space of one year. There are, accompanying the petition, two plats of surveys which appear to have been
made by James Gordon for said Peter Juzon, one of which contains eleven hundred and thirty-four acres,
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and situate on the west side of the Mobile river, in the county of Washington, in the Mississippi Territory,
survey dated March 16, 1804; the other plat of survey contains five hundred and fifty-eight acres, and is
situate on the east side of the river Mobile, in the county and Territory aforesaid, dated March 17, 1804.
These surveys do not agree with the directions given by the Spanish authority to said Juzon to establish
himself at the place set forth in the vetition. Charles Juzon swears that, anterior to the year 1787, his
father, Perie Juzon, resided with his family on the tract of land situated on the east and west of Mobile
river, as described in the survey accompanying the papers; that his whole family resided thereon for
several years during the occupancy of that country by the British government, and that he verily believes
that the conditions of the grant were fully fulfilled, and that he knows that the widow of the said Perie
Juzon has ever considered the land as hers; that he knows of no opposing claim since the date of the
grant, and that the said P. Loriens is the widow of P. Juzon. This is all the proof before the committee
showing that said Juzon was ever in the possession of said land, or that the conditions of the grant were
complied with. The permission given by the Spanish authority to said Juzon to establish said land is the
only and all the title that is exhibited on the part of the claimant. The committee are not satisfied that
the conditions of the grant or permission given to the said Juzon were complied with, nor is there, in the
opinion of the committee, sufficient proof to warrant the confirmation of said claim to the legal repre-
sentatives of the said Juzon. The widow Juzon has appointed, at different periods, four several attorneys
in fact to sell or otherwise dispose of said tract of land, and to do anything necessary to be done about
the premises. The first power is dated on the 20th of January, 1804, executed at the city of New Orleans;
the second power is dated on the 10th day of February, 1818, executed at the same place; the third power
is dated the 6th of August, 1821, executed at the same place; and the fourth is dated on the 24th of
October, 1833, executed at the same place. George Owen, esq., of Mobile, in a letter addressed to the
Commissioner of the General Land Office, April 6, 1831, in which it appears that he enclosed the papers
in the above case to the Commissioner of the General Land Office, in which letter he states that, since the
application to the register and receiver, the original papers had come to his possession, but that the
grounds of objection taken by the record at St. Stephen’s (to wit, that they have no jurisdiction) prevents
from laying the case before them, and asks the department to instruct the officers at St. Stepher’s not to
grant a pre-emption to any portion of the land claimed. In answer to which the Commissioner of the
General Land Office says: “Your letter of the 6th of April last has been received, but as the reports do
not exhibit any confirmed claim in the name of Pelagie Lawrence Juzon, I am not able to give any
instruction upon the subject.” The committee ask to be discharged from the further consideration of
said petition.

23p CoxerEss.] . No. 1197. [1sr Session.

STATEMENT OF PATENTS FOR LAND SOLD IN ARKANSAS THAT HAVE BEEN SUSPENDED.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 4, 1834,

Treasury DeparmyeNt, March 3, 1834.

+ Sm: In obedience to the resolution of the House of Representatives of the 18th ultimo, directing
the Secretary of the Treasury “to inform the House how many patents for land sold, at either public or
private sale, in the Territory of Arkansas have been suspended ; together with the name or names of each
purchaser, and the quantity of each purchase or entry, and the reasons which have induced such suspen-
sions,” I have the bonor herewith to transmit a report from the Commissioner of the General Land Office,
to whom the resolution was referred.
I have the honor to be, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant,
R. B. TANEY, Secretary of the Treasury.

Hon. A. Srevexson, Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Gexerar Laxo Orrice, February 26, 1834,

Sz : In obedience to a resolution of the House of Representatives of the 18th instant, in the words
following to wit: “Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be directed to inform this House how
many patents for land sold, at either public or private sale, in the Territory of Arkansas have been sus-
pended ; together with the name or names of each purchaser, and the quantity of each purchase or entry,
and the reasons which have induced such suspensions,” which you referred to this office for report, I
have the honor to submit the enclosed statements, marked A and B, and a copy of a letter from this office
to the register at Batesville, marked C, which afford the desired information.

I am, sir, with great respect, your obedient servant,
ELIJAH HAYWARD.

Hon. R. B. Taney, Secrefary of the Treasury.
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A —Statement of londs sold in the district of Litile Rock, Arkansas Territory, the patents for which have been
suspended, exhibiting the name of the purchaser, the quantify of each purchase, and the reasons which
have induced the suspension of the patents, as reqmred by the resolution of the House of Representatives
of February 18, 1834,
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Joseph Clift E. fractional } of No. 2 of NE. - 2,38. 16 W.| 42.62 | 853 28 | For want of plat of subdivision.

Silas Craig . E. fractional } of No.20f NW. 35,158, 1W.| 43.49 | 5436 Do. do.

Elias Reetor ... . SE.2of NE.24,1N.12W. 40.00 | 50 00 Do. do. :

Dauville Branham JSE.}of SE. 335, 4N.14 Wessnane avnnesee| 40.00 | 50 00 Do. do.

Rial Massingill.eesse.| NE. fractional } of NW. fractional 1 6,2 N. | 34.25 | 42 81 | For want of plat of subdivision, and certificate to be re-

BW. turned for correction n description ot the tract, viz: to
° be stated whether north or south of Arkansas river.

William 8. Collins.....| No.2 of NW, 2of NW. 219, 1 N.12W,....| 47.04| 58 &0 | For want of plat of subdivision.

Abijah Davis ceeeceneae) NW. 20 NW. 2 1,28.16 Waeeeas eeae 37,31 4663 Do. do.

Archibald H, Rutherfordf W.2 S.E. 3 21,1 8. 14 W, veeeeevreeacaass] €0.00 | 100 00 { This tract having been located January 24, 1829, by a
decree of the superior court, in the name of Antoine
Hernandes, per certificate No. 35, the sale is therefore
erroneous,

George Vashon ........| Excess of NW, fractional 220,148.1W,..| 1.72| 2 12| Quantity does not agree with plat; suspended for expla-
nation.

James Erwin . NW.  of NW. fracticnal 2 30,4 N. 8 W....| 55.00] 6375 For want of plat of subdivision.

Calvin Clifteeeseseevee.| No. 3 of NW. 2 of SW. fractional 30,2 S, | 42.41{ 53 0o | This tract appears to be short paid; from the platin this

15 W. office lot No. 3 contains 84.02 aeres.
Andrew Graham.......{ SE. } of SE. % 31,and SW, } of SW. 32, | 20,00 | 100 00 | Suspended for explanation; on the SE.} of SE. }3l is
3N.13W. written on the plat improvement, and on the SW.3}
of SW. § 32is written pre-emption.

Looney Price.e........{ Excess of W.} of SE. $9,1N.12 W.......| 48.00 | 60 00 | This certificate is erroneously issued. A patent will be
issued upon the certificate issued for the location of the
decree of the superior court.

Valentine Brazil, euses| SW. fractional part of SW. 16,15.16 W..| 57.24 | 71 05 | For want of plat of subdivision.

Stephen Sanders. voees.| SE. 3 of NE. 2 14,4 N. 10 Waeeees veeennen| 40.00 | 50 00 | The NE. % of this has been d to Hugh
DMcClelland, November 27, 1820, as bounty land, per
warrant No. 22,154,

Clisby R. Jones........| E. 2 SW. fractional 6,3 N. 9 W.... ......| £0.00 | 100 00 | For want of plat of subdivision.

Adam Mitchel . ceu.o..| E. LSW.15,7S.5W.eiusieenesenneasssee]| 80,00 | 100 00 | For want of plat of subdivision, and certi to be re-
turned for correction in description of the tract, viz: to
be stated whether north or south of Arkansas river.

Emzy Wilson , . +| W. fractional 3 of SW. } 5, 7, 5 W....c.0ens| 78.48) 9810 Do. do. do.

William Patterson of SE.}ofSE. 28,7,5 Wetriereonronnenasees| 52.73| 6591 Do. do. do.

Emzy Wilson. E. fractional part of SE. fractional 16,78.5W.| 65.40 [ 8L 75 Do. do. do.

PYTTTRY [ IOPPN . fractional part of SE.fract’l 26,78.5W.] 68.33| €541 Do. do. do.

Creed Taylor. SW. fractional 2 9,5,9 W.vereenrsrsneaeea| 23.70] 929 62 | Suspended, and to be returned for correction in descrip-
tion of the tract, viz: SW. fractional } 9 8. Arkansas
river, 58.9W.

George Flynheesessses.! S, fractional £ of NW. 3 26,4 8. 10 W.,....| 49.73| 62 16 | For want of plat of subdivision.

William Ingram «eeeeo.! NW. } of NW. %19,2 8.1 E.. .| 50.29| 6286 Do. do.

Dorithese Montgomery.] N. part of the E. fractional 4,2 8.4 E..,....| 34.89| 4361 Do. do.

William Richie........| E. fractional { of SE. fractional $ 35,3 S.4 E.| 42.41] 5300 Do. do.

John Evans...c.eees. | NW.fractional } of NW. fract’l §30,2S.1W.| 69.69 | 8722 Do. do.

Utiel Clary..eeeeeeeess| S. fractional part of SW- fract’l  30,38.5E.| 63.20 | 79 00 Do. do.

Charles Robertseseeesee E.3 NE 221,48.4 Waers ceeverereaseases| 80.00 | 200 00 | The NE. } of this section patented to Joseph Tume,
brother and heir-at-law of Abrat Tuttle, d d,
(as bounty land, per warrant No. 26,543.)

John Robinsoneeseseses] Bo3SE. 24,83 8.1 Werreirerervenanaiaeen| €0.00| 100 00 | S ded for expl On the township plat s writ-
ten Duke’s field in the above tract.

Chester Ashley «ovvoee. | SW. fractional £ 35,4 8. 10 W.e.evsuee. ..o | 63.13| 78 91 | Suspended, to be returned for correction in the deseription

. of plat, viz: (SW. fractional 35 N, Arkansas river,) 4 S.
ow.

John McLain & Noah | SE. fractional $ 33,2 N. 12 W....eceuuaee. | 102.95 | 128 68 | The area of this tract not stated on township plat, and is

H. Badjett. marked pre-emption, (explanation required.)

Abijah Davis «ceeeeaee.| SW. NE. & SE. fractional } of NW. fractional | 113.63 | 142 03 | For want of plat of subdivision.

31,2816 W,

Francis Secrestseeesoso| W, part of NW. fractional } 7,2 N, 10 W.,..| 65.54¢ | 81 93 | For want of township plat.

Samuel S, Hall ecovoo.| NW. fractional 29,2 N. 12 W.ereaasereeo| 29.68 ] 37 10 | There must be an error in the arca of this tract. (Sece
township plat.)

William Marcus.eseee.| SWo 2 0of SW. 228, IN. 15 W, ceveveeeane.| 40.00 | 50 00 | For want of township plat.

Jno. Clark and Chest. | E. 2 SE. 211,10 8.29 W...eet ceveeenneo..{ £0.00 | 100 00 °

Ashley. ’
ceressl00aacneneaedo, oo W. 3 SW.212,108.29 W, essarernaeeoes| 80.00 | 200 00 | { These tracts contain salt licks, and the purchase money
William Hickman.....] W. }SE. 211,10 8.29 W, 80.60 | 100 00 -I directed to be refunded.
veesee@Oeiirencae JE3SW.111,10 8.29 W, £0.00 | 100 00
ceseeedOue, JESFNW. 211,10 8. 20 W, ..o £0.00 | 100 00 J

Salmon Ruggles .. W.18W.3+7,118.25 W, £0.00 | 100 00 |) Returned for correction, there being a deficiency in each

James Alexander ceeee.f E. X NW. 27,11 8.25 W. £0.00 | 100 00 tract. Repayments direeted to be made to the purchasers

Nathan D. Smith «..ee0 esecsssssees| £0.00 | 100 00 J for the deficiency in their respective traets, April 14, 1827,

GENERAL LaND OFFICE, Felruary 26, 1834

V0L, VI

119 &

ELIJAH HAYWARD.
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B.

Statement of lands sold in the district of Balesville, Arkansas Territory, the palents for which have Z}ezen sus-
pended, exhibiting the name of the purchaser, the quantity of each purchase, and the reasons which have
induced the suspension of the patents, as required by the resolution of the House of Representalives of Feb-
ruary 18, 1834,

g
g In whose favor issued. Tract purchased. Quantity.| Purchase Cause of suspension.
b money.
o
é
JAcres.
12 | Bazill A. Bovaneeeesscraeesf W2 SW.19,20N.1 Bovvvecrcssansneae 80.00 | 100 00 | For want of assignment.
15 | Thomas Peel covevenevrees| W NE. 2926, 13 N. 7 Waieoaiorassanns 78.80 98 62 Do.
50 | Samuel Caruthers..eeces...| E. 4 SE. $23, 16 N. 4 W.. 80.00 100 GO Do.
69 | P. G. Magness and R. Searcy| NE. ¥ 10, 13 N.6 W.... 160,00 { 200 00 | For want of assi; and pre-emption certificats.
73 | James RANEY cecessvocvees| W.3 SE. 24,16 N. 3 W.. 20,00 | 100 00 | For want of assignment.
T4 |eeeien@Oiinnencccaciencnnnes S ANE 34,16 No 3 Weteiereeersonnnens €0.00 | ~100 00 | For want of assignment, This tract is not subdi-
. vided according to law; explanation required.
76 | Lott DaviSeeeeecscccarsnans| Be I NW. 218,19 N. 2 Worttorannnansae 80,00 | 100 00 | For want of assignment.
77 | Thomas Baker. JE.FSW.229,19N.2W.eeees. . 80.00 100 00 Do. R
79 | Juseph Harden.eeseseeseess| SE.236, 12 N.5 Wereenereoeoosasans 160.00 200 00 Do.
103 | Thomas Moore «vceve eeeeoo| E.  fractional 24, (SW. river,) I3N. 7 W.| 278.80 348 50 Do.
106 | George W. Ferebee «.......| E. fractional part of the S. } of SE. } 31, 74.69 93 37 Do.
(NW.river,) I3N.5 W.
108 | George Bentley cueeveeeeres| SWe 233,86 Nu 16 Woaiarreerosorsonncnes| 160,00 | 200 0O Do.
109 JSE.33,5N.16 W.eieeeereresatesennsas] 160,00 200 00 Do.
111 | George Bentley ceveceoccecs] S. 2 SE. 232, 6N. 16 Weieiioeaeeonnnnnes 80.00 100 00 | For want of assignment. This tract is not divided
according to law; explanation required.
114 | William Russell . vssee.00..| N. fractional part of the N. & 2, (N. Ark. 140.43 175 54 | For want of assignment.
river,) 1 N. 12 W.
115 [eeeeee@Uueresessesaecncensss| NE. fractional 3 (N. Ark.river) 3,1 N. 12W.| 23,64 29 59 Do.
118 | James DarrS.eece ees NINE. FLIGN. 4 Woieeeoonoennnnnans 80.40 100 50 | For want of assignment. ‘This tract is not divided
ding to law 3 explanati quired
119 | Thomas CulPecesvereceeees| NoFNW. L ISN 4 Woearneraneannns 79.87 99 84 | For want of assignment.
120 | John Carutherseese eveevess| B2 SE. 23,16 N3 We cvvinersnnnanens 80.00 100 00 Do.
126 | Elisha Wilburn «eeeese.e...| NE. fractional } (N. Ark.river) 5,5 N.16 W.[ 148,04 185 05 Do. .
127 |eeene@Ouecianiincinncnnne] NW. 24,5 N 16 Woiaeeioeaaennenoneaane] 160,00 [ 200 00 Do.
128 | Samuel Camahan . veeso...| NW. fractional 5,2 N, 13 W. cene 81.21 101 52 Do.
129 {iieeielOeuernareccconncnnnes] E.2SW.232,3N. 13 W.. £0.00 | 100 00 Do,
130 | James Pycat........ NW.232,3N. 13 W..... cner . 160.00 200 00 Do.
133 | Jacob Pycatt.eececevsaes...| SW, fractional & 31, (N. Ark. river,) 3N. 155.83 194 79 | Forwant of assig and pre-emption certificate.
3W.
144 | Joab Hardel.ecveescesess.. SW. fractional 2 12, 20 N. 11 W..... 141.65 | 177 06 | For want of assignment.
145 lavenee@Ounanennanns «f NE. fractional $ 11, 10 N. 11 W....c..ceue. 44.24 55 30 Do.
148 | Lavinia Colville..... .| SE. fractional 3 24, (N. Arkansas river,) 3 108.92 | 136 15 | Claimed in right of her husband, Andrew Colville,
N.14W. deceased. Suspended for the following cause,
viz: On the back of the pre-emption certificate
appears the affidavit of Samuel C. Roan, stating
that Lavinia Colvin iz the only legal representa-
tive of Andrew Colvin,deceased. There1srequired,
in this case, a certificate from the clerk of the
court, stating that Zavinia Colville is the only legal
. representative of «Andrew Colville, deceased.
149 |eseesed0urricrievecanacaesso] NE. fractional 3 25, (N. Arkansas river,) 3| 154.74 193 42 Do.
N.14W.
160 | John McEIMUITY.seesseses.| NE. fractional 324, 5 N. 15 Waeeraes 12.90 16 12 | For want of assignment and pre-emption certificate.
226 | Samuel Tayloreeesesocessss| NW. fractional 3 13, (S. Arkansas river,) 25.00 3125 Do. - do.
3N.14W.
232 | Armstrong and Sevier......| NW. fractional § 6, (S. Arkansas river,) 2 10,45 13 06 Do. do.
N.13W.)
233 feveeselOsasecacanacansennses| NE. fractional 1, (S. Arkansas river,) 2 N. 71.63 89 53 Do. do.
14 W.
236 | Archibald McHeNIY.se. oove| N, fractional %8, (8. Arkansas river,) 2 N. 240.66 300 & Do. do.
13W.
237 feeeeeelOuniiianinniacsncass) SW.fractional § 9, (S. Arkansas river,) 2 85,12 106 40 Do. do.
N.13W.
238 | Mathers and Sevier «.......| Fractional part of 1, (S. Arkansasriver,) 5 | 137,98 | 172 47 | For want of assignment.
N.15W.
240 | William Russell............| Fractional section 2, (S. Arkansas river,) 95.70 119 62 Do.
IN.I2W.
241 feeeeeelOonnstsrnasanacs| S, fractional part of NE. 3 3, (S. Arkansas 95.63 | 11953 Do.
river,) 1 N.12 W.
242 leeseeedOonniennniiecnncrnnes] NW. 12, (S. Arkansas river;) 5N. 15 W.[ 160.00 | 200 00 | For want of assignment and pre-emption certificate.
243 leceeeeOusaterecnnennnises| B} section 12, (S. Arkansas river.) 5N. | 104,45 | 130 56 Do. do.
15W.
326 | Simon Price,. SW. fractional 22,8 N. 14 We.siueeneen 91.05| 11381 Do. do.
R7 JeeeecadOiiiannas SE. fractional 21,8 N. 14 Wieeeseraaaeee 3.24 405 Do. do.
328 | Thomas McKnight. Wi NW.222,18 No2 Waseerenoeosonee 80,00 100 00 | For want of assignment. This entry is illegal; pur-

chase money directed to be refunded, January 24,
1827,
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*  B.—Statement of lands sold in the district of Batesville, Arkansas Territory, ¢e.—Continued.

g
S
§ In whose favor issued. Tract purchased. Quantity.| Purchase Cause of suspension.
5 money.
2
o Acres,
339 | Benoni Stafford.eecescecses] B3 SE 234, I3N.7W. cievenrennenan €0.00 | §100 0G | For want of assj; and pre-emption certi
151 | Heirs of William D. Simms, | W. } fractional 12, 1 N. 11 Weeeeueenanao) 852,80 | 316 00
deceased.*
152 leeeeeedOeenecesvesnsesasess] SE. fractional 12,1 N, 11 Weesseeeesoso] 132,30 | 165 37 | For the same cause as certificate No. 151.
61 | Morgan Magness.eeescesses| NW. 230, 13N.5 Weerrsseeesoesoesoess] 161231 201 54 | For want of assignment.
62 [ieieeedOiiriinrnnnenssennes] SE. 225,13 N 6 Woieensreevacarasraanesd 160,001 200 00 Do.
veereeleenivesens vonsanene] NE 29,15 Ne3 Wereeeenrenseeenesossss) 160,00 200 00 | For want of certificate of magistracy to assignment.
(Signed Thomas Curran and George Ruddell, jus
tices of the peace.)
136 | James Miller.c.eecevecesess| E. fractional } of fractional section 5, (N. | 219.51 | 274 39 | For want of assignment.
Arkansas river,) 2 N, 13 W.
26 | Josiah Cravens, assignee of | W. 3 SW. 333, 18N.1 Wieiveereannenn. €0.060 { 100 00 | For want of certificate of magistracy to assignment
S. S. Hall. from Garret to Hall. (Signed Spencer Craven,
J. P.)
162 | William Russell. cesesoeses| W. fractional 1 7, 5N. 14 Wesressesnsenns| 182,311 165 33 | Suspended for correction in description of the tract,
viz: W. fractlonal % 7, (N. Arkansas river,) 5 N.
14 W,
466 | Rebecea Stuart eeevereesese] WA SE 227,17 N2 Wareitnerrroneanne 80.00 100 00 | For want of township plat.
468 | Abijah O’Neal.eveeeeses...| Fractional 8, (N. White river,) M N.8 W, 14,73 18 41 Do.
469 | Solomon HesS eeeeseesesess] NW.fractional 4 5, (S. White river,) 13 N. 53.78 67 22 Do.
8W.
470 | Peyton R. Pitman eeesees..| N. fractional 4 6, (N. Current river,) 21 N, 76.48 95 60 Do. :
3E.
474 | Lorenzo D. Laffertyeeeeases] B2 NE. 28,14 Ne8 Wi ceerrsoossaseas] £0.00 ] 100 00 Do.
476 | James Standlee. | E.3SE.}32,4N.4E. ..... £0.60 | 100 00 Do.
473 | Jacob Pevyhiouse.esesserees] WoF NW. 222,18 No2 Wirreerenaaenas 80,00 | 100 00 { For want of evidence that the purchase money has
been refunded to Thomas McKnight, who errone-
ously entered this tract. (See certificate No. 328.)
477 | Matthew Smitheeeeesessese} W, fractional § SW. 3 31,4 N. 4 E.ovoueae| 10400 | 130 00 | For want of township plat.
478 | John L. Cochraneseses voof B, 3 NW. £29,20 N3 E.suevveeenenaaaes| 80.00 | 100 00 Do,
79 | Isnac MUITAY eeveesnevcence] Wo 3 SW. 221,20 N. 8Euuvenseresnnesass] 0,00 | 100 00 Do.
480 | Thomas Wideman saeeeoes| B3 NE 230, 1L No2 Wareerrrenrarennns) €000 ] 100 00 Do.
484 | Joseph Taylor veeseeseessss]| W. fractional 1 16, (N. White river,) 13 N. 9372 1715 Do.
8W.
486 | 152a¢ Grayassseceessesssoss] Wo 3 NE.236,8 Nod Wareerrerneesnsees| 80,00 | 100 00 Do,
487 | Joseph Tayloreees oee SE. fractional 3 16,13 N. 8 W..eeeeraaeas] 152,81 191 33 Do.
493 | James KNOUS.uevsessnsess] W fractional 1 NW. fractional £ 31,20 N. 84.47| 10558 Do.
3E.
489 | Townsend Dickerson ......| SE. fractional 2923,12N. 3 Wireesaneeessf 143.03 78 78 | For want of township plat, and certificate of magis-
tracy to assignment from Trimble to Dickerson,
dated Dec. 23,1824, (signed Nat. Dickerson, J. P.)
501 | Jonathan Carl cveevveensecs] W I NE. 235, 12N.3 Woereaeorossornas €0.00 | 100 00 | For want of township plat.
502 | Abijah O’Neal veeese Fractional section 7, 14 N. 8 Weuso. s 5.40 675 Do.
506 | William B. Walker eeveses| Fractional section 29,17 N.11 W.. 43.30 54 12 Do.
507 | James JeffteYoeeees eeeecess] Fractional section 7, 16 N. 10 Weeeouooond| 92,18 | 11522 Do.
509 | Daniel Harkleroad .. Part No. 1, SW. fractional + 31,4 N.8 E...|  80.00 | 100 00 Do.
S11 | Thomas B, WHhite seseeeess] Part of SE. fractional 3 18, (W. St. Fran- 48.85 61 06 Do.
cis river,) 5N. 4 E. .
513 | Richard M. Anderson ..., E.3NE. 221, 2N.5E se0ccecenccncccces £0.00 100 00 Do.
523 | Weldon Van Winkle cevees] Eo 3 SWo 221, 3N 6E veveerecacanrnnen £0.00 | 100 00 Do.
524 | Alfred G. W. Davis «e..a4es| Part of NE. fractional 328, (W. St. Fran- 65.63 8203 Do.
cisriver,) 4 N, 4 E.
525 | Samuel Caruthers, -+ ......| M. fractional 3 of NW. fractional 34,10 87.18 | 108 97 | For comrection in quantity.
N.6 W.
526 | Radford Lllis, assignor of | NW. £ 86,6 N. 17 Wersieveseeocasesneses| 160,00 | 200 00 | For want of township plat.
Robert Bean.
527 | Joshua Fletchere.vess oeuessf E. fractional 3 section 8, 4 N.8 E..vuvuuen|  78.84 98 55 Do.
533 | Dan’l Duckworth &Michael | NE. fractional 12,19 N.2 B..vcveveanres) 133.02| 166 27 Do.
Shaver,
536 | Achan Lefave .. E.XNE.2251,N. Il W.eieeueransaeenss]  £0.00] 100 00 Do.
467 | Robert Magnesseesesecocece] EcANE. 232, 4 No 4 Wareereereeeraonoe 20,00 100 00 | For cause of suspension, see letter herewith, dated
March 6, 1832, addressed to the register.
471 | Uriah Smith eevevsecrssanse) We 3 SE. 22,18 N.2 Wereeeseeseroneass| 80.00 ] 100 00 Do. do.
472 | John Bridges, John Wells, [ B, £ SW. £2, I8N, 2 Wereereesrenaraaes £0.00 | 10000 Do. do.
and William Jarrett. :
475 | John JOhnSoneesecesrccosesf Wo E NE. 213, 6 NoSEuevenre ceevarenas 80.00{ 100 00 Do. do.
481 | Richard M. Sanders. «| SW. fractional 3 6, 10 N. 28 W evevaeeess] 14092 | 187 40 Do. do.
482 | Matthew AdamS eevecsceess| NW. fractional £ 7,18 N. 12 Wareeeaeenee 63 77 7971 Do. do.
483 | Pearson Brearly...sese.e..} NE. fractional } 30, (8. Arkansas river,) 7 2.24 52 80 Do. do.
N.20 W.
485 | William Johnson «.........| NW. fractional } 27, (N. White river,) 13 90,00 112 00 Do. do.
N.6 W.
488 | John Nicks.eeees cesessas| SE. fractional £ 13,6 Nu 19 Waseesarenendd 126,20 1 157 82 Do. do.

. *Evidence is required that Robert Critt
in whose favor the pre-emption certificate issued, The assig

The patent certificate has issued to the heirs of William D, Simms, deceased.
all the heirs or representatives in the body of the certificate, and to be accompanied with proof of heirship.

The regis

enden, who makes the assignment to Simms, is the legally authorized admmstrator of Wm. J. Orr, deceased,
nment is without a witness, or acknowiedgment before a magiswrate. This is also required.
ter is required in this and all similar cases to write the names of
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$

5

E

§ In whose favor issued. Tract purchased. Quantity. | Purchase Cause of suspension.

s money.

g .

N Acres. N
490 | John Rogers .ees seseesses.| Fractional section 9, 8 N. 26 W.eeeevoenes 70.99 | &8 73 | For cause of suspension, see letter herewith dated
491 March 6, 1832, addressed to the register.
Wm. P. Moore and Archi- | NW. fractional - 7, 10 N. 28 Weeeueaeaeed| 149.96 187 45 Do. ??
492 bald Sharp.
Jinkin Williams eeeeveesess| NO. 2 of NV, fractional -6, 8 N.20 W... £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
494 | David ROVer.veveeeseneeoss| B A NE 225,2N. 12 Weteevtoonsonensas £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
495 | John J. Nicholson.eesaceses] B I NE 53, 8N.26 Weenovaenorenvenene £0.00 | 100 00 Do. do.
496 [veeeee@Orereeraierinsiessas.]| SE. fractional 33, 8N.26 W...o.o.l' 83.53 | 10441 Do. do.
497 [eeesse@Ournncnsnnscrssascees| SW. fractional 3,8 N. 26 W ...... 64.69 80 &6 Do. do.
498 |eviese@0uriivienacenecanssss| SE. fractional + 4,8 N. 26 W....... 14.20 177 Do. do.
499 | William Martin...... ««| NW. fractional 2 4, 8IN. 26 W.eevroooes o 80.57 113 01 Do. do.
500 {eeeeeeOusssrasessaraasanses| Fractional 5, (N. Arkansas river,) 8 N. 10.13 12 66 Do. do.
WBW.
503 | James Campbell vovreesoese] WL SW. 226, 18N.2 W, sevverensences 80.00 100 00 Do. do.
504 | Robert SMith sveceaseersese| B ASW. 2 1L I8N 2 Wetienennennosnes £0.00 100 00 Do. no.
505 | Thomas WellSeseseecssoeee] Wt NW.L 23, I8N 2 Weriivnrieaooenes 20.00 100 00 Do. do.
508 | William M. Fulkerson . «..] WA NW. 225, 5N. 3B cerernencrscsenes 80.00 100 00 Do. do.
510 | Samuel HiX0N eevsvocosssse| SE. fractional £ 65, (S. Arkansas river,) 8 25.06 31 3R Do. do.
N.26 W.
512 | John Varviliecesssssesaress| We 3 SW. 224,65 N.3E... vors £0.00 100 006 Do. do.
514 | David Craighead.seeedieees| Wed SE. 228, AN 11 Eovvannncnnanenns 80.00 100 08 Do. do.
515 |eeeee.d0cerecescanasnane Fractional section 20, 11 N. 11 Eeccevoroes 62.06 757 Do. do.
516 [seseeelOunsasesanssnse S. fractional $ 19, 11 N. J1 E.vvenvoenn 306.98 383 2 Do. do.
[22 Y PORRN [ TR E.:}SW.219,11N.11 E.... £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
518 |eeeeeidOencaconas o W.iNW. 118,11 N. 11 E... £0.00 | 100 00 Do. do.
519 [veraeeOuenerasene W.iNE. 230,11 Ne 11 Eeuverannnnsecess 80.00 100 00 Do. do.
520 |eeeeee@Oucnecersnessorsrosss] EeFNW.L30, I N.IL Bucvatvnnasconnes £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
521 | Peter Gu Rives cosesscesenes| B2 SWL 234, IIN. 11 BEvvrncncronannes £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
522 NE. fractional 4,10 N. 11 Becuerseaooess| 102,93 | 198 66 Do. do.
528 | Jobn H. Blackwelleeseesses| Wed SE. 28,5 N.3Eeccrccrcessscnasaces £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
529 | John TI0¥ceesee covsconsece] Wed SWL LIS 1IN 1L Euvernvnncrnnnaes 80.00 100 C0 Do. ' do.
530 |eecece@Oecaneancnnanne J W ANW. 219,11 N, 11 Evevssnneroconss 80.00 100 00 Do. do.
531 | Fielding Stubblefield .eveeo| NW. fractional $ 1, 20 N. 2 Waeeaeoeeeeesf 150.20 187 75 Do. do,
532 [ceeere@Oorernnsscananne W.3SW.212,20 Ne2 Wereseoeoansnses| 80.00 [ 100 00 Do. do.
534 | Robert 8. Gibson. NE. fractional + 13, 8 N. 32 W..iieaeeeaes| 134,79 168 48 Do. do.
535 | Joseph H. Egner ceeeseeeees] Wo I NW. 25, 11N 11 Bevervaaroannnnes £0.00 100 00 Do. do.
167 | The whole number of suspejnded p for tracts pu d in Arkan |sas territo [ry.
ELIJAH HAYWARD.
Gexerat, Lianp OrFick, February 26, 1834,
C.

I am, &c,

H. BosweLL, Esq., Register at Batesville, Arkansas.

GexeraL Laxp Orrice, March 6, 1832.

Sir: On examination of your return of lands sold and the certificates accompanying it, for the month
of October, 1831, it appears that certificates Nos. 531 and 532, in favor of Fielding Stubblefield, for the
northwest fractional quarter 1, 20 north 2 west, and the west half of southwest quarter 12, 20 north 2
west, have been heretofore returned to this office as pre-emptions, the first granted to Bazil Goforth, and
the latter to William Looney, and the tracts had been marked on the township plats as such, but no patent
appears to have issued in either case, and it is believed that those claims are forfeited. You have, how-
ever, omitted to state the facts on the certificates; and presuming there may be others in similar situations,
I have caused them to be suspended, together with many others, until you were advised thereof.

You will please transmit a statement as soon as possible in explanation of the above and all others
which may bave issued in like manner, and in future to state such facts on the certificates when issued.

ELIJAH HAYWARD.
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23p CowNGrESs.] ’ No. 1198. [1sT Session.

ON THE APPLICATION OF A SETTLER ON LAND RESERVED FOR MILITARY PURPOSES
FOR A PRE-EMPTION RIGHT.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 4, 1834.

Mr. C. Jouxsox, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of John
Knagg, reported:

The petitioner alleges that he is a citizen of Wood county, Ohio, and that he resides on the military
reserve north of the Maumee river, and alleges that the same was improved and occupied as early as 1815
by Peter Moore; that he purchased the right of Peter Moore in 1829, and has resided on the land since.
He alleges that his improvements are worth $180, and that land in the same neighborhood is offered for
sale by the public at $1 25 per acre, and asks the right of pre-emption. Upon examination, it appears
that, under the act passed 27th day of April, 1816, the Secretary of War was authorized to have reserved
from sale any lands that were deemed necessary for military purposes, and two reservations were made,
one designated No. 17, for 160.75 acres, and the other numbered 18, for 94.25, and that said petitioner
resides upon one of the reserves in the neighborhood of Perrysburg. The committee are of opinion that
said Knaggs is differently situated from other settlers upon the public lands; the present applicant has
become the purchaser of an occupancy upon a tract of the public land specifically set apart by law for
public purposes, and for the use of the fort in its neighborhood; and, in addition to this, the reservation
is in a thickly settled neighborhood in Ohio, and its value has been probably increased by the reservation
of that tract so long from sale. The committee do not therefore think that the applicant is entitled to the
usual benefits extended to settlers

Upon inquiry at the War Department, it is ascertained that the reservations made by the act of 1816
are no longer necessary for public purposes, and the committee therefore introduce a bill authorizing the
President to cause said reservations to be sold.

23p ConcrEss. | No. 1199. ) [1sr Sesstox.

" APPLICATION OF OHIO FOR A GRANT OF LAND TO AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE
LAKE ERIE AND MAD RIVER RAILROAD.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 5, 1834.
PREAMBLE AND RESOLUTIONS relative to the Mad River and Erie Railroad.

Whereas by an act of the legislature of the State of Ohio passed January 7, 1832, entitled “An
act to incorporate the Mad River and Lake Erie Railroad Company,” with power to construct a
railway or road from Dayton to Springfield, thence to Urbana, thence to Bellefontaine, thence to Upper
Sdndusky, thence to or near Tiffin, thence to or near Lower Sandusky, thence to the town of Sandusky;
which road, if constructed, will, the greater part of if, pass through a country of excellent soil, and, at
present, but thinly peopled; and as the construction of such a road will not only contribute to the
conveniencies and advantage of the citizens in the immediate neighborhood of the line, but also of the
western part of the State generally, by opening to them easy communication with the lake, and free access
to the northern market; and will, moreover, greatly increase the taxable property of the State by inducing
the speedy settlement of a large portion of the State, and by increasing the facilities to her citizens for
trade and commerce, and will not only bring earlier into market the unsold land belonging to the general
government, many tracts of which are now absolutely unsaleable, but will also generally increase the
value of such as are saleable; affording, at the same time, facilities to the general government for the
transportation of the mail, and, in case of war, of provisions and munitions of war. And whereas, also, by
the report of the engineer detailed for the service by the general government, it appears that the route
proposed is very favorable, and that a railroad may be constructed upon it at a comparatively small
expense; and it being now represented to this general assembly that an amount of stock of the said
company has already been subscribed sufficient to justify the commencement of the work during the
present year, and the ultimate completion of it, if it shall receive that encouragement which its great
importance and usefulness demands of it, the State of Ohio, although frue to her policy of fostering and
encouraging internal improvements, is unable, at this time, to contribute to the work out of her treasury
50 as to render to the said company an equivalent for the benefits which will be conferred by it on the
State; but as the general government will derive immediate benefit from it in the manner hereinbefore
mentioned, and in other respects, and has the ability to contribute by making to the said corporation a
grant of land which would be of great value to the incorporation; and by giving which the Treasury of
the United States instead of suffering diminution would be in as good if not a better situation. Therefore—

Resolved, by the general assembly of the State of Ohio, That our senators in Congress be, and they are
hereby, instructed, and our representatives in Congress requested, to endeavor to procure the passage of
an act of Congress granting a quantity of land to aid the said compauy in making said railroad; the lands
to be granted upon such terms and conditions as Congress in their wisdom may think proper.

Resolved, That the governor be, and he is hereby, requested to forward to each of our senators and
representatives in Congress a copy of the foregoing preamble and resolutions.

JOHN H. KEITH, Speaker of the House of Representatives.
DAVID T. DISNEY, Speaker of the Senate.
Fepruary 5, 1834,
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230 CoxNGRESS.] No. 1200. [1sr Sesstox.

APPLICATION OF INDIANA FOR A GRANT OF LAND.TO AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF
A CANAL OR RAILROAD FROM LAWRENCEBURG, TO CONNECT THE WABASH AND
ERIE CANAL WITH THE OHIO RIVER, AND TO THE SOUTH BEND OF ST. JOSEPH’S
RIVER. ’

COMMUNIGATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 5, 1834.
A JOINT MEMORIAT and resolution to the Congress of the United States.

To the Senate and House of Represeniatives of the United States in Congress assembled :

Your memorialists, the general assembly of the State of Indiana, respectfully represent: That
between Lawrenceburg, on the Ohio river, and the Wabash and Erie Canal, in a direction to the southern
bend of the St. Joseph’s river, there is a vast tract of fertile soil, intersected by no navigable streams,
and without roads or other facilities of communication; that the country, for about half the distance, is
but thinly inhabited, and that the land belongs chiefly to the general government, and unless the means
of intercourse are furnished must remain unsold and unsettled for many years to come; therefore your
memorialists are of opinion that it would conduce no less to the advantage of the general government
than to this State to make the State of Indiana a liberal donation in lands to aid in the construction of a
canal or railroad to connect the above-named important points.

Resolved, That our senators and representatives in Congress be requested to use their best exertions
to obtain the object of the above memorial.

Resolved, That his excellency the governor be requested to forward a copy ef the foregoing memorial
and resolution to each of our senators and representatives in Congress.

N. B. PALMER, Speaker of the House of Representatives.
DAVID WALLAGCE, President of the Senate.

N. NOBLE.

Approved January 30, 1834.

98p ConGRESS.] _ . No. 1201. [1st Sssion

APPLICATION OF LOUISIANA FOR A GRANT OF LAND TO REIMBURSE THE EXPENSE OF
ERECTING A LEVEE ON THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IN THE PARISH OF POINTE COUPEE.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 5, 1834.

‘Whereas the inhabitants of the parish of Pointe Coupée have undertaken, at a very great expense,
the creation of a dyke or levee through the cut-off point in their parish, by means of which works an
immense quantity of lands, the greatest part of which are the property of the general government, as
well in the said parish as those of St. Landry, St. Martin, St. Mary, West Baton Rouge, and Iberville,
La Fourche Interior and Terrebonne, shall be forever protected against the annual inundation at the
increase of the waters of the Mississippi:

Be it resolved by the senate and house of representaiives of the State of Louisiana in general assembly
convened, That our senators and representatives in Congress be requested to obtain from the general
government a cession of such a portion of the public lands in the parish of Pointe Coupée as may seem
to be a just indemnity to the inhabitants of said parish for the expense incurred by them in erecting the
levee on and for the protection of the public lands.

Be it further resolved, &c., That our senators and representatives in Congress be requested to call
the attention of the general government to the propriety and expediency of entering into stipulations
with the Mexican government, by which the citizens of the United States may recover their runaway
slaves that may find shelter in the Mexican territory.

And be it further resolved, dc., That the governor of this State shall, as soon as possible, transmit the
present resolutions to our senators and representatives in Congress.

ALCEE LA BRANCHE, Speaker of the House of Representatives.
C. DERBIGNY, President of the Senate.

A. B. ROMAN, Governor of the State of Louisiana.

Approved February 26, 1833.
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23p CoNGRESS.] No. 1202. [1sr Session.

APPLICATION OF GEORGIA IN RELATION TO A PROPER DISPOSITION OF THE PUBLIC
LANDS.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 5, 1834.

Execomive DepartyenT, GEORGLA, Milledgeville, January 1, 1834.

Sir: In compliance with the request contained in a resolution thereto appended, I have the honor to
transmit to you a copy of a report embracing the views of the public authorities of Georgia in relation
to proposals for disposing of the public lands belonging to the United States.

Very respectfully, your obedient servant,
WILSON LUMPKIN.

Hon. TroMas F. Foster.

IN SENAIE.

The Commiliee on the state of the republic, to whom was referred so much of the governor’s message as reloles
to the resolutions of the State of Tennessee, and the report and resolutions thereon by the legislature of the
State of Mossachuselts, on the subject of the public lands of the Unifed States, have-attended to the duty
assigned them, and beg leave to make the following report :

That without specifically inquiring into the means by which the United States government became
possessed of the public lands, or the causes which, after the war of the revolution, induced several of the
States to transfer to that government all, or a great portion of their unoccupied lands, under certain
limitations and restrictions specified in the several deeds of cession or relinquishment, your committee
deem it sufficient to state that those deeds and relinquishments, and all other purchases of lands by the
United States government, were made for the common benefit of the several States; that it is a common
fund to be distributed without partiality, and to enure io the equal benefit of all the States. Your com-
mittee cannot perceive that an immediate sale of all the public lands, as proposed by the resolutions of
the State of Tennessee, would be expedient or beneficial, however laudable the object the legislature of
Tennessee had in view in the proposed disposition of the proceeds thereof as a permanent fund for the
purposes of education. Yet your committee are of opinion that the disposition of the lands would inter-
fere with the true policy of the government with regard to its western territory, to wit, the speedy occu-
pation of that territory by actual settlers; and further, that such an immense body of lands at once
thrown into the market at reduced prices, as is contemplated by those resolutions, would place it in the
power of a combination of wealthy individuals to purchase up those lands for the purpose of speculating
upon their fellow-citizens who might wish to become, and who, under the present system, can become,
however poor they may be, the actnal settlers of the country.

Your committee cannot perceive that the land bill introduced into the Senate of the United States by
Mr. Clay, and passed by that body, provides for the distribution of the public lands in that equitable
manner coutemplated by the States in their several deeds of cession. .

The government of the United States has already acted upon a liberal policy towards the new States
in admitting them into the Union upon an equality with the old States as speedily as their numerical
population would warrant their admission. There can therefore be no good reason why those new States
should be entitled to any advantages in the distribution of the proceeds of the public lands over the
original States by whom these lands were purchased or ceded.

However acceptable to the people of Georgia the receipt of her dividend from the proposed sales
might be, yet your committee regret that they perceive in this proposed distribution of a large portion of
the revenues of the general government among the several States only another method about to be adopted
to reduce those revenues, and thereby create a necessity and furnish an excuse to the majority in Congress
for entailing still longer upon the people of the south the unjust and odious tariff system.

Your committee therefore respectfully recommend the adoption of the following resolutions:

Resolved by the senate and house of representatives of the Stafe of Georgio in generol assembly mef, That
the general assembly disapprove of the resolutions of the general assembly of the State of Tennessee of
the 21st December, 1831, in relation to the sale and disposition of the public lands of the United States.

Resolved, That the general assembly admit the correctness of the views taken on the subject in the
four first resolutions of the general assembly of the State of Massachusetts of the 28th March, 1833, but
cannot admit the policy or expediency of a distribution of any part df the revenues of the general govern-
ment among the several States so long as any part of those revenues is raised upon the principle of a
protective tariff of duties on foreign imports.

Resolved, That our senators in Congress be instructed, and our representatives requested, to oppose
the passage of any law having for its object the distribution of the proceeds of the sale of the public
lands of the United States among the several States; and that his excellency the governor be requested
to transmit a copy of this report to the President of the United States, the governors of each of the
States, and to each of our senators and representatives in Congress.

In senate, December 20, 1833, agreed to.

JACOB WOOD, President of the Senate
Attest: Jomn A. CurmBERT, Secrefary.

In the house of representatives, December 20, 1833, concurred in.

THOMAS GLASCOCK, Speaker of the House of Representafives.
Attest: Joserr Srturces, Clerk. .

Approved December 23, 1833,
WILSON LUMPKIN, Governor.
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23p CoxNcrEss.] No. 1208. - : [1st SEssiox.

ON GRANTING TO INDIANA LANDS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A CANAL FROM THE
WABASH RIVER TO LAKE ERIE.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 6, 1834.

Mr. Scapg, of Illinois, from the Committee on Roads and Canals, to whom was referred a resolution of this
House, directing them to inquire into the expediency of granting to the State of Indiana each alternate
section of land heretofore reserved to the United States by the act of March 2, 1827, for the purpose of
insuring a speedy completion of the canal undertaken by the State of Indiana, to connect at navigable
points the waters of the Wabash river with those of Lake Erie, reported:

That by an act of Congress approved on the 26th day of May, in the year 1824, the State of Indiana
was authorized to survey and mark through the public lands of the United States the route of a canal as
above mentioned; that, by an act of March 2, 1827, in pursuance of the first named act, there was granted
to the State of Indiana, for the purpose of aiding her in opening such canal, after the line thereof had been
surveyed, a quantity ofland equal to one-half of five sections in width, on each side of said canal, from one
end thereof to the other, with a provision that the same, when completed, should be and forever remain a
public highway for the use ofthe government of the United States, free from any toll or other charge, for
property of the United States or persons in their service passing through the same; and a further provision
that the said canal should be commenced within five and completed within twenty years. .

The State of Indiana, by her legislature, has in good faith accepted the grant, and commenced the
excavation of the canal with every degree of energy that could be required. During the past year thirty-
two miles of the work were put under contract, and are rapidly progressing ; in the course of the present
year upwards of sixty miles in length will be under contract; and at its late session the Indiana legislature
authorized the commissioner of the canal fund to negotiate a loan of four hundred thousand dollars to facilitate
the progress of the work, a large loan having been previously effected.

According to a fair calculation, the land granted to the State of Indiana must fall far short of realizing
the sum necessary to complete the work; the lands have necessarily been sold upon a long credit, and
tardiness in prosecuting the undertaking will hereafter, under such a state of things, become almost the
inevitable consequence. Without aid, either that which is now asked or some other from the general
government, the State will, in all likelihood, be ultimately involved in a heavy debt, in order to accomplish
the object, and the rate of toll must necessarily be proportioned to mee$ and finally reimburse the State for
her expenditure. That the lands should have been sold upon a long credit, and that they should not have
commanded more than an ordinary price, weve consequences produced by the immense quantity of public
lands in market throughout the western States. : ’

Of the importance of this canal in a general sense, the committee deem it only necessary to remark
that when completed it will constitute the most direct route from the lakes, and from New York to New
Orleans; that thereby a large proportion of the people of the United States must be benefitted, and in any
moment of peculiar exigency the government would be benefitted in the highest degree by the increased
facilities of transportation.

Heretofore large grants of land for capal and other purposes have been made to many of the new States;
that given tothe State of Indiana has fallen far short of the amount granted either to Ohio, Iilinois, or Alabama.
The alternate section lying along the line of the canal, within the limits of Indiana, which was reserved to
the government by the act of March 2, 1827, is now asked for the purpose of enabling the State of Indiana
to complete the canal. In addition to the public benefit bestowed by now aiding in the completion of a
work which, when finished, may be regarded as one of the great and leading thoroughfares in the interior
of this republic, the committee consider-that the public domain in that quarter would, as a matter of course,
become more immediately valuable, and an increased impulse would be given to the energies of that young
and flourishing State in the prosecution of so important a work.

The committee would further remark that a portion of the proposed canal runs through the State of
Ohio, the legislature of which State has at its last session accepted a proposition made by Indiana to take
s0 much of the canal grant of 1827 as lies within the limits of Ohio, and under her own direction prosecute
that portion of the work extending from the Indiana State line to Lake Erie. In order, therefore, that
both should be placed upon a footing of equality in the undertaking, the committee have thought proper
to report a bill granting to each State the reserved sections within their respective limits.

23p ConeRESS.] No. 1204. [Lsr Sessrow.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ALABAXMA.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCE 6, 1834.

Mr. Leavier, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was referred the petition of Samuel Carter
and Ransom McElroy, reported:

That the petitioners represent that they emigrated to Alabama at a very early period, and have
undergone all the difficultics and privations incident to the first settlement of a country; that, being poor,
they were unable to compete, at the public sales of lands of the United States, with wealthy men, and
have consequently been driven from several valuable improvements heretofore made by them; and that
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they have never yet obtained for themselves and their families a permanent home. They also state that
" each of them had an improvement on the northwest quarter of section 25, in township 23, and range 9
east, in the county of Bibb, in the State of Alabama, which quarter section was situated near a flourish-
ing village, at the falls of the Cahaba river, and therefore valuable; that said quarter section had never
been offered at public sale, and that they would have been entitled to a pre-emption of the same, if they
could have kept possession thereof till the passage of the “Act to grant pre-emption rights to settlers on
the public lands,” which passed on the 29th May, 1830; but that on the 8th of August, 1829, (near ten
months before the passage of said act,) the commissioners appointed to fix the permanent seat of justice
for said county of Bibb entered said land by virtue of an act of Congress giving to the counties and par-
ishes of each State and Territory in which the public lands are situated, the right of pre-emption to one
quarter section of land for seats of justice, and thereby defeated the claim which they would otherwise
have had to the right of pre-emption to said quarter section. The petitioners, on these grounds, ask per-
mission to enter one quarter section of land, at the minimum price, in any of the land offices of the State
of Alabama where the public lands have not heretofore been offered for sale.

The act of 29th May, 1830, (referred to by the petitioners,) restricted the right of pre-emption to
those who were in possession af the time of s passage, and who had cultivated some part thereof in the year
1829. Its provisions extended to.every such occupant of any of the public lands. The petitioners were
not in possession at the passage of the act, and the 1gnd they had improved had been sold, pursuant fo
law, between nine and ten months before. Much of the public land had been disposed of in the year
1829, both at public and private sale; and many tracts sold during that year were probably occupied and
cultivated by persons who did not, or could not, purchase them, but were bought by others to their
prejudice; yet, if these occupants could have retained possession till the passage of the act alluded to,
they would have had the right to pre-emption. If the petitioners in this case are entitled to the relief
they ask, on the same principle, all others who occupied and cultivated portions of the public lands in
1829, which were purchased by others fo their exclusion, would be entitled to similar relief, and we
should have hundreds of applications for the passage of such acts of special relief. And if the occupants
of 1829, who lost their rights of pre-emption because the lands on which they lived were sold and
bought by others before tbe passage of the act to grant pre-emption rights, are entitled to such relief,
could we refuse the occupants of 1828, whose claims were defeated in like manner? -

Under this view of the case presented by the petitioners, desirous as the committee are to secure
every occupant of the public lands in the right of pre-emption to such quantity as would at least embrace
his improvements, they are constrained to believe such retrospective legislation as would be required to
afford the relief which is asked inespedient and injuriqus in its tendency; they therefore ask to be dis-
charged from the further consideration of the subject.

23p CoNeRESs.] No. 1205. - [1sr Session.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN OHIO.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARcH 11, 1834. s

Mr, Carr, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of Henry
Stoddard, the legal representative of Francis Duchoquet, reported:

That the chiefs of the Shawanoese nation of Indians, of Wapaghkonetta, in the State of Ohio, did,
on the 20th day of March, 1821, grant to the said Francis Duchoquet, and to his heirs and assigns forever,
one half section of land, of three hundred and twenty acres, at a place called Co-to-se-ka, on the north
side of thejAuglaise river; that said chiefs for themselves, their nation, their heirs and successors, relin-
quished all their claim to said tract of land, and forever vested the right and title thereof in the said
Francis Duchoquet; nevertheless, he was not to sell, convey, or dispose of the said tract of land, or rent
or lease it to any person or persons without the consent and approbation of the agent for the Shawanoese
nation of Indians for the time being; and it was further agreed that, should the said nation at any time
dispose of their lands at Wapaghkonetta, the chiefs bound and obliged themselves and their successors,
and their nation, to procure from the government of the United States a title in fee-simple for said tract
of land to the said Francis Duchoquet, his heirs or assigns. This grant or deed appears to have been
executed on the 20th day of March, 1821, in the presence of John Johnston, Indian agent, and James
McPherson, assistant agent, and approved by James Monroe on the 12th day of December, 1822, then
President of the United States. There is before the committee a certified copy of a deed of conveyance
for said land by said Francis Duchoquet to one Nicholas Smith, dated the 9th day of September, 1825;
and also a deed of conveyance for said tract of land by the said Nicholas to the petitioner, Henry Stoddard,
bearing date on the Tth day*of November, 1833.

The eleventh article of the treaty with the Shawanoese nation of Indians, on the 8th day of August,
1831, for the purchase of the Wapaghkonetta reserve, &c., reads as follows: “It is understood by the
present contracting parties that any claim which Francis Duchoquet may have, under former treaties, to
a section or any quantity of the lands hereby ceded to the United States, is not to be prejudiced by the
present compact, but to remain as valid as before.”

It is also in evidence before the committee that, in pursuance of said treaty, a tract of land of three
hundred and twenty acres has been surveyed for Mr. Duchoquet, so as to embrace parts of sections Nos. 30
and 31, in township No. 5 south, of range No. 6 east, in the late Wapaghkonetta reservation. The
committee are of opinion that the legal representative of the said Francis Duchoquet ought to be confirmed
in his claim to the above described tract of land, and for that purpose have reported a bill authorizing the
Secretary of the Treasury to cause a patent to be issued to Henry Stoddard for the same.

voL, v1——120 E «
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23p Coweress. ] No. 1206. v {1sr Sessron.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN MICHIGAN.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 11, 1834.

Mr. C. Jomxsox, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of the
heirs of John Campbell, reported:

That under the provisions of an act of Congress passed the 21st day of February, 1823, entitled
“An act to revive and continue in force certain acts for the adjustment of land claims in the Territory of
Michigan,” there was confirmed to the heirs of John Campbell six hundred and forty acres, “being seven
arpents in front and rear, bounded in front by the rear land claimed by Joseph Rolette and by the heirs
of James Aird, it being farm lot number twenty, and commonly known.by the name of Campbell’s coulée,
and extending up said coulée on each side of i ninety arpents from the front of the bluff;” which said
tract of land was situated in the neighborhood of Fort Crawford. That the surveyor general deputed
Lucius Lyon, the present delegate from Michigan Territory, to survey said tract of land for the heirs of
Campbell; that said Lyon proceeded to survey, and reserved for the use and benefit of Fort Crawford,
under the directions of General McNeil, then the commanding officer of the fort, about four hundred and
seventy-one acres, and said Lyon only surveyed one hundred and fifty nine acres and six hundredths of
an acre, and which was afterwards patented to the heirs of John Campbell by patent bearing date the
12th day of October, 1830, and recorded in volume 4, page 240, in the General Land Office. The petitioner
now alleges that the reservation for Fort Crawford was not.directed by General McNeil, and that the
surveyor was mistaken or misunderstood the directions of the said commanding officer and made the
reservation improperly. General McNeil says he gave no such instructions, in a letter addressed by him
to Mr. Rolette from Boston on October 11, 1830, which is presented to the committee. A letter is also
addressed by Mr. Lyon to the committee, saying that he was deputed to survey the private land claims at
Prairie du Chien, and had instructions io call on the commanding officers of the military post there to
point out the limits of the ground which he might think necessary for milifary purposes, and not to include
the same within the boundary of any confirmed claim; and if he had not understood General McNeil to
say that all the back part of said lot No. 20 would be required for the use of the military post, he should
have surveyed the whole claim so as to include all the ground now claimed as well as that which has
been patented. The committee are of opinion that the said heirs of John Campbell are entitled to the
balance of the tract of land confirmed to them, and report a bill authorizing a patent to issue accordingly.

The application is made in this case by Joseph Rolette, who claims to be a purchaser from the heirs
of Campbell; but as no evidence is offered of his title from them, this committee think it proper to let
the confirmation be in their name, and leaving said Rolette to his assignment or contract with them.

23p Coneress. ] No. 1207. [1st Session.

ON APPLICATION OF THE REPRESENTATIVES OF A REVOLUTIONARY OFFICER FOR
SCRIP FOR THE BOUNTY LAND DUE THE DECEASED, HIS LAND WARRANT HAYV-
ING BEEN ILLEGALLY LOCATED.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 13, '1834.

Myr. Haroen, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the petition of H. B. Tyler,
reported:

That the Commonwealth of Virginia, on the 1st day of July, 1784, issued to Nathaniel Tyler a mili-
tary land warrant for two thousand six hundred and sixty-six and two-third acres of land, to be located
in the district set apart for the satisfaction of the milifary land warrants of the officers on continental
establishment, situate between the Little Miami and Big Scioto; that the said warrant was put into the
hands of an agent for location; that the agent neglected to locate said warrant in the lifetime of said
Tyler, who died previous to the year 1796; that, after the death of said Tyler, entries were made on said
warrant in his the said Tyler’s name, part within the military district, and part out of said district; the
entries bave been surveyed, but not yet carried into grant. In this situation the heirs of the said Tyler
petition Congress for scrip, alleging the entries and surveys made thereon are void, because the same
were made in the name of Nathaniel Tyler, after his death, and that there is now mno vacant land in the
district to satisfy said warrant.

The committee, upon examining the authorities, and also upon principle, have no doubt but that the
entries and surveys made in the name of Nathaniel Tyler, after his death, are void; in fact the authori-
ties are conclusive—(See the case of McCraken’s heirs against Beall and Brown, 3d Marshall’s Report
of Kentucky Cases, and Galt and others against Gallaway and others, 4 Peters.)

From the above facts and authorities, the committee are of opinion that the heirs of Nathaniel Tyler
are entitled to scrip to the amount of the warrant, which is two thousand six hundred and sixty-six and
two-thirds acres, upon the condition that no patents shall ever issue on the ertries and surveys made
on said warrant, which issued on the 1st of July, 1784. The committee therefore report a bill.
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23p Coxcress.] . No. 1208. [1st SEsston.

ON CLAIM FOR BOUNTY LAND FOR A CANADIAN REFUGEE.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 14, 1834.

Mr. GauBrarrg, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of Aaron
Hubbell, a citizen of New York, reported :

That they have given the case due deliberation and consideration. The petitioner claims, as a
Canadian volunteer, bounty land from the government. The act of Congress of March 5, 1816, pro-
vides “ that all such persons as had been cifizens of the United States anterior to the late war, and were
at its commencement inhabitants of the province of Canada, and who, during the said war, joined the
armies of the United States as volunteers, and were slain, died in service, or continued therein until
honorably discharged, shall be entitled;” &c., *“ & musician or private to three hundred and twenty acres,”
&c.  The act of the 3d of March, 1817, provides that after the passage thereof “no bounty in land shall
be given to any Canadian volunteer, except where it shall appear that the full term of six months’ service
shall have been performed in some corps in the United States service, and whose names shall appear upon
the muster roll of said corps,” &c., ““ and reduces the quantity to a musician or private to one hundred and
sixty acres.” It appears from the testimony exhibited to the committee that the petitioner had been an
industrious citizen of the United States anterior to the late war, and came from Canada in the autumn of
1813, and was employed in the service of the United States, and continued to be so employed during the
year 1814 ; but it does not appear to your committee what the nature or extent of that service was, or
how he was employed; and he was confessedly not on the muster rolls of any corps of the United States.
Your committee believe it probable that the petitioner performed important services to the United States,
but what they were is not specifically stated; and they consider themselves bound by the strong prohibiting
terms of the act of March 3, 1817; and they are of opinion, that to allow the petitioner in this case bounty
land as a Canadian volunteer, after so great a lapse of time, upon testimony so vague and indefinite as
that furnished in this case, would open a wide door to claims which it would seem to have been the
intention of the act of Congress last referred to to close.

Your committee therefore ask to be discharged from the further consideration of the subject.

9230 CoNGRESS. ] No. 1209. [1sr Session.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ARKANSAS.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 15, 1834.

Mr, FeLoER, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, 10 whom was referred the petition of Selah
Handy and sisters, heirs of Peter Handy, deceased, reported:

That it appears to your committee there was patented to the pefitioners, as heirs of Peter Handy,
deceased, on the 21st day of December, 1826, the northwest quarter section 34, township 2 south, range 2
east, in the Territory of Arkansas. There was no error or mistake in the patent thus issued; which
patent clearly showed to the petitioners on what land they were bound to pay the taxes according to law.
By some mistake the petitioners, instead of paying the taxes on the land thus patented to them, paid the
same, by their agent, on another quarter section of land, in consequence of which their land was sold for
non-payment of the taxes. The petitioners allege, and as your committee believe truly, that a clerk in
the department of the public lands, in sending on to the government of Arkansas a transcript of the
Jands patented in that Territory, made a mistake in the description of the land patented to your petitioners,
by which the taxes due from them were erroneously paid on another quarter section of land than the one
granted to them.

Your committee are of opinion it was the duty of the petitioners to look to their patent, when they
would have readily perceived the lands on which they ought to have paid the taxes, and that their omission
to do so was the cause of the sale of the land. The transcript sent on from the public land office is for
the information and benefit of the government of the Territory of Arkansas, and not for that of the
patentees, whose duty it was to look to their patents and pay their taxes accordingly. Your committee
are of opinion the petitioners ought to look to the government of Arkansas for redress and not to Congress,
and pray to be discharged from the further consideration of the subject.
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ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ARKANSAS. -
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCHE 15, 1834.

Mr. Feroer, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of John E.
McCreary; reported:

That it appears to your committee that a military land bounty warrant was, on the 24th of October,
1825, issued to William Starkey for the southeast quarter of section 2, in township 2 south, of range 4
east, in the Territory of Arkansas; that the said Starkey duly conveyed the said land to the said
petitioner, John E. McCreary. There was no allegation of error or mistake in the patent. It is, however,
alleged that there was an error in the books in which the patent was recorded, and in the transcript of
the patent sent to the government of Arkansas; that the petitioner regularly paid taxes on another fract
of land, and that the said land patented to Starkey, as aforesaid, was sold for moh-payment of taxes.
Your committee are of opinion it was the duty of the petitioner to look to his patent and be guided by it
as to the land on which he was bound to pay taxes; that for a redress of his grievances he ought to look
to the government of Arkansas, and therefore pray to be discharged from the further consideration of the
said petition.

93p CoxcrEss.] No. 1211. * [1sr Sessmox.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN MISSOURI.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 18,' 1834.

Mr. Carg, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of James Keytes,
reported: :

That the petitioner sets forth that he purchased of William Ashley a quarter section of land in the
State of Missouri, which was conveyed to him in fee-simple by said Ashley, and described in the deed of
conveyance as being the northeast quarter of section No. 11, of township No. 54 north, of range 20
west; that said land had been previously conveyed in fee-simple to said Ashley by a certain Grant Weed,
to whom it had been granted by the United States by patent bearing date the 11th day of May, 1819.
Petitioner represents that the land intended to be granted is misdescribed in the patent for the tract to
which said Weed was entitled, and which ought to have been granted, as appears from the records in the
General Land Office, lying in range twenty-one instead of twenty. Petitioner states that he regularly
paid the taxes on the quarter section described in the patent as lying in range twenty, and the corre-
sponding section in range twenty-one, on which no taxes were paid, was sold for the non-payment thereof,
and is irredeemable. Since that time petitioner has discovered the mistake made in the Land Office, and
the Commissioner has caused an ajteration in said patent, by inserting therein range twenty-one instead
of twenty, thus making it conform with the records in the office, but said this alteration was not made at
his instance or request; that, owing to the mistake aforesaid committed in the Land Office, he has been
entirely deprived of whatever title he might have had to the tract in range twenty-one, by the sale thereof
for the non-payment of taxes. The alteration made in the patent, by inserting range twenty-one instead
of twenty, appears to have been made, as per certificate of the Commissioner of the General Land Office,
on the 3d day of January, 1834. ‘ .

The petitioner prays that a like quantity of land may be granted to him, to be located in the State of
Missouri, upon any of the public lands in said State subject to private entry. The committee are of
opinion that the petitioner is entitled to relief, and for that purpose report a bill.

There is in evidence before the committee a statement of S. A. Shurlds, auditor of public accounts,
State of Missouri, bearing date January 26, 1834, showing that a part of the northeast quarter of section
No. 11, township No. 54, range 21, was sold for the taxes in 1825, part in 1828, and 160 acres in 1829.

23D - CoNGRESS.] No. 1212. [1sr Sksstox.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN MISSISSIPPI.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 18, 1834.

Mr. Carg, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition and papers of
John A. Barnes, assignee of John Anderton, reported:

That on the 22d day of March, 1804, said John Anderton presented to the -board of commissioners
west of Pearl river, established by an act of Congress passed March 8, 1803, entitled “An act regulating
the grants of land, and providing for the disposal of the lands of the United States south of Tennessee,”
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a notice in writing of his claim to a certain tract of land under and by virtue of the provisions of the
seccnd section of the above entitled act, describing the same as being situate on Big Black river, in the
county of Claiborne, in the State of Mississippi, estimated as containing six hundred and forty acres,
accompanied by a plat describing the boundaries thereof. On the 28th day of October, 1806, the com-
missioners confirmed the said John Anderton in his title to said tract of land, and gave him a certificate
in the usual form as evidence of the confirmation. .

* An order of survey was issued by the surveyor of the public lands south of Tennessee. Pursuant to
such order of survey, and in conformity with the cértificate of the commissioners aforesaid, Charles De
Trame, deputy surveyor, on the 8th day of September, 1806, surveyed the said tract of land so claimed
by said John Anderton, and returned a plat thereof, agreeing and in conformity with the courses and dis-
tances and limits as described in the plat presented to the commissioners, to the office of the surveyor of
the public lands south of Tennessee, which appears to have been examined by him; said tract of land is
described in the plat as being on the waters of Big Black river, in township No. 13, of ranges 2 and 3
west of the basis meridian, and bounded as follows: Beginning at a lind tree, and running from thence
north seventy-five chains and fifty links to a red oak; thence south sixty degrees east thirty-five
chains to a red oak; thence north sixty degrees east forty-four chains and fifty links to a hickory;
thence north fifty degrees east twenty-four chains fo an ash; thence north seventy-five degrees east ten
chains and fifty links to a post; thence south sixty-seven chains to a post; thence south sixfy-one degrees
{)vesp gixty-five chains to a mulberry; thence west thirty-nine chains and fifty links to a lind, the place of

eginning.

5 It fugrther appéars that said John Anderton lived upon said land ds early as 1794; that he occupied
and cultivated the same for many years previous to the evacuation of the country by the Spanish troops;
and that himself and assigns have continued to live upon and occupy the same ever since. It further
appears that on the 4th day of February, 1831, Thomas D. Jeffers, a deputy surveyor, resurveyed the
said tract of land by order of the surveyor of public lands south of Tennessee, and made a return and
plat thereof, which conforms very nearly (the-courses precisely) to the lines as represented in the plat
presented by the said Anderton to the commissioners accompanying the notice of his claim, and also as
nearly agreeing with the lines and boundaries as surveyed and platted by Frame in 1806, but found to
contain eight hundred and twenty-three acres and twenty-four hundredths, instead of six hundred and forty
acres, according to the former survey. The surveyor of public lands south of Tennessee ordered the
excess of one hundred and eighty-three and twenty-four hundredths acres to be severed and dismembered
from the south side of said tract upon the assumed principle that it is a part of the public domain, and
sSubject to sale and entry by any individual as any other wnappropriated lands belonging to the United

tates,

The said John A. Barnes représents himself as the owner and purchaser, for a fair and valuable con-
sideration, of the said tract of land; protests against such dismemberment of his land; denies the right
of the general government to resume or claim any portion of a tract of land which it has so expressly
granted and abandoned. .

He urges that the plat of survey accompanying the notice of Anderton, calling for the courses and
boundaries which it has ever had and continues to have up to this time, was presented {o the commis-
sioners; and that, although it called for only six hundred and forty acres, the decision of the commis--
sioners was predicated on and made in reference to the boundaries described in the plat presented by
Anderton, and subsequently surveyed by order of the government, in conformity with the certificate of
the commissioners, by Frame, in 1806; he states that it seems to be an acknowledged principle in the
courts of our country that possession of the land up to certain described courses and lines enables the
occupant to retain possession accordingly, although in the origin a smaller number of acres was intended
to be conveyed, and cites, as authority in support of the principle laid down, Jackson ex dem., Overaker
et al. vs, Cale, 18 Johnson’s Reports, 259. The said Barnes represents that he purchased the said tract of
land with reference to its shape, situation, and boundaries, as it appeared on examination, without a know-
ledge of the excess in quantity; that the line severing the one hundred and eighty-three and twehnty-four
hundredths acres will cut off a portion of the cleared land of great value, and a line in any other direc-
tion would have the same effect—dismember from the remainder of the tract either his buildings or cleared
land. The committee are of opinion that said John A. Barnes is not entitled legally to the excess con-
tained within the limits of the aforesaid boundaries. It appears that Anderton only claimed six hundred
and forty acres, and the proviso of the second section of the act of the 3d of March, 1803, upon the sub-
ject, expressly limits the quantity to be confined to that amount; the fact, therefore, that the holders under
Anderton have had the possession of one hundred and eighty-three and twenty-four hundredths acres
more than was confirmed to him cannot be recognized as giving them any title to that excess; but inas-
much as the said Anderton and those who claim under him have had possession of the same since the
year 1794, and to dismember or sever it from the balance of the tract would greatly damage the petitioner,
the committee are of opinion that he is entitled to a pre-emption right to said excess, and therefore report
a bill authorizing him to purchase the same at $1 25 per acre.

23p ConGress.] No. 1213. [1sr Sesston.
ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ILLINOIS.

'COMMUNIOATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 18, 1834.

Mr. CasEy, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of John
Dement, reported:

The petitioner sets forth that he did, in September, 1831, enter, at the land office at Edwardsville, in
the State of Illinois, the west half of the southeast quarter of section twenty-three, township six north, of
range one west of the third principal meridian; that in December, 1833, upon 2 survey being made, it
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was found not to include the land intended to be entered by him—the land so intended to be entered being
the northeast fourth of the northwest fourth of section twenty-six, in township six north, range one west
of the third principal meridian, and the northwest fourth of the northeast fourth of the samé section. The
petitioner also states that he has made valuable improvements upon the land he intended to have entered.
He prays to be permitted to relinquish to the United States the land so erroneously entered, and to enter
in lieu thereof the same quantity of any of the unappropriated land in the (now) Vandalia land distriet.
The facts being proved to the satisfaction of the committee, and the case in their opinion requiring it,
they report a bill for his relief.

28p CoNGRESS.] No. 1214. * [1sr SEssiox.

ON CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION FOR SERVICES RENDERED AS A BOARD OF COMMIS-
SIONERS TO ADJUST LAND TITLES IN THE CITY OF DETROIT.

) COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE MARCH 19, 1834.

Mr. Tieron, from the select committee, fo whom was referred the memorial of Henry Chipman and William
‘Woodbridge, late judges of the Michigan Territory, reported:

That by an act of Congress approved 21st April, 1806, to provide for the adjustment of titles to land
in the town of Detroit, and for other purposes, the governor and judges of said Territory were constituted
a board to lay out a town, including the old iown of Detroit, and ten thousand acres of land adjoining
thereto, excepting such parts as the President of the United States might direct to be reserved for the use
of the military department, and to hear, examine, and finally adjust all claims to lots in the old town of
Detroit that was burned on the 11th day of June, 1805; to give deeds for lots in said town; to apply the
proceeds of lots disposed of by them to building a courthouse and jail in the town of Detroit; and to
report their proceedings to Congress. By virtue of the powers conferred the governor and judges pro-
cceded to lay out a town, to satisfy claims for donation lots, to adjust and settle conflicting titles, to
confirm pre-existing rights, and to adjust them in conformity with the plan of the present city of Detroit,
to enter into contracts for the building of a court-house and jail, and to make provision out of the funds
arising from the sale of lots to discharge contracts entered into by them for building the court-house and jail.

By the operations of said act the deeds made by the board have become the foundation of title to
property now of great value. In discharge of the trust imposed by said act the members of the board
were compelled to incur heavy responsibilities and to perform great labor, as they contend, and the com-
n}ittee believe beyond what was required of them in the discharge of their duties as governor and judges
aforesaid.

The committee have been informed that the duties of the board have been performed by various
persons and at different times, as the offices aforesaid were transferred to different hands, all of whom
rendering service are entitled to a suitable compensation, to provide which the committee report.

23p CoNGrEsS.] No. 1215. [1sr Sesston.

ON CLAIMS TO LAND IN ALABAMA,

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 19, 1834.

. Treasvry DeparmEnT, March 14, 1884,
Sir: I have the honor to transmit duplicate copies of a report from the register and receiver of the
land office for the district of St. Stephen’s, prepared in obedience to the third section of an act of Congress
approved March 2, 1829.

I have the honor to be, respectfully, sir, your obedient servant,
R. B. TANEY, Secretary of the Treasury.

The Hon. SeeaxEr of the House of Representatives.

Lawp OrricE, St. Stephen’s, Alabama, February 16, 1834.

Sm: We have forwarded with this a report upon the claim of Andria Demeiry, under the third section
of the act of March 2, 1829.

Very respectfully, &c.,
1Y TeRpeeHTY: JNO. B. HAZARD, Register.

J. H. OWEN, Receiver.
Hon. Eran Haywarp, Commissioner of the General Land Office.
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No. 8.

Abstract of claims to land situafe east of Pearl river, west of the Perdido, and below the thirty-first degree of
north latitude, presented to the register and receiver of the land office for the district of St. Stephen’s, in the
State of Alabama, acting as commissioners under the authority of the third section of the act of Congress of
the 2d of March, 1829, entitled *“An act confirming the report of the register and receiver of the land office

JSor the district of St. Stephen’s, in the State of Alabama, and for other purposes.”

By whom claimed. Original claimant. Nature of claim. Traet claimed and | Quantity claimed P
_where situate.
Michael Dragon.eesee. Spanish grant from Morales, bear- | Bay of St. Louis...| 5,040 arpents....... From 1798 to 1821.
Andria Demetry in right ing date May 29, 1802, ‘
of his wife Marie Anne, | | Don Francisco Saucier.| Spanizh grantfrom Manuel Gayoso [...... dO. seeseensas 700 arpemtS eeeenensfennons [ (
daughter and sole heir de Lemos, governor of Louisi~ )
of Michael Dragon. ana, dated November 17, 1798,
Ui Philip Sauciere.ecesees Spanish grant from Manuel Gayoso {eveess A0 evernrones] 228 arpentSeicecocsfececee@0a cicnannene
de Lemos, governor of Louisi~
ana, dated December 20, 1797,

1t appears that the two last-named tracts were regularly transferred from the original grantees to Michael Dragon previous to the 15th of April, 1813,
and that the said Michael Dragon was in possession of the three tracts above named on the 15th of April, 1813, and on that day was resident in that part
of Louisiana situated east of Pear] river, west of the Perdido, and below the thirty-first degree of north latitude ; that the said tracts had been in the pos-
session of the original grantees and their assigas for ten consecutive years previous to the 15th of April, 1813. It further appears that the said three tracts
are connected and form one body of land. } 3 . .

The undersigned tt d that the aforesaid claim be confirmed to the heirs of Michael Dragon for a quantity not exceeding one league
gquare, to include such lands as may have been heretofore confirmed under the foregoing grants. -

All of which is respectfully submitted.

JINO. B, HAZARD, Register.
J. H. OWEN, Receiver,
LaKRD OrrIcE, St Stephen’s, Jlabama, February 16, 1834,

23p ConerEss.] No. 1216. [1sr Session.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN MISSISSIPPI.

COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE MARCE 22, 1834.

Mr. Syarn, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the petition of Thomas L. Win-
throp and others, directors of an association called the New England Mississippi Land Company,
reported :

That the subject embraced in their petition has been frequently before the Senate, and bills for their
relief have more than once been reported. TFor the information of the Senate, they submit a history of
the facts out of which this application arises.

On the 26th of January, 1795, the legislature of Georgia passed an act, under which the governor of
the State made a grant or sale of a large tract of land lying between the Mississippi and Tombigbee
rivers, in the then Territory of Mississippi, to 2 number of persons who were associated under the name
of the Georgia Mississippi Company.

On the 26th of January, 1796, this company, by their agents, entered into a contract with certain per-
sons in Boston for the sale to them of eleven million three hundred ard eighty thousand acres of the said
land, at ten cents per acre. The stipulations of the contract were that two cents per acre should be paid
in cash on the 1st of May, 1796; and for this payment, being onefifth of the whole, all the purchasers
were held mutually responsible. -It was agreed that on the 12th of February a deed should be executed
by the grantors, and placed in the bands of George R. Minot, esq., to be held by him in escrow, and
delivered to the purchasers or their agents on the said 1st of May, in case the said cash payment should
be made. The balance of the purchase money was to be secured by the notes of the individual pur-
chasers, to be well indorsed and made payable at various periods, the last of which was to be on the 1st
of May, 1799. The notes were given in accordance with this agreement; a deed was executed and placed
in escrow; the cash payment was made, and on the 1st of May, 1796, Mr. Minot, by direction of the
grantors, delivered over the deed to the agents of the grantees or purchasers.

On the 13th of February, 1796, the legislature of Georgia passed an act rescinding the former act,

" believing it to have been obtained through improper influences, and therefore void. A knowledge of this
fact, however, did not reach Boston until the 12th of March following, and of which the petitioners had
no notice until after said purchase.

After the purchase was made, but before the delivery of the deed, the purchasers formed themselves
into an association under the name of the New England Mississippi Land Company, and executed sundry
articles of agreement, and rules relative to the management and control of the said lands; and, among
other things, agreed that the several purchasers should execute deeds for their respective shares in the
land to three persons therein named, to hold in trust, and with power to sell and dispose of them agreeably
to the order of the directors chosen by the company. These trustees being thus clothed with the legal
estate, were to give to each proprietor a certificate in a certain prescribed form, stating his amount of
interest in the land, and this certificate was to be “complete evidence to such person of his right in said
purchase,” and was to be transferable by indorsement.

’ Thus stood the title to these lands prior to the cession made by Georgia to the United States in 1802.
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It was a title which is declared by the Supreme Court in the case of Brown and Gilman, (4th Wheaton,)
to be, throughout, a strictly legal title in these purchasers. By the articles of agreement and cession
of the 24th of April, 1802, it was provided that the United States might appropriate not exceeding five
million of acres for the purpose of satisfying the claims upon it, commonly known as the Yazoo claims,
and including those of the said New England Mississippi Company. In pursuance of this provision, an
act of Congress was passed on the 8d of March, 1803, appropriating, for the purpose for which they were
reserved, so much of the said five million of acres as should be necessary to satisfy the said claims.
This act prohibited the application of these lands fo the satisfaction of any other claims bub those the
evidence of which shall have been exhibited, on or before the first day of January subsequent thereto, to
the secretary of state, and recorded in his office. )

Pursuant to the provisions of the act last mentioned, the claims to the said land were exhibited to
the secretary of state, including those of the present petitioners; but the final passage of the act pro-
viding for their adjustment and satisfaction was delayed until the year 1814.

On the 31st of March, 1814, Congress passed an act entitled “ An act providing for the indemnifica-
tion of certain claimants of public land in the Mississippi Territory.”

Among the provisions of this act were the following :

First. The President was authorized and required to cause to be issued from the treasury of the
United States, to such claimants, respectively, as had exhibited their claims agreeably to the act of 1803,
certificates of stock payable out of moneys arising from the sale of the public lands to the persons
claiming in the name of or under the Georgia Mississippi Company, a sum not exceeding one million five
hundred and fifty thousand dollars.

Second. The claimants might file in the office of the secretary of state a release of all their claims to
the United States, and an assignment and transfer to the United States of their claims to any money
deposited or paid to the State of Georgia, “such release and assignment o take effect on the <ndemnifi-
cation of the claimants according to the provisions of that act.”

Third. Commissioners were to be and were appointed “to adjudge and finally determine upon all
controversies arising from such claims so released as aforesaid, which may be found to conflict with and
be adverse to each other; and also to adjudge and determine upon all such claims under the aforesaid act
or pretended act of Georgia as may be found to have accrued to the United States by operation of law.”

The releases, assignment, and transfer to the United States required by this act were duly executed
by the petitioners.

The commissioners appointed were Thomas Swann, esq., Francis S. Key and Jobn Law, esgs., of
the District of Columbia. Before this board, the commissioners, as trustees of the New England Missis-
sippi Land Company, appeared and claimed, as the persons entitled thereto, the one million five hundred
and fifty thousand dollars directed by the act {o be issued to those representing the Georgia Mississippi
Company. Their claim to indemnity was registed on behalf of the Georgia Mississippi Company, on the
ground that the consideration money for said land had not been wholly paid, and that therefore they were
in equity entitled to the indemnity provided by the act of Congress. It appeared on the investigation
that of the notes given, about one-tenth part, say $95,760 then remained unpaid, and belonged to
the-original grantees, the said Georgia Mississippi Company ; most of the members of whom (to wit,
three-fourths in amount) had surrendered to the State of Georgia, and received from the treasury of that
State, the sum they had paid ; but the other members of that company had released to the United States,
in virtue of the said act of Congress of the 31st of March, 1814, and they claimed, in conflict with the peti-
tioners, such proportion of the indemnity as was equal to their interest in said notes. The notes unpaid
were chiefly those of a Mr. Wetmore, who, as early as 1800, had assigned all his interest in the said land,
and is represented to have availed himself of the benefit of the old bankrupt act of the United States.
The commissioners decided that, although no mortgage had been given therefor, and notwithstanding that
the signers had so assigned their interest in the said lands, and although the conveyance from the Georgia
Mississippi Company was absolute, and the deed delivered by their written direction to the grantees,
upon their giving security as aforesaid, these notes created a lien upon said lands; and in consequence of
such decision they deducted from the claim of the petitioners the sum of $130,424, and distributed the
same as follows : .

To the individuals of the Georgia Company who released as aforesaid, they awarded the sum of
$35,022 as their proportion of interest in said notes, and the residue, say $95,760, they ordered to remain
in the treasury as representing the owners of said notes, who had surrendered to Georgia as aforesaid,
and as thus “acoruing by operation of low” to the United States.

By this decision, to which the petitioners object as erroneous, they think themselves aggrieved, and
they ask to have the said sum of $130,425 paid to them by, the United States, or that their release to the
extent of 950,600 acres of land, being the proportion which would be covered by that sum at the original
price, cancelled, so that they may assert their title to the lands in a court of law.

These are the facts of the case, as far as they appear material to a just understanding of the claim;
and they present, for the consideration of the committee, the broad question whether the petitioners are
entitled to the relief they seek.

It may be assumed that the petitioners, in making their release to the United States under ihe act of
the 81st of March, 1814, and relying upon the indemnity thereby provided, looked for their security to an
execution of the act upon the well-known and universally received principles of law. To such an execu-
tion of it they had a right to look. They knew what they had {o release, and that the release was a pre-
liminary ; but'for the consideration or equivalent which they were to receive in return they had no
security but in the faith of the government, and the confidence that the trusts reposed in its agents would
be executed agreeably to those known and intelligible principles. Their title to the land was one which
the Supreme Court in the case of Brown and Gilman, 4th Wheaton, 256, have declared to be a legal one.
Mr. Justice Story says in that case “the estate acquired by the first grantees [the petitioners] under
the conveyance to them by the Georgia Mississippi Company was beyond all question a legal and not
merely an equitable estate” And the court further say that there was no pretence of any intermediate
encumbrance upon this estate, they being unanimously of opinion that the unpaid notes alluded to did not
form a lien upon the land. .

The petitioners, then, were possessed of a title judicially decided to_be an unencumbered legal title,
which they might have held ; but, for purposes important in the view of Congress, it was thought
desirable that this title should be acquived by the United States. The government held out inducements to
the claimants to part with their rights in it; it appropriated a large sum of money to pay or “make
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indemnification” to them for it. And as it was seen that claims apparently conflicting might be preferred,
it appointed a commission, with power—

Furst. “To adjudge and finally determine upon all controversies arising from such claims so released
as aforesaid, which may be found to conflict with, and be adverse to, each other.”

Second. “To adjudge and determine upon all such claims under the aforesaid act, or pretended act, of
the State of Georgia, as may be found to have accrued to the United States by operation of law.”

These were their powers. Did the commissioners err, as alleged by the petitioners, in the exercise
of them, and thereby prejudice them? That they did err in their judgment upon the law of the case, we
are saved the necessity of an argument to show, since it is so declared by the Supreme Court, and even
admitted by the surviving commissioners themselves.—(See the certificates of Thomas Swann and F. S.
Key, esqrs., hereto anmexed.) And the committee are satisfied that this decision of the court is in
accordance with the general principles of law applicable to the subject. If it be so, it seems necessarily
to follow that a right to this land, to the extent of the claim in question, which the commissioners suppose
to have “accrued to the United States by operation of law,” did not so accrue, and that, consequently,
the United States holds it without consideration—because without having *indemnified” those from
whom they have taken title. R

It only remains to inquire whether this error gives to the petitioners a right to redress, and to that mode
of redress which they seek. The money which they claim, it will be recollected, is in the Treasury of the
United States. Under the act of 1814 it was within the control of the commissioners, subject to their
adjudication, agreeably to that act and the sound principles of law by which it was to be interpreted.
They, (erroneously, as they admit,) awarded it to the United States, who still hold the money. .

It has been objected to this claim that, as the said act contemplated a final end and termination of
all controversies, &c., respecting claims released on the judgment of the commissioners, that there can be
no appeal from their decision. The committee think this objection valid as to that part of the claim which
seeks a repayment by the United States of the money awarded to the individual members of the Georgia
Company, whose claims were found “to conflict with, and be adverse to,” those of the petitioners. Upon
such conflicting claims the commissioners appear to have been empowered to decide finally, and their deci-
sions in relation to them must stand. But in regard to such portion of this claim as is supposed to have
accrued to the United States “ by operation of law,” no such conclusive effect is given by the act to the
award of the commissioners; and even if it were intended to be final, the committee do not think it
becoming to the dignity of the United States to defend their possession of this fund by a judgment which
is acknowledged to be erroneous.

Before closing their report the committee would advert briefly to the specific prayer made by the
petitioners. It is that they may be paid the amount of money which they allege to have been wrongfully
withheld from them by the commissioners, or that they may be reinstated in their original title to such
portion of the land released to the United States as this money represents. Their agents have urged the
reasonableness of this alternative by a reference to the terms of the act, and of the release under it. The
release and assignment to the United States were “fo take effect on the indemnification of the claimants
according to the provisions of that act; and they allege that if indemnification were not made the release
would have no effect. The committee regard the act of 1814 as intended, first, to secure to the United
States a transfer of all the title which the claimants had in this land, and an assignment of their rights
as against Georgia; and, secondly, by the above clause, to assure to the claimants themselves adequate
justice in case the indemnification should not be made. The release was made, as it was required to be,
in advance, but to give it effect agreeably to the terms of the act indemnification should follow, which, as
we have seen to a certain extent, has not been the case. Can it be said then to be a valid release? Can
the United States eguitably hold both the money and the land? The committee cannot believe that it
was the intention of Congress to entrap claimants into a surrender of their rights on a promise of com-
pensation, and then take advantage of an error committed by their servants to deny that compensation.
On the contrary, they think it is the part of justice that this error should be corrected, and the petitioners
reinstated in their rights as effectually as they would have been if an unexceptionable judgment had been
rendered by the commissioners. This can now be done only by awarding to them the money which, under
the decision complained of, went into the Treasury of the United States. And the committee believing,
from the view they have taken of the subject, that they are entitled to that relief, do, in accordance with
that opinion, report a bill in their favor.

(For the papers submitted with this report, see antecedent No. 701.)

9231 CoNeRESS. ] . No. 1217. [1sr SEsstoN,

APPLICATION OF OHIO FOR A GRANT OF LAND TO AlID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
CANAL TO CONNECT THE PENNSYLVANIA AND OHIO CANALS.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 24, 1834,

PREAMBLE AND RESOLUTIONS relating to a canal to connect the Ohio and Pennsylvania canals.

Whereas, by an act of the legislature of Ohio, passed January 11, 1828, a company was incorporated
to construct a canal from a point on the Ohio canal, at or near the mouth of Big Sandy creek, thence to
the waters of Little Beaver, and thence to the castern boundary of the State of Ohio, to intersect the
route of the Pennsylvania canal; and whereas, before that time, to wit, on the 10th day of January,
1827, an act was passed by the same legislature incorporating a similar company for constructing a canal
from the Portage Summit of the Ohio canal to the waters of the Mahoning river, and thence to meet or
intersect the Pennsylvania, or Chesapeake and Ohio canal, at or near the city of Pittsburg, in Pennsyl-
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vania, with liberty—that in case either of said canals shall be continued from Pittsburg down the Ohio
river and up the valley of the Big Beaver towards Lake Erie—there to intersect either of said canals,
constructed as aforesaid, at the most suitable point; which act of incorporation was conferred by an act
of the legislature of Pennsylvania, passed the 14th day of April, 1827; and whereas such a connexion
of the Pennsylvania and Ohio canal as is contemplated by either of said acts of incorporation would be
of the first importance to the government of the United States, especially in time of war, as well as to
the citizens generally, at all times, and consequently decidedly national in its character; therefore—

Resolved by the general assembly of the State of Ohio, That our senators in Congress be instructed, and
our representatives be requested, to endeavor to procure the passage of an act of Congress granting to
the State of Obio five hundred thousand acres of the public lands, to aid in the construction of a canal
on such one of the above-mentioned routes, connecting the said Pennsylvania and Ohio canals, as the
legislature shall deem most practicable and best calculated for the public good.

Resolved, That the governor be and he is hereby requested to forward to each of our senators and
representatives in Congress a copy of the foregoing preamble and resolution; and also to the governor of
the State of Pennsylvania, requesting that the same be laid before the legislature of that State, inviting

their co-operation. .
JOHN H. KEITH, Speaker of the House of Representafives.
DAVID T. DISNEY, Speaker of the Senate.
MarcE 3, 1834.

¢ '

23p CoNGRESS.] No. 1218. [1sr Sesston.

APPLICATION OF FLORIDA FOR A GRANT OF LAND TO AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF
THE FLORIDA PENINSULA AND JACKSONVILLE RAILROAD.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 25, 1834.

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States:

The legislative council of the Territory of Florida beg leave, again, respectfully to ask the attention
of the federal government to the important project of effecting a communication between the Atlantic
ocean and the Gulf of Mexico across the Florida peninsula. The excavation of the ship channel, so lon
and so anxiously contemplated, it is believed, will not probably be undertaken by the United States. If
it is to be abandoned, your memorialists respectfully present to the attention and favorable consideration
of Congress a project for ereating such a communication, which they deem feasible, to wit, by the con-
struction of a railroad across the upper neck of the peninsula from the town of Jacksonville, on the St.
Johr’s river, to the Gulf of Mexico, at the disemboguement of the river St. Mark’s. The district of
country through which the railroad would pass affords advantages certainly not surpassed, perhaps not
equalled, in any portion of the United States of the same extent throughout the whole distance. The
country is level, of firm, solid foundation, and the few rivers which the road would cross are never subject
to high or rapid freshets. In every portion of the route is found in the greatest abundance the finest
timber in the world for such a construction, and a mild and delightful climate, where frost and ice
never oceur to impede its operation.

The legislative council, impressed with the belief that it is a measure perfectly practicable in its
accomplishment and bighly important in its consequences, not only with reference to the interests and
prosperity of the Territory of Florida, but, viewed in a national light, as forming the most important link
in the chain of inland communication between the extreme north and south, have, at their present session,
incorporated ¢ The Florida Peninsula and Jacksonville Railroad Company,” {o construct a railroad from
Jacksonville to Tallahassee, a distance of about one hundred and forty-five miles in a straight line, to be
there connected with the Tallahassee and St. Mark’s railroad, also chartered at the present session.
‘Without the aid of the general government this great undertaking will be retarded for many years, or,
perhaps, totally fail of accomplishment. They therefore pray the attention of your honorable body to the
following resolutions: .

Be i therefore resolved by the governor and legislative council of Florida, That the delegate in Congress
be requested to obtainfrom the Congress of the United States the appointment of an experienced engineer
to survey the route of the contemplated railroad from Jacksonville to Tallahassee, and also to obtain the
relinquishment on the part of the United States in favor of said company of one mile on each side of the
said route of the public lands through which it may pass.

And be i further resolved, That the delegate be further requested to obtain from Congress such appro-
priations of money, donations of land, or subscriptions to the stock of said railroad company, as their
wisdom and the importance of the object may suggest or justify.

Be i further resolved, That the foregoing memorial and resolutions, when signed by the governor and
president of the legislative council, shall be certified by the chief clerk and forwarded to our delegate in

Congress.
JOHN WARREN, President of the Legislative Council.
Passed February 15, 1834.
JOS. B. LANCASTER, Clerk.
Approved February 16, 1834,
WM. P. DUVAL, Governor of the Territory of Florida.

I certify the foregoing to be truly copied from the original on file in my office, February 18, 1834,
J. D WESTCOTT, Jr., Secretary of Florida.
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93p Coxcress.] No. 1219. [1sr Sesstox.

APPLICATION OF FLORIDA FOR A GRANT OF LAND TO.AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF
THE FLORIDA, ALABAMA, AND GEORGIA RAILROAD

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARCH 25, 1834,

Whereas the connexion of New Orleans with the commercial cities of the north by a continuous line
of railroad is, in a national point of view, a most important object; one which has long merited the
attention of Congress, and which the growing prosperity of the nation, the rapid march of improvement,
the gigantic results which would flow from it, the hidden resources it would develop, the Gordian knot
with which it would bind the threatened Union of the States, the identity of interest it would produce,
must, at present, press upon the consideration of Congress with irresistible force. And whereas a company
has been incorporated at the presemt session of the council, by the name and style of “The Florida,
Alabama, and Georgia Railroad Company,” for the purpose of constructing a railroad from Pensacola to
Columbus, a distance of one hundred and eighty miles, nearly one-fourth of the whole distance from New
Orleans to Washington; the contemplated route of which will pass, in a great portion of its extent,
through public lands, fertile and peculiarly adapted to the cultivation of the great staple of the south,
*but from their interior situation and the absence of natural channels of transportation have not yet been
sold; which lands will necessarily acquire a great additional value from having, as it were, an artificial
river flowing through their centre; and in a few years an immense district of country, now sparsely and
poorly populated, will vie with the other fertile parts of Alabama, and contribute its proper share to the
national independence and wealth. And whereas (though the topography of the country throughout its
whole extent presents natural advantages and facilities for the construction of railroads, superior, perhaps,
to any other portion of the United States,) the company will have to encounter numerous obstacles in the
completion of this link in so great and desirable a scheme of internal improvement. And whereas it is
believed and hoped that the enlightened and liberal views of policy entertained at the present day will
induce Congress to extend all constitutional aid in effecting an improvement more completely national
and entively practicable than any other heretofore projected; therefore—

Be it resolved by the legislative council of the Territory of Florida, That the delegate in Congress be, and
he is hereby, requested to use his most active endeavors to present the subject in its proper light, and to
obtain the passage of an act authorizing a survey (by a competent engineer) of a route between
Pensacola, Florida, and Columbus, Georgia, and granting to the company a donation of all public lands
through which the same may pass, not exceeding yards on each side of the road.

DBe it furlher resolved, That the above preamble and resolution be duly signed and forwarded to the

J

delegate from this Territory.

JOHN WARREN, President of the Legislative Council.
Adopted February 15, 1834.

23p CoxeREss. ] No. 1220. [1sr SesstoN.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN ILLINOIS.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, MARCH 28, 1834,

Mr C.Jomxsox, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom were referred the petition and accom-
panying documents in behalf of the heirs of Philip Renanlt, reported:

That the heirs of Renault set up claim to a tract of land within the State of Illinois, one league and
a half front by six leagues deep. A copy of the grant accompanies this report, marked A. This grant
purports to have been made the 14th of June, 1723, by “Bois-briant and Des Ursins,” the first a command-
ant of the province, and the latter an officer of the “ Company of the West” Nothing is known to the
commiitee of this company, or the powers of the officers, further than is stated in Martin’s History of
Louisiana and Charlevain’s History of France, which show that such a company was incorporated the
6th of September, 1'117, by Louis XV of France; and these authors state that the officers had not only
cxtensive commercial privileges conferred, but also the power to make titles in fee simple to the soil in
Louisiana. The evidence before the committee of the existence of such a grant is the statement of the
commissioners acting for that section of country in 1810. They say, the “board is in possession of a
document belonging to the office of the register of Randolph county, purporting to be a record of ancient
French grants made in the Illinois, between the years 1722 and 1740; in which document, under the entry
of each grant, is written the names of Bois-briant and Des Ursins, as grantors” This is presumed by the
board to be a correct history of grants issued at or about that time, from the fact that other grants of a sim-
ilar character were produced and land claimed by the citizens by virtue of them, as descending to them from
their ancestors, and the board of commissioners think the handwriting in the several documents is the
same as in the grant to Renault; no other information is given to the committee as to that recoi™d upon
which the board of commissioners were called to act, and a copy of which is now before the committee.
It appears, from the authors above referred to, that the Company of the West surrendered its grant in
1731. The applicants allege that Renault took possession of some portions of the land graunted to him;
that he made some establishments upon it, and that he sold portions of 16 to othé¢r individuals; and that
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about the year 1744 he left the continent of America, and returned to France, where he remained until his
death, which took place some short time after, and that his heirs have not since that time resided in
America.

By the war of 1756, and the treaty at Paris, in 1768, Great Britain acquired the tract of country in-
cluding these lands, and by the war of the revolution and the treaty of 1783, the United States (or the
State of Virginia) acquired the same territory, and by the cession of Virginia the United States acquired
the title to it. It is now more than one hundred years since the grant to Renault, about one hundred
years since the Company of the West surrendered its grant or charter, and but little short of one hundred
years since Renault left the lands granted to him, and the continent of America, as stated by the appli-
cants; within the latter period neither himself nor heirs appear to have made any claim or cast a thought
upon the territory now sought to be secured, until within a few years past, when, from the unexampled
growth of the western portion of the Uniled States, its value seemed to present an object worthy of the
ambition of princes, and, from the known liberality of this government, a prospect was opened for reviv-
ing a claim which had been neglected or forgotten for near a century. That the heirs of Renault should
have remained in ignorance of this claim during so long an interval seems scarcely possible, when we
reflect that so remarkable a circamstance, in the history of their ancestor, as his residence in the New
World for such a number of years immediately preceding his death, must have been well known, and its
causes and incidents could not have failed to excite both interest and cariosity, while the means of infor-
mation must have been perfectly certain and accessible to them. It is difficult to reconcile this know-
ledge, which we cannot but believe existed, with the fact of utier silence or non-claim for near a century,
except  upon the supposition that the claim was lost or forfeited, by reason of some fact which has itself
been forgotten, or as surrendered by some act, the evidence of which may still exist on the other side of
the Atlantic, or that it was abandoned by Renault and his immediate descendants, on account of its dis-
tance or want of value at the time. The causes now set up on the part of the claimants to account for
this delay are wholly insufficient. It is true that some years after the death of Renault, as stated by
them, a war broke out between the French and British governments, of which this continent was the
principal seat; but it is not true that the war extended to the vicinity of the territory in question, or in
any manner obstructed the communication between that territory and the more populous parts of the
province of Louisiana, tv which it was attached, and it was not until about twenty years after the death
of Renault that the territory was ceded to Great Britain, by the peace of 1763. Butif it was at that
time considered a valid and subsisting claim, no sufficient reason is assigned for not asserting the claim
in the interval of peace which succeeded; if the title was then a valid one against France, and obligatory
upon Great Britain after the conquest, and by the law of nations, and the claimants looked to it as such,
every prudential consideration must have admonished them of the necessity of making known their claim
to the British government, to prevent a disposition of their property by the British government, incon-
sistent with their rights, as other public domain belonging to the Crown. The war which broke out be-

" tween Great Britain and the colonies, after an interval of ten or twelve year’s peace, is no sufficient answer
for the continued neglect of persons having so extensive a claim as the one in question. »

The committee do not deem it necessary to examine the question whether, upon conquest or cession
of an uninhabited territory, the acquiring nation is bound to respect grants of the losing nation to per-
sons not inhabiting the ceded territory, not holding possession of the lands granted to them, either by
their own occupancy or that of their tenants, and being, and continning to be, inhabitants and subjects of
the losing nation; and whether such grants, if not provided for in the act of cession or treaty, would or
would not entirely be dependent upon the humanity or liberality of the acquiring nation, it would seem at
least to be necessary that they should at the earliest opportunity be brought before it for its recognition,
and that the neglect of this necessary act of respect and caution would of itself amount to a dereliction
of all Dbenefit claimed from the grant. By the war of the revolution and the peace of 17183, the country
was again transferred, and, from being a part of the domain of the British crown, became the property of
the United States, or of some of them, and after this peace a period of more than twenty years again
elapsed before this claim is, for the first time after the death of Renault, in any manner asserted or
brought to the notice of the government claiming the dominion of the territory. The observations already
made apply with equal force to this second change in the condition of the country, and the committec
can but repeat that admitting the claim, in point of legal validity, to have been unaffected by the transfer
of the country by conquest or treaty from one sovereign power to another to which the claimants were,
and continued to be, aliens, they cannot account for so palpable a neglect, not only of duty but of that
caution which selfinterest would have dictated to every reasonable claimant, as has been exhibited and
repeated in this case, but upon the supposition that at the periods of their several transfers the heirs of
Renault were not, in fact, and did not consider themselves to be, claimants of the lands in question by
virtue of the grant to thelr ancestor.

The committee beg leave to refer briefly to some of the public acts of the governments claiming
successively the dominion of this territory, as evincing that no such claim as is now set up was con-
templated as valid or subsisting, and as showing incontestably the necessity the claimants were under if
they bad any claim of making it known and suing for its confirmation.

The treaty of Paris of 1763 makes no provision for the confirmation or security of any such claim.

The proclamation of Governor Gage, December, 1764, made upon taking possession of this territory
on the part of the British government, declares “that his Majesty agrees that the French inhabitants, or
others who have been subjects of the most Christian King, may retire in full safety and freedom wherever
they please, &c., and may sell their estate, provided it be to subjects of his Majesty, and transport their
effects as well as their persons, &e. That those who choose to retain their lands and become subjects of
his Majesty shall enjoy the same rights and privileges, the same security for their persons and cffects,
and liberty of trade as the old subjects of the King,” &e. This proclamation, which is to be considered as
an exposition of the rights which Great Britain considered herself as possessing over the ceded territory
and the French claimants, shows clearly what would have been the fate and what was the law of the
present claim, held not by any inhabitants of the country but by subjects of the King of France, residing
in Fragce and having no intention of becoming subjects of the King of Great Britain. To retain their
lands it was necessary for even the inhabitants to become subjects. On what condition can it be sup-
posed that non-resident aliens not intending to become subjects would have been permitted to assert their
claim to lands or to sell them? It is to be inferred that such persons were not considered as vested with
any right, unless it might be to appeal to the liberality of the government to permit them to sell to its
subjects, or to persons about to become its subjects; that they certainly had no right as aliens and non-
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residents to hold the lands, and that as it seems suitable on a transfer of ferritory of this character that
those claiming lands under the old sovereign, and especially those claiming by mere grant without pos-
session, should themselves do some act for the security of their titles and gaining the protection and
sanction of the new sovereign. No acton the part of the new sovereign, except that of taking possession
of the country, is necessary for ascertaining or fixing any forfeiture on account of alienage. To be more
particular, no alien can hold lands in the British dominions. A territory is acquired, inhabited, or claimed
by alien individuals; those who become subjects may retain their lands; those who do not become sub-
Jjects cannot retain their lands; an opportunity is given for taking the oath of allegiance and thus per-
fecting the title to the land. If, being in possession, he refuses to take the oath, some act may be necssary
on the part of the government for asserting or ascertaining its title, or for ascertaining or asserting his
want of title, because, being in possession, some act is necessary for displacing him, and because some
act is also necessary for negativing the presumption of title, arising from the fact of possession, and
some act may be necessary to negative the presumption that a man actually upon thé& soil is a subject of
the sovereign of that soil.

But in the case of uncultivated lands claimed by a non-wresident alien none of these reasons exist,
nor are any other perceived which render any act necessary for ascertaining the title of the sovereign;
individuals are connected with the sovereign either by being on the territory, which implies allegiance,
or by being by birth or oath expressly under his allegiance; an alien born, continuing to reside in a
foreign country subject to another sovereign, can have no such connexion with a new sovereign but by
actually assuming by positive act the duty of allegiance; no presumption or implication can help him;
in the case of land occupied the presumption is that the occupant is a subject until the contrary appears,
therefore inquisition is necessary.

In case the accupant dies, the presumption is that he has heirs capable of inheriting until the con-
trary appears, therefore inquisition is necessary; and in the case of improved land lying derelict the
same presumption arises as to a capable owner.

The treaty of 1783 contains no provisions upon this subject, not at least which protects, preserves,
or recognizes his claim.

The cession of this territory by the State of Virginia to the United States contains the following
clause, which is considered by the committee as having an important bearing on the present inquiry.
The act of cession provides that the French and Canadian inhabitants, and other settlers of the Kaskas-
kias and St. Vincent and the neighboring villages, “ who have professed themselves citizens of Virginia, shall
have their possessions and titles confirmed to them, and be protected in the enjoyment of their rights and
liberties,” but it contains no provisions for claimants under a foreign government not citizens of Virginia.

On June 20, 1788, a report was made to the old Congress of the United States by a committee, to
which was referred the memorial of George Morgan and his associates, respecting a tract of land in the
Illinois country. The report states *that there are sundry French settlements on the river Mississippi,
within the tract which Mr. Morgan and his associates propose to purchase.” After mentioning other
settlements at Kaskaskias, Prairie des Roches, and Kahokia, it proceeds: “There are also four or five
families at Port Chartres and St. Phillippo, which is five miles further up the river. The heads of families
in those villages appear, each of them, to have had a certain quantity of arable land allotted to them,
and a proportionate quantity of meadow and wood land as pasture.” The report recommends that, from
any general sale of the Jand on the Mississippi, there be reserved enough to satisfy all just claims of these
wncient settlers, and that they be confirmed in the possession of such lands as they had at the beginning
of the late revolution, and as had been allotted to them according to the laws and usages of the govern-
ments under which they respectively settled. An additional allowance of land is also recommended. It
is then proposed that the board of Treasury be authorized to contract with any person or persons for a
grant of a tract of land, of which the boundaries are described, out of which separate tracts are to be
reserved for satisfying the claims of the ancient settlers, which shall be included within a prescribed
boundary. That immediate measures be taken for confirming in their possessions and titles the French
and Canadian inhabitants, and other settlers on said lands, who, on or before the year 1783, had professed
themselves citizens of the United States, or any of them, and for laying off the several tracts which they
rightfully claim within the prescribed limits, and for laying off the three additional reserved tracts, suffi-
cient to give each family, residing at either of the five villages, 400 acres; that, when this shall be done,
all that remains of the three additional reserved tracts be considered as part of the general purchase; and
that the governor of the western territory be instructed to repair to the French settlements at and above
Kaskaskias; that he examine the titles and possessions of the settlers to determine the quantity of land
which they claim, which shall be laid off io them at their expense; and that he ascertain the number of
families, to determine the quantity to be Izid off in the several reserves, &c.

This report, and the resolutions for carrying its provisions into effect, were adopted by Congress,
though the purchase appears never to have been made. But it is evidently deducible from the measures
that the Congress asserted claim to the whole of the Jand embraced within the general boundary, except
so much as was held in possession by such of the French and Canadian and other settlers at the five
named viliages as had, in 1783, or before, professed themselves citizens according to the laws and usages
of their respective governments; that they recognized no claim, except such as was accompanied with
actual possession and bclonged to citizens; that they considered themselves authorized to grant, and did
by these resolves actually propose to grant, all the rest of the described territory—thus actually resuming,
if any such resumption were necessary, any lands in said boundary which may have been granted fifty
years before by a foreign government, and were then claimed by non-resident aliens, who neither bad
possession, nor had, in 1783, nor before, nor since, professed themselves citizens of the United States, or
any of them. The committee are satisfied that the general boundary of the land thus offered for sale
includes at least one of the tracts which had been granted to Renault.

By the 2d section of the act of Congress of March 3, 1791, it is enacted that the heads of families at
Vincennes, in the Hlinois country, in 1783, who afterwards removed from the limits of the Territory, are,
notwithstanding, entitled to the 400 acres of land given by the resolves of Congress, &c., provided that,
if they or their heirs do not return and occupy these lands within five years, they shall be considered as
forfeited.

The 4th section of the same act provides that where lands have been actually improved and cultivated
at Vincennes, or in the Illinois country, under a supposed grant, by any commandant or officer claiming
authority to make such grant, the lands supposed to be granted may be confirmed to the persons who had
improved them, and their heirs, not exceeding to any one person 400 acres.
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These acts, relating particularly to the Illinois country, have been quoted, and the whole legislation
of Congress may be referred to as evidencing the uniform distinction that bas prevailed in favor of those
who improved, and continue to occupy the soil, over any and all others who might have claims to it. If
those who, by improvement, and occupancy, and citizenship, in 1783, had entitled themselves to the 400
acres of land, given by the resolve of 1788, but who had subsequently left the Territory, were required,
under penalty of forfeiture, to return and occupy, upon what imaginable condition could those who had
left the Territory in 1743 or 1744, who were not citizens, but alien foreigners, be permitted to hold claim
to unimproved portions of the soil? There is nothing in any of these acts which gives countenance to
any such claim. It finds no sanction or recognition in any of the treaties or cessions by which the country
changed owners. On the contrary, from the omission of such claims, while the rights of persons actually
in possession ave guarded and secured, the inference is very strong against the validity of any such claim.
The argument is, that the actual inhabitants of a ceded territory, who are seated upon and enjoying lands
granted to them under the former sovereignty, and so continue under the new, present so strong a claim
for the confirmation of their titles by the new power as scarcely to require provision for such confirmation
in the act of cession. And, indeed, if they continue to occupy, the confirmation itself seems to be an act
of supererogation. Very different is the claim of the alien non-resident. To say the least of it, it is
extremely doubtful whether it retains any validity against the new sovereign. If] then, the act of cession
provides for the confirmation of the occupants, and makes no provision for the non-resident claimant, the
inference is strong that the claim of the latter is abandoned. In this there is no injustice. The
acquiring sovereign knows no claimants of the soil but such as are upon it, or such as are expressly
provided for in the cession. Any other claimant may justly look to the ceding sovereign under whom he
claims, and whose duty, therefore, it was to guard his claim in the cession, if it was intended to be valid
against the new sovereign, to reimburse to him any luss consequent upon this neglect. Suppose, in 1740,
when the Illinois country was claimed and possessed by France, a French subject had purchased 1,000,000
acres, paid for it, and received from the King a granf to him and his beirs forever; that he never came
to the Illinois, but kept the grant in his pocket, leaving the 1,000,000 acres unsettled; that, in this con-
dition of things, the whole country is, some twenty years afterwards, acquired by Great Britain, by conquest
and by cession from the crown of France, no provision being made for him, nor notice given of the grant.
If the grant were considered as subsisting and valid against France, the grantee might well claim
remuneration from that government for transferring the whole country to a foreign power, and thus
disabling him from taking the benefit of the grant. But on what ground could he, continuing a non-resident
of the ceded territory and a subject of France, demand of Great Britain either the land itself, or remu-
neration for the price that he paid to the French government? If the land is given to him, for what
purpose is it? Is it that, remaining a nonresident alien, he may hold a large tract of territory, cither
waste and uncultivated, or occupied by his tenants, owing him annual renf or duty? Or is it that he, a
foreign alien, may receive from resident subjects the price of the land? The first supposition is entirely
inadmissible; the last is to suppose that the acquiring sovereign would gratuitously confer upon an alien
and non-resident the right of selling land which he could not hold, and the price of which would otherwise
belong to the sovereign himself. Upon the acquisition of territory by any power, the individnal owners
of the soil must be under allegiance to that power, or its sovereignty is imperfect, and the acquisition
incomplete. When the individual owners are upon the soil and continue there, that fact itself places them
in some degree under allegiance to the new sovereign, and entitles them to protection; and it being incon-
sistent with the humanity and liberality of modern nations, even in case of acquisition by conquest, to
invade private possessions any further than the public safety requires, the possessors of the soil are
entitled to become subjects and retain their lands, and the privilege is generally conceded, in point of
fact, that if they do not choose to become subjects may sell their lands and depart. But it is conceived
that this power of sale is a privilege by concession, or, if a right at all, that it is derived from, and depends
on, the fact of their being inhabitants, actually found in possession of the soil which they have cultivated
and improved to the benefit of their country, and therefore of the new sovereign, and not in consequence
of a bare, naked grant from the former proprietor; and that therefore no such right belongs to, and no such
privilege can be expected by, the non-wresident alien, much less that such non-resident alien can be
permitted to hold lands for an indefinite period, waste and uncultivated, withdrawn from the uses of a
growing population, and from the control and disposition of the territorial sovereign. In order that the
sovereignty be perfect, all Jand owners must be subjecis of the territorial sovereign. Sovereignty is
presumed to be perfect, and is, in fact, so unless restrained by the superior force of another sovercign, ox
limited by convention. Inacquisitions by conquest the sovereignty is, of course, complete; in acquisitions
by cession it is complete, except so far as restricted by the instrument of cession, or other compact relating
to it. Suppose a territory ceded which has not a single inhabitant, but the whole of which has been
granted by the former sovereign owner to various individuals, its subjects, and that they continue to be
its subjects, have they any right to demand of the new sovereign a recognition or confirmation of their
granis? Can the new sovereign recognize such non-resident aliens as the proprietors of the soil? What
would be the condition of the new sovereign should he make such recognition? The principle is the same,
whether the whole or a part of the ceded territory is thus claimed by non-resident aliens under a mere
grant from the former sovereign. If the new sovereign is bound to confirm or recognize as valid such a
claim to 100 or 1,000,000 acres, it would be equally bound to confirm similar claims to the whole territory,
and would thus be acquiring a territory, the whole of which is, at the time, and might be forever, owned
by foreign, and alien, and non-resident proprietors. No such obligation can be admitted; no such limitation
of sovereiguty as would follow can be presumed.

The committee have thus reviewed the principles which appear to them applicable to the claim of
Renault’s heirs, as it is affected by their own acts, and by the various changes which have taken place in
the political condition of the country, and by the acts of the last and present sovereign up to the passagc
of the actof March, 1804, which they are now about to notice. By that act the three land offices of Detroit,
Vincennes, and Kaskaskias were established, and land districts annexed to each, within the last of which
the lands granted to Renault lie. The section of that act provides that all persons claiming land
within either of those districts under legal grants made by the French government prior to the treaty of
1'163, or by the British government between that event and the treaty of 1783, orunder any act or resolution of
Congress subsequent to the last treaty, shall, on or before the 1st day of January, 1805, present to the register
of the land office at the district within which the land claimed lies a notice describing the nature of his
claim, and the papers evidencing his title, which shall be recorded. By the same act a tribunal is erected
for determining the validity of the titles presented, and describes the mode of their proceeding and limits
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their action. The committee is disposed to think that it was in consequence of {his act that the attempt
has been made to resuscitate a claim which, however legal it may have been in its origin, had long before
the passage of the act lost all its validity. The committee do not believe that the act gives sanction to
any such attempt, or that it can be considered as possessing any such virtue. If this title was not,
previous to the passage of that act, such as this nation was bound, by the principles of justice or poliey,
or national law, to recognize and confirm as subsisting and valid against itself, there is nothing in that
act which makes it so, and there is nothing in the act which binds the nation to recognize or confirm a
title which, independently of that act, it was not bound to recognize. The act merely erects a tribunal for
the adjudication of titles, and prescribes the mode of bringing them forward; under that act the present
claim was presented to the commissioners, who made a detailed report upon it, not confirming it, but
stating the facts relating to it, and examining various questions supposed to affect the legality of its
origin and its then subsisting validity. The report of the commissioners was favorable to the title, but
did not confirm it, and, therefore, was neither conclusive nor final. It did not examine any of the questions
which have been noticed in this report, except as to the abandonment or forfeiture of the claim by Renault
and his heirs, and the necessity of an inquisition to ascertain the fact, or produce the legal consequences
of escheat or forfeiture; and these questions it left in doubt. As thaf report appears to have been the
basis of an act of Congress confirming the title of Renault’s heirs as to one of the tracts embraced in the
grant to him by the Company of the West, and of several reports in favor of confirming the title as to the
tract now in question, which is embraced in the same grant, the committee think it due to the case to
examine the facts and conclusions of that report.

The facts which were before the board of commissioners, and upon which they come to the conclu-
sion, were the following:

1st. The “ancient record,” as it is called by them, “ and said to belong to the office of the recorder of
the county of Randolph, purporting to be a record of ancient French grants, made in the Illinois between
the years 1722 and 1740;” and under each grant is written the names of “ Bois-briant and Des Ursins as
grantors.”

2d. Four other grants of a similar character were presented to them by French settlers, claiming
their lan%s by virtue thereof as descending from their ancestors.

3d. The handwriting in the last documents corresponds with the handwriting of the ancient records
first mentioned.

These seem to have been the only facts before the commissioners, from which they conclude that the
copy of the grant accompanying this report, gnd which is copied from the ancient record in the recorder’s
office in Randolph, is a genuine grant in fee-simple to Renault, made according to the laws and usages of
the French government at that period.

There seems to have been no proof before the commissioners in relation to the ancient record; who
had made it, or who had charge of it, during the continuance of the French government, British or
Spanish governments, or how it came into the office of the recorder of Randolph. There seems to have
been no evidence before them as to the time Renault left America, or when he died, except the date of
the deed made by him in 1740. There was no evidence before them whether Renault died with or with-
out heirs, nor any authority produced for an application, in their name, by the individual who undertook
to act as their agent and file this claim before the Loard, and the committee have no reason to believe
that any such authority existed; nor was there any evidence before them showing that Renault had ever
taken possession of the lands now claimed in the name of his heirs, nor is any such evidence before the
committee.

Upon the face of the paper, relied on as the grant in fee-simple, doubts exist whether it was intended
to have been upon condition of his establishing and working the mines, or whether it was granted to aid
him in making such an_establishment. The former construction would seem the most probable, as the
second tract is granted to him “to raise provisions to supply all the settlements which he may make at
the mines.” It is most probable that the paper produced was intended as a concession authorizing him
to take possession, and which was afterwards to be completed by a title from the governor general when
the conditions had been complied with; and this idea is confirmed by the deed, made by him in 1740, of a
portion of the land in the grant. When describing his title in the deed, he speaks of it as a title derived
trom Bienville, the governor general, and makes no allusion to the paper now produced, signed by Bois-
briant and Des Ursins, and, in the deed, describes himself as “ director of the mines.” Upon such a pa-
per, produced under such circumstances, and with no other evidence than was before the board of com-
missioners, and after the lapse of a near a century, the committee do not perceive that any presumption
could arise favorable to the claim of the applicants; indeed, if the paper had been of unquestionable
origin and authenticity, and a conveyance in fee-simple, the non-claim for near a century, and the actual
sale of a portion of the property by the British government more than half a century since, as stated by
the board of commissioners, would have created an irresistible presumption that the property had been
retroceded by the grantees, or forfeited or abandoned, and should have been so treated by the board of
commissioners. .

The board of commissioners make other statements of some facts of which there is no evidence be-
fore the committee, to wit: “That portions of the property granted to Renault were from time to time con-
veyed away by him to individuals by various nofarial and judicial acts, and it appears that the convey-
ances from Renault were respected as good both by the French and English governments,” and from this
concludes the grant was good; these conveyances and recognitions should have been presented to the
committee to enable us to decide to what weight they were entitled.

The board of commissioners examine the doctrine of escheat, abandonment, or forfeiture, and come
to the conclusion, that as “no judicial oct or other act, that we know of, tock place to annex this property to
the dowmains of the Crown of England,” that the grant must be subsisting and valid, notwithstanding in a
previous part of the report they state the fact that a portion of the land granted to Renault “ was con-
sidered by the officers of the British government forfeiled,” and granted by them to others; but they do
not consider these transactions as weighing anything, because ‘“they seem never to have received the
sanction of the British King,” thus on the one hand considering the grants of the Spanish governors
making the grant to Renault good, without the slightest evidence of the sanction of the French King,
and those acts of the British governors on the same subject void, because they do not “seem to have
been sanctioned by the Crown of England.”

The position assumed by the board of commissioners that, upon the conquest of a country, there is

.
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some act necessary on the part of the acquiring sovereign to produce a forfeiture of real estate, claimed
by individuals of the losing nation, is not, in the opinion of the committee, warranted by reason, justice,
or policy, as has been heretofore shown in this report; and in addition to this the committee beg leave to
refer the House to the doctrines upon that subject as laid down by Chief Justice Kent, in the 2d volume
of his Commentaries, page 46, in which he says, “an alien cannot acquire title fo real property by de-
scent or by other mere operation of law,” and * cannot be even inherited from an alien by a citizen, and
upon the death of an alien would instantly, and of necessity, without any inquest of office, escheat and
vest in the State, because he is incompetent to transmit by hereditary descent.” This doctrine has been
repeatedly recognized in our courts.—(Reed ws. Reed, 1 Mumf, 225; Dawson vs. Godfry, 4 Cranch, 321;
Jackson vs. Burns, 3 Binney, 75; Blight agt. Rochester, T Wheaton, 535. .

This is believed by the committee to be the true and proper doctrine on that subject, and conclusive
against the present application.

The committee cannot but feel surprised that the board of commissioners should have permitted a
claim to have been filed in the name of the heirs of Renaulf, by some unknown person claiming to be an
agent, and without the production of any authority, without knowing or specifying their names, or where
they resided, or auything about them. So far as the committee can see, from all the information be-
fore them, or which was before the the hoard of commissioners, there is no reason to believe that any
anthority existed from them for setting up the claim, nor, inleed, that such persons existed as the heirs of
Philip Renault. The committee cannot but suspect said claim was filed by some individual or individuals
unknown to the committee, under the hope of getting a confirmation of the title from the government,
and afterwards searching for the owners and purchasing upon speculation, and they have reason to be-
lieve, from verbal statements made to them, that said tract is now claimed by citizens of the United
States, who pretend {o have purchased from the heirs of Renault. :

The committee are of opinion that no further attention should be paid to said claimants, and the said
land should be surveyed and sold as other public lands of the United States. .

The committee therefore report a bill directing the survey and sale of said land

Y
-
23D CoNGRESS.] No. 1221. {1sr Sgssiox.

APPLICATION OF OHIO FOR DONATIONS OF LAND TO THE OFFICERS AND SOLDIERS OF
THE WAR OF 1812-15.

COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE APRIL T, 1834.
PREAMBLE AND RESOLUTIONS of the legislature of Ohio relating to the officers and soldiers of the late war.

The Select Committee, who were instructed to inquire into the expediency of reporting resolutions in-
structing our senators and requesting our representatives in Congress to use their exertions to
procure the passage of a law appropriating a portion of the public domain to the officérs, militia-
men, and volunteers who served in the late war, their widows and orphans, report:

That whether the subject be viewed with reference to the claims of justice and gratitude in favor of
those proposed to be relieved, or with reference to the effect which the granting or withholding the aid
contemplated must have upon the minds of our citizens and of posterity, it appears to your committee
to be of great importance, and justly to deserve the attention of this legislature and of the general
government. That class of persons who are proposed as the fit subjects of national gratitude and
bounty are most meritorious, if exalted patriotism, dauntless courage, and patient endurance of suffering
in the hour of trial and of danger, directed and applied fo the defence of our beloved country and the
preservation of her free institutions, can confer snch a title. If a comparison should be instituted between
the class of persons relieved by the provisions of the act of Congress of June, 1832, and those engaged
in the late war, especially those engaged in the defence of the northwestern frontier, it is believed that
the latter will be found to be, in many respects, equally entitled to the favorable consideration of the
government as the former, And that if the officers, musicians, soldiers, and Indian spies, who served a
period of six months in the war of the revolution, are entitled to the bounty of the government, without
reference to the services they rendered or to their present circumstances, those citizen soldiers, whose
sufferings and achievements in the service of their country are as well known and as fresh in our recol-
lection as that they were then poorly paid, and are now, many of the most worthy of them, in obsourity,
poverty, and want, are alike entitled, not only to the gratitude of their countrymen who are now in the
full enjoyment of that liberty which they fought and suffered to defend, but also to remuneration from
that government in the service of which they enlisted, and for which they were willing not only to suffer,
but, if necessary, to offer the libation of their blood in defence of her rights and of her injured honor.
And whilst the nation, at peace with all the world, has an overflowing Treasury, and is at a loss to deter-
mine upon the best method of disposing of her vast domain, your committee know of no use to which a
portion of it can be better applied than by rewarding her brave and patriotic citizens who proved their
devotion to the cause of liberty in the late war, and who, in that noble service, besides privation and
bodily sufferings, sustained great losses and sacrifices of property. Such a measure on the part of the
government, while it would have but little comparative influence upon her resources, would contribute
more to exalt her character for justice, gratitude, and magnanimity, than any other disposition of a like
quantity of her public land that can at this time be made. Your committee therefore recommend the
adoption of the following resolutions: )

Resolved by the general assembly of the State of Ohio, That the senators of this State in Congress be,

-
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and they ave hereby instructed, and our representatives requested, to endeavor to procure the passage of
a law appropriating a portion of the public domain to the officers, militiamen, and volunteers who served
in the late war for a period of three months or upwards; also to the widows and orphans of those who
were killed by the Indians during that war, and to those who enlisted and served for twelve or eighteen
months, and who have not received the bounty land.
Resolved, That his excellency the governor. be, and he is hereby, requested to forward to each of our
senators and representatives in Congress a copy of the foregoing #eport and resolution.
JOHN H. KEITH, Speaker of the House of Representatives.
DAVID T. DISNEY, Speaker of the Senate.
Fepruary 28, 1834,

-

23p Coxcress.] No. 1222, [1st SksstoN.

APPLICATION OF OHIO FOR A DISTRIBUTION OF A PART OF THE PROCEEDS OF THE SALES
OF THE PUBLIC LANDS AMONG THE SEVERAL STATES FOR PURPOSES OF EDUCATION.

COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE APRIL 7, 1834.
RESOLUTION relating to schools.

Resolued by the general assembly of the Slate of Ohio, That our senators be instructed, and our repre-
sentatives in Congress be requested, to use their exertions to induce the general government to grant to
the respective States, in proportion to their representative numbers, a part of the proceeds of the national
domain for the purposes of education.

Resolved, That his excellency the governor be requested to transmit to each of our senators and

representatives in the Congress of the United States a copy of the foregoing resolution.
JOHN H. KEITH, Speaker of the House of Representafives.
DAVID T. DISNEY, Speaker of the Senate.

Marcr 3, 1834.

No. 1223. [1sr Sesstow.

23p CoxerEss.]

ON CLAIM TO A BOUNTY LAND WARRANT FOR THE MILITARY SERVICES OF A SLAVE BY
HIS OWNER.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APRIL T, 1834.

Mr. Cave Jomxsoy, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of
Benjamin Oden, reported:

That a slave named Frederick, belonging to Benjamin Oden, ran away from his master in the spring
of 1814, and enlisted as a common soldier, by the name of William Williams, by ensign Martin, of the
3Sth infantry, on the 5th of April, 1814, during the war; that he continued in the service until the 19th
of March, 1815, when he died in the hospital at Baltimore, his master never having recovered the posses-
sion of said servant. .

The questions presented to the committee are, whether the master of said servant is entitled to the
bounty land to which said William Williams or his heirs would have been entitled if he had been a free
man, and to the balance of pay to which said William Williams was entitled at the time of his death.

The committee do not think proper to examine these questions and decide them upon what might.be
considered strict principles of law applicable to them; but inasmuch as the government has actually
received the services of said Williams, for which, if he had been a free man, he would have been entitled
to his pay and bounty land under the Jaws of the land, they think the same should be paid over fo his
master, who was the actual sufferer by the improper conduct of the servant, if not also of the officer who
enlisted him, and report a bill accordingly. N

voL. vi——122 E
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23p CoNGRESS. ] - No. 1224, . [1sr Sesston.
ON CLAIM TO LAND IN MISSISSIPPI.

"
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APRIL 8, 1834,

Mr. Cagg, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of Eliza S.
‘Williams, widow of Isaac Williams, deceased, reported:

That the petitioner sets forth that on the 10th day of December, 1816, Isaac Bush purchased of the
United States, at the land office at Washington, Mississippi, the fractional sections Nos. 39 and 41, in
township No. 1, of range No. 1 west, in the land district west of Pearl river; that said Isaac Williams,
as assignee of the said Isaac Bush, obtained a certificate of further credit from the register of said land
office, under the act of Congress of the 2d of March, 1821, prolonging the time of payment until the 31st
of March, 1829; that previous to the time so limited for the completion of the payment by the act afore-
said, two claims in the names of Catharine Surgett and Charles Surgett, derived from the Spanish govern-
ment, were presented upon the map of said township and range by the surveyor general, by which the
greater part of the land claimed under the purchase of said Bush was embraced. Thus circumstanced, the
representatives of Isaac Williams were prevented from completing the payments for said land at the time
required in the certificate granting further credit, &e.

Petitioner further represents that the claimants under the Spanish warrants of survey to the said
Catharine Surgett and Charles Surgett having, by an act of Congress passed on the 3d of July, 1832,
obtained the right of locating other lands in lieu of that surveyed for them in said township and range,
conflicting with the land claimed by the petitioner in behalf of the legal representatives of her deceased
husband, there is now no adverse claim or any impediment to the payments of the balance due on
said land which has hitherto existed. The act passed for the relief of land debtors having expired,
. petitioner prays that the legal representatives of Isaac Williams, deceased, may be authorized by law to
re-enter or become the purchaser at private sale of so much of said fractional sections Nos. 39 and 41, in
township No. 1, of range No. 1 west, not disposed of since the forfeiture thereof. The register of the
land office aforesaid certifies to the assignment of the certificate to Williams, and of the further credit,
and exhibits a diagram showing that the lands of said Catharine and Charles Surgeit do not interfere
with those lands which the petitioner wishes to purchase.

From the evidence before the committee, in addition to the facts set forth in the petition, the committee
are of opinion that the prayer of the petitioner ought to be granted, and for that purpose report a bill.

93p CoNerEss.] No. 1225, [Lsr Sesston:

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN MICHIGAN.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APRIL 8, 1834.

Mr. Carg, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred, on the 25th March, the peti-
tion of Daniel Whitney, James Porlier, John P. Arndt, Augustus Grignon, Louis Grignon, and Michael
Dousman, reported:

That said petitioners represent themselves to be the owners of certain lands in the vicinity of Fort
Howard, at Green Bay, which were confirmed by the acts of the 2Ist February, 1823, and 17th April,
1828, to Jacques Porlier, Louis Grigunon, Peter Grignon, James Veaux, Alexis Gardipier, and Francis
Lavanture, for which lands they are entitled to patents from the United States, and for which patents
would have been issued at the same time that patents for similar claims in that vicinity were issued, had
not the officer in command of Fort Howard, at the time when the claims at Green Bay were surveyed,
pointed out to the surveyor and reserved much more land than was actually occupied for military pur-
poses, thereby preventing the surveyor from surveying and returning plats of all the lands actually con-
firmed to the claimants. » : .

By reference to the report of the commissioners appointed under the act of 11th of May, 1820, to
investigate titles and claims to land at Green Bay, the committee find that the claims of Jacques Porlier
and Louis Grignon were recommended for confirmation by the said commissioners, and were actually con-
firmed by a subsequent act of Congress, of 21st February, 1823, subject, however, to any reservation that
might have been made for public uses. As no such reservation had been made, so far as the committee
have been informed, they are of opinion that the confirmation of title to those claimants was complete,
and that they should have received patents for the land confirmed to them at the same time that patents
were issued for other claims in the same vicinity.

By reference to the report of the aforesaid board of commissioners, while acting under the law of
21st February, 1828, the committee find that the claims of Peter Grignon, James Veaux, Alexis Gardipier,
and Francis Lavanture are recommended for confirmation by the board with the usual limitations; and on
referring to the act of 1Tth April, 1828, it will be perceived that the title of these claimants was con-
firmed to all the land recommended to be confirmed to them by the commissioners, with the exception of
such lands as were “occupied for military purposes.”

From the testimony adduced, the committee are not fully satisfied that a part of the land thus recom-
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mended for confirmation, and thus confirmed, was not, at the time when the survey of private land claims
was made in that vicinity, occupied for military purposes; but as the fifth section of the act of* 21st
February, 1823, aforesaid, grants the land to the claimants positively, on certain conditions, and without
any qualification as to its being occupied at a subsequent period for military purposes, it is believed that
the claimants have an equitable claim upon the government for such portions of their respective farms as
are now required for the use of the government, and that it is but justice that the remainder of their
claims, which is not occupied or required for military purposes, should be patented to them according to
law; and for this purpose, and that the claimants may receive a fair compensation for whatever part of
their lands may be required for the use of the garrison, the committee report a bill.

23p CoNGREsS. ] No. 12286. [1st SEssioN.

ON CLAIM TO LAND IN FLORIDA.

COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APRIL 8, 1834.

Mr. Asatey, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was referred the petition of Peter Alba,
reported: i

That in the year 1817 the Spanish authorities exposed to public sale a number of lots situated in the
city of Pensacola, when Joseph Swett being the highest bidder, ten of said lots were struck off to him;
but in consequence of his failure to attend and comply with the terms of sale, the ten lots, together with
five others, were adjudged and conveyed to the petitioner, Peter Alba, by the governor of Pensacola, for
a valuable consideration. After the cession of Florida, Alba submitted to the board of commissioners
appointed to examine and adjust land titles in that Territory, certain papers under which he claimed
title. The commissioners rejected the claim on the ground that the papers exhibited were fraudulent and
antedated. It, however, appears from documents accompanying Alba’s petition that he had, at the time of
presenting his claim to the board, sufficient evidence of title to establish his right to the property claimed,
but perhaps did not exhibit the same as fully as he should have done. It also appears that a portion of
the property has been sold to innocent purchasers for a valuable consideration.

The foregoing facts being supported by the subjoined statement of the Hon. Joseph M. White, the
committee are of opinion the prayer of the petitioner ought to be granted, and report a bill accordingly.

Mr. White, of Florida, baving understood that it was the wish of the Commitiee on Public Lands
that he should state what -he knows of the claim of Peter Alba, has the honor to say that he was one of
the commissioners in Florida to whom the claim was presented. The claim originated in a sale of out
lots made by the governor of the province in 1817. There is no question of the authority of the governor,
nor of his right to sell, or that he did sell these lots, and that the original purchaser having failed to com-
ply with the condition of the sale, they were adjudicated to Peter Alba, who has since sold-them, or a part
of them, to innocent purchasers. If Alba had presented this record to the commissioners, the title wonld
have been confirmed, as all the other titles depending on that record, and similar in all respects to his,
were confirmed. He, however, forged a complete royal grant, in the name of the governor, to make his
title better than the others, and in letting go the substance and grasping at the shadow, the commission-
ers having no other than his grant, forged as I have represented, rejected the title. He, and those who
claim under him, now exhibit the same evidence on which similar claims have been confirmed, and Mr.
‘White thinks this title ought to be confirmed, and that it is a valid title under the treaty with Spain, and
has been so decided by the commissioners and Congress heretofore in other cases in all respects the same.

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, March 4, 1834.

23p CoNgRESS. ] No. 1227. [1sr SessionN.

IN RELATION TO SALES OF THE PUBLIC LANDS ACQUIRED FROM THE CHOCTAW
INDIANS.

COMMUNICATED TO THE SENATE APRIL 9, 1834,
To the Senate:

I transmit herewith a report from the Commissioner of the General Land Office, made in compliance
with the resolution of the Senate of the 29th ultimo, calling for “ the dates of the proclamations, and the
times of sale specified in each of the sales of the public lands in the district of country acquired from
the Choctaw tribe of Indians by the treaty of Dancing Rabbit creek, and from the Creek tribe of Indians
in Alabama; and also the causes, if any existed, of a shorter notice being given for the sale of these
lands than is usual in the sale of the other public lands.” .

ANDREW JACKSON.

WasHinagroN, April 8, 1834.
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GENERAL LaNp OrricE, dpril 1T, 1834.

Sir: In compliance with your request to report to you on the resolution of the Senate of the 28th
ultimo, in the following words, to wit: * Resolved, That the President of the United States be requested
to communicate to the Senate the dates of the proclamations, and the times of sales specified in each, for
the sales of the public lands in the district of country acquired from the Choctaw tribe of Indians by the
treaty of Dancing Rabbit creek, and from the Creek tribe of Indians in Alabama, and also the causes, if
any existed, of a shorter notice being given for the sales of these lands than is usual in the sales of the
other public lands,” T have the honor to state that the proclamation of the President for the sale of the
Jands acquired from the Choctaw Indians under the treaty of Dancing Rabbit creek bears date August 12,
1833, and that the sales, as appointed in said proclamation, took place at the times and places as follows:

At Chocchuma, on the 3d Monday of October, 1833.

At Chocchuma, on the 1st Monday of November, 1833.

At Columbus, on the 2d Monday of November, 1833.

At Columbus, on the 4th Monday of November, 1833.

At Augusta, on the 3d Monday of Qctober, 1833.

At Augusta, on the 1st Monday of November, 1833.

At Mount Salus, on the 2d Monday of October, 1833,

These notices of the sales of the public lands acquired from the Choctaw Indians were considered at
the time amply sufficient, and were not unusually short; and it is not yet known {o the Executive that
they were not sufficient for every purpose, as to time, the interest of the government, and that of indi-
viduals who became, or contemplated to become, purchasers.

The proclamation of the sales of the lands acquired from the Creek Indians in Alabama was issued
on the 17th of December, 1833, directing the sales at Montevallo and Montgomery on the second Monday
(the 18th) of January, 1884. This proclamation did not give so long previous notice of the sales as is
usual, owing to the peculiar circumstances of the case, and an ardent desire not to resort to coercive
measures to remove, unnecessarily, intruders from the public lands, and to enable actual settlers not
inferfering with the rights of the Creek nation, and individual Indians having reservations, to secure to
themselves their domicil and improvements, and to the express obligations of the general government
under the treaty ceding that territory to the United States. It is believed that these sales at the time,
and under the circumstances of the case, have produced the beneficial effects anticipated so far as to
dissipate the popular excitement previously existing in favor of the actual settlers, and to render unneces-
sary, in a great degree, the resort-to active and coercive measures to remove intruders.

With greab respect, I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant, _
ELIJAH HAYWARD.
The Presivexnt of the Unifed States.

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

In pursuance of law, I, Andrew Jackson, President of the United States of America, do hereby declare
and make known that public sales will be held at the undermentioned land offices in the State of Missis-
sippi, and at the several periods hereinafter designated, for the disposal of such lands as have been
officially reported by the surveyor general as having been surveyed within the limits of the tract of
country ceded to the United States by the mingoes, chiefs, captains, and warriors of the Choctaw nation,
under the treaty concluded at Dancing Rabbit creek on the twenty-seventh day of September, in the year
of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and thirty, to wit:

At Chocchuma,.the seat of the land office for the northwestern district, created by the act of Congress
approved on the 2d of March, 1833, commencing on the third Monday in October next, (October 21,) for
the disposal of the public lands within the limits of the undermentioned townships and fractional town-
ships, viz:

North of the base line and east of the meridian of Choctaw district.

Township twenty, of range one.

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, and twenty-three, of range two.

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and*{wenty-four, of range three.

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, twenty-four, and twenty-five, of range four.

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, twenty-four, and twenty-five, of range five.

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-four, and twenty-five, of range six.

At the same place, in continuation, commencing on the first Monday in November next, (4th Novem-
ber,) fer the disposal of the public lands within the limits of the undermentioned townships and fractional
townships, viz:

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, and twenty-five, of range seven, north of the base line, and
eost of the meridian of the Choctaw district; also the undermentioned townships and fractional townships
situate north of the base line, and west of the meridian of the Choctaw district, viz:

Fractional townships twenty-eight and twenty-nine, of range five.

Fractional township twenty, (southwest of the old Indian boundary,) townships twenty-six and
twenty-seven, and fractional township twenty-eight, of range six.

Township twenty, and fractional township twenty-one, (southwest of the old Indian boundary,)
township twenty-two, and fractional townships twenty-five, twenty-six, and twenty-seven, of range seven.

Township twenty, and fractional townships twenty-one, twenty-two, and twenty-three, of range eight.

Fractional townships twenty, twenty-one, and twenty-two, of range nine.

Fractional townships twenty and twenty-one, of range ten.

At Columbus, on the Tombeckbee river, the seat of the land office for the northeastern district of Mis-
sissippi, created by the act approved on the 2d day of March, 1833, commencing on the second Monday in
November next, (11th November,) for the disposal of the public lands within the limits of the undermen-
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tioned townships and fractional townships situate north of the base line, and east of the meridian of the Choc-
taw district, viz:

Fractional township fifteen, and townships sixteen, seventeen, and eighteen, of range one.

Fractional township fifteen, and townships sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range two.

Fractional township fifteen, and townships sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range three.
. Fractional townships twelve and thirteen, and townships seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range

our.

Fractional townships ten and eleven, and townships twelve, thirteen, seventeen, eighteen, and nine-
teen, of range five.

Townships ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range six.

Townships twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range
seven.

At the same place, in continuation, commencing on the fourth Monday in November next, (25th No-
vember,) for the disposal of the public lands within the limits of the undermentioned townships and
fractional township, north of the base line, and east of the meridian of the Choctaw district, viz:

Townships nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, and sixteen, of range eight.

Townships nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, and sixteen, of range nine.

Townships nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, and sixteen, of range twelve.

Townships seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range thirteen. "

Townships seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range fourteen.

Townships seventeen, eighteen, and nineteen, of range fifteen.

Townships seventeen and eighteen, and fractional township nineteen, of range sixteen.

At the land office at Augusta, commencing on the third Monday in October next, (21st October,) for
the disposal of the public lands within the limits of the undermentioned townships and fractional town-
ships, forming a portion of the country ceded by the Choctaws under the provisions of the treaty aforesaid,
situate north of the base line, and east of the meridian of the Choctaw district, viz:

Fractional townships one, two, three, four, and five, of range six.

Townships one, two, three, four, and five, of range seven.

Townships one, two, three, four, five, and six, of range eight.

Townships one, two, three, four, five, and six, of range nine.

Townships one, two, three, four, five, and six, of range ten.

Townships one, two, three, four, five, and six, of range eleven. -

Also at the land office at Augusta, in continuation, on the first Monday in November next, (4th
November,) for the disposal of the public lands within the limits of the undermentioned townships and
fractional townships, situate north of the base line, and east of the meridian of the Choctaw district, viz:

Townships one, two, three, four, five, and six, of range twelve.

Townships one, two, and three, of range thirteen.

Townships one, two, and three, of range fourteen.

Townships one, two, and three, of range fifteen.

Townships one, two, and three, of range sixteen.

Fractional township one, of range seventeen.

Fractional township one, of range eighteen.

Also the undermentioned townships numbered north from the thirty-first degree of latitude, and situaie
between the old Indian boundary and the extended base line of the Choctaw district, and west of the meridian of
the St. Stephen’s district, viz:

Fractional township ten, of range six.

Fractional township nine and township ten, of range seven.

Fractional townships nine and ten, of range eight.

Fractional townships ten, of ranges nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, and fifteen.

Fractional township nine and township ten, of range sixteen.

At the commencement of the first sale at Augusta there will be offered to the highest bidder such
lands formerly sold af St Stephen’s, situate within the present limits of the duguste district, as have been
relinquished to the United States, or have reverted for non-payment, and which have not been exposed to
public sale subsequent to the relinquishment or reversion thereof.

At the land office at Mount Salus, on the second Monday in October next, (October 14,) there will
be exposed to public sale the public lands within the limits of the undermentioned townships north of
the base line, and west of the meridian, viz:

Townships sixteen and nineteen, of range one. .

Township nineteen, of range six.

Township nineteen, of range seven.

Townships sixteen and nineteen, of range eight.

The reservations anthorized by the treaty will be indicated on the official plats of survey prior to the
commencement of the public sales.

Each sale will be kept open for a period not exceeding two weeks, and no longer than may be found
necessary to offer all the lands, with the exception of the sale 2t Mount Salus, which will be kept open
for one week, and no longer. .

Lands reserved by law for the use of schools, or for other purposes, are to be excluded from sale.

Given under my hand at the city of Washington, the twelfth day of August, A. D. 1833.

ANDREW JACKSON.

By the President:

Eruar Havywaro, Commissioner of the General Land Office.

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

In pursuance of law, I, Andrew Jackson, President of the United States, do hereby declare and make
known that public sales will be held at the undermentioned land offices in the State of Alabama, at the
periods hereinafter designated, for the disposal of lands within the undermentioned townships and
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fractional townships, in the tract of country ceded to the United States by the treaty made and concluded
at the city of Washington on the twenty-fourth day of March, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight
hundred and thirty-two, between the United States and the Creek tribe of Indians, to wit:

At Montevallo, the seat of the land office for the Coosa district, on the second Monday in January
next, for the sale of the lands in the following described townships and fractional townships, to wit:

Fractional towuships twenty-one and twenty-two, of range one east.

Fractional townships twenty, twenty-one, and twenty-two, of range two east.

Fractional townships seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, and twenty-two, of range three east.

Township twenty-one, of range three east.

Fractional tawnships fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, and twenty-two, of range four east.

Townships nineteen, twenty, and twenty-one, of range four east.

Fractioual townships thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, and twenty-two, of range five east.

Townships seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, and twenty-one, of range five east.

Fractional townships twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, and twenty-two, of range six east.

Townships sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, and twenty-one, of range six east.

Townships thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, rineteen, twenty, and twenty-one,
and fractional township twenty-two, of ranges seven, eight, nine, ten, and eleven east

Townships seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, and twenty-one, of range twelve east.

Fractional township twenty-two, of range twelye east.

At Montgomery, the seat of the land office for the Tallapoosa district, on the second Mondoy in
January next, for the sale of the lands in the following described townships and fractional townships, to
wit:

Fractional townships twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range sixteen east.

Fractional townships nineteen, twenty, and twenty-one, of range seventeen east.

Townships twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range seventeen east.

Fractional townships eighteen and nineteen, of range eighteen east.

Townships twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range eighteen east.

Fractional township eighteen, of range nineteen east.

Townships nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range nine-
teen east.

Fractional townships sixteen, seventeen, and eighteen, of range twenty east. :

Townships nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range twenty
east.

Fractional townships fifteen and sixteen, of range twenty-one east.

Townships seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-
four, of range twenty-one east.

Fractional townships fourteen and fifteen, of range twenty-two east.

Townships sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and
twenty-four, of range twenty-two east.

Fractional townships thirteen and fourteen, of range twenty-three east.

Townships fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-
three, and twenty-four, of range twenty-three east.

Fractional townships twelve and thirteen, of range twenty-four east.

Townships fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two,
twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range twenty-four east. )

Fractional townships eleven and twelve, of range twenty-five east.

Townships thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one,
twenty-two, twenly-three, and twenty-four, of range twenty-five east. .

Fractional townships ten and eleven, of range twenty-six east.

Townships twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, sevenieen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-
one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range twenty-six east.

Fractional township ten, of range twenty-seven east.

Townships eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty,
twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four, of range twenty-seven east.

Fractional township nine, of range twenty-eight east.

Townships ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen,
twenty, and twenty-one, of range twenty-eight east.

Fractional townships eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, and twenty-two,
of range twenty-nine east.

Townships thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, and eighteen, of range twenty-nine east.

Fractional townships eleven, twelve, thirieen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, and
nineteen, of range thirty east.

Fractional townships fourteen, fifteen, and seventeen, of range thirty-one east.

The reservations authorized by the treaty will be indicated on the official plats of survey prior to the
commencement of the publie sales.

Each sale will be kept open for two weeks, and no longer, and the lands reserved by law for the use
of schools, and other purposes, are to be excluded from sale. -

Given nnder my hand at the city of Washington, this seventeenth day of December, A. D. 1833,

ANDREW JACKSON.

By the President:

Eiuan Havwaro, Commissioner of the General Land Office.
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ON GRANT OF LOTS OF GROUND.TO THE CITY OF NEW ORLEANS.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APRIL 9, 1834,

Mr. Bewt, of Tennessee, from the committee to whom was referred the memorial of the mayor, aldermen,
and inhabitants of the city of New Orleans, reported:

The city of New Orleans represents, according to its original plan, a square of about a mile in
extent at a small distance from the river Mississippi, upon the exterior of a bend or crescent formed by
the river in front of it, and, of course, leaving a narrow space between the front row of buildings and
the river, increasing in width from the centre towards both extremities.

A question has arisen between the municipal authorities and the United States as to which has the
better title to the open space or parcel of land between the front range of buildings and the river. In
1825 the city authorities proposed to lay off into lots and sell such part of it as was supposed to be no
longer necessary for the pablic uses to which it was originally appropriated—the quantity having been
considerably angmented by alluvial formations since the city was founded—but were prohibited by an
injunction issued from the district court of the United States, at the instance of the district attorney,
claiming the land as the property of the United States. The decision of the district court was in favor
of the titledset up by the United States, and an appeal was taken to the Supreme Court, where the cause
is still pending.

The appli%ation to Congress for a relezse or grant of the land is made in behalf of the corporation of
New Orleans upon two grounds: 1. Upon the ground that the title is in the city, or, at all events, that the
municipal authorities and inhabitants of the city have a property in the use of the premises, which neither
the courts nor the government of the United States ean interfere with, or in any manner alter or control
the disposition which they may think proper to make of them; and that Congress, by releasing the title
set up by the United States, will prevent further and useless litigation, and thereby do an act of magna-
nimity becoming the government of the United States. 2. Assuming that the title is in the United States,
it is alleged that the bank of the river has been preserved and the alluvial formations greatly facilitated by
the dike or levee which the city has been compelled to make and keep in repair from the foundation of
the city up to this time, at its own expense; and that this fact gives the city a claim, in equity and justice, to
the land in dispute. It is further urged that a grant of the premises to the city by Congress would inure
to the public and general use, inasmuch as the whole commercial community especially, and all other
classes interested in the health and prosperity of this great mart for the products of the west, would
share in the benefits of the donation.

The city of New Orleans was founded in 1720, and a plan of it, as laid off according to the practice
of the French government, appears to have been returned by the engineer or public surveyor of the pro-
vince to an office attached to the department of the marine, in which all maps, charts, and plans of towns
in the colonies were deposited. This plan, an autherticated copy of which has been exhibited to the com-
mittee, corresponds not only with other and private plans of the city which have been preserved, but with
the city itself as it now is. In reference to this plan, all the lots in the city appear to have been sold.
The margin of the river, and the open space between it and the range of lots fronting the river, are
embraced in the original plan, and upon it the open space or parcel of land above described is designated
by the word “ Quai,” distinctly written at two points equidistant from the centre. Quai, in the French
language, is defined to be a shore of a seaport, used for loading and unloading merchandise. - In the cities
of Krance situated upon rivers, the space between the front row of houses and the river appears to be
universally designated by the same term; and this practice of France and her colonies in leaving open
spaces, denominated quays, between the front streets or range of houses and the river, to be used as a
place of deposit for heavy articles of trade, and for the convenience of the publicin loading and unloading
vessels, appears to have been general. The space appropriated to this use in New Orleans was of greater
extent towards the extremities than was absolutely necessary; but as the square figure was adopted in
laying off the city, the quay could not be adapted in quantity at all points to the uses for which they
were destined, by reason of the curve made by the river in front of the city. But to have diverted the
ground or open space towards the upper and lower angles of the city to any other use, public or private,
would have been to derange the original plan, and cut off the inhabitants on a large portion of the front
of the city from that open and direct communication with the river which it would seem the faith of the
government was pledged to preserve. From the earliest date of the city up to the year 1769, when the
province of Louisiana passed, according to the stipulations of the treaty of 1763, from France under the
dominion of Spain, it appears that the premises in dispute were respected by the crown as property
appurtenant to the city, and destined to public uses. It appears to be the custom the of towns of France,
as well as of those in the colonies, to permit buildings for public convenience, such as market-houses,
fountains, baths, &ec., to be erected on the quays, and, in conformity to this custom, some buildings for
public use and convenience were erected upon the land in dispute at an early period of the city, and have
been continued thereon up to this time; but it may be affirmed, as a general proposition, that the land in
question has, under all the sovereignties to which it has at any time been subject, until very recently,
been regarded as belonging to the city, and appropriated to the public or common use of its inhabitants.
Most of the exceptions to be found in the practice of the governors of the province and of the city council,
in the opinion of the committee, strongly corroborate the genmeral truth of this proposition. In 1783
Etienne Plauche, a carpenter and calker, was permitted by the cabildo, or city council, to build an open
shed, to be used as a workshop, on a part of the disputed premises. The memorial upon which this privi-
lege was granted shows that the ground upon which it was proposed to build a shed was then known
and designated as a wharf or quay, and the privilege was granted upon the express condition that it
was to be enjoyed at the will of the city council. In 1738 the governor permitted Antonio Baltran, whose
house hud been burnt in a recent conflagration, to build a small house on a part of the same premises. A
like privilege was allowed Thomas Bertrand, after a similar calamity, in 1794; but in neither of these
cases do the proceedings show an intention to make a concession or permanent grant of the land, After
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the conflagration in 1788, and again in 1794, many small cabins or sheds were erected by the destitute
inhabitants of the city near the water’s edge, in front of the city, by the permission in some cases of the
governor, and in others of the city council. In 1789 Arnaud Magnon was authorized by the gevernor of
the province to build a house upon a lot or small piece of this land; but the grant was expressly made
upon the grounds of public policy and expediency, the grantee being a ship-carpenter, and a ship-yard
being considered indispensable. In the opinion given by the assessor or law officer of the royal treasury
upon this application, it is stated expressly that the cabildo, or city council, might object, “as the lot was
situated within its precincts” Some further evidence of the original destination of the land in contro-
versy is furnished by the descriptive clauses in numerous recorded conveyances and other muniments of
title to property in the lots of the city fronting the river, in a series of which, commencing at an early
date, these lots are described as lying upon or adjoining or fronting the wharf or quay.

In the opinion of the committee, some consideration is also due to the policy and practice of the
French and Spanish governments in making concessions or appropriations of land on the Mississippi
river. The lands on both banks of the river in Louisiana are alluvial, and when in a state of nature were
subject to an annual inundation of several feet in depth. To drain these lands by ditches, and to confine
the waters of the river by embankments or levees, necessarily preceded cultivation. To accomplish this
object, the regulations, according to which appropriations of this part of the royal domain were made,
required that the concessions should be restricted to a narrow front on the river, and the grantees were
required, within a limited time, to clear the land bordering on the river, and to construct a levee or
mound of earth along the entire front of their respective concessions to prevent the overflow of the river;
and that the lands appropriated at any one point on the river might not be subject to inundations for the
want of a levee on the adjoining lands, concessions were in general required to adjoin each other. The
government at no time was at any charge in making or repairing these levees. The city of New Orleans
counld not be exempted from the condition to which other grantees were subject without violating estab-
lished policy. The site of the entire city would be liable to annual inundations of five or six months’
continuance but for the dikes or levees thrown up in front of it. These dikes or levees have been made
and kept in repair by the municipal authorities of the city, as the proprietors of the soil bordering on the
river. In no other way could the city be bound to this duty but as the owners of the adjoining lands.
To have laid off a city and to have left a strip or tract of land between it and the river unappropriated
would have been leaving the city and country on that bank of the river exposed to annual inundations
and consequent destruction. That the city authorities were required, as the owners of the adjoining soil,
by the government to construct and keep in repair a levee upon the bank of the-river in front of the city
is manifest from several ordinances or regulations which remain of record in the archives of the late
province of Louisiana. If a question should be made as to the title to the new or alluvial formations in
front of the city, it will, the committee suppose, have to be decided in conformity with the general and
known principles of both the common and civil law, which give to the proprietor of the adjoining land all
small and gradual alluvial additions, and te the sovereign all sudden and considerable formations of the
same kind. It is not pretended in this case that the alluvial deposits in front of the city have been
either so sudden or considerable as to let in a claim of the sovereign under the principles stated.

The grounds upon which the United States claim the land in controversy as a part of the public
domain will now be briefly noticed.

The 2d article of the convention of the 30th April, 1803, between the United States and France,
declares that the cession made by the preceding article included the ‘“adjacent islands belonging to
Louisiana, all public lots and squares, vacant lands, and all public buildings, fortifications, barracks, and
other edifices which are not private property” To this it is answered that the 3d article provides that
the inhabitants of the ceded territory should be “maintained and protected in the free enjoyment of their
liberty, property, and the religion which they profess;” and that the land in dispute is, and was at the
date of the cession, the common property of the inhabitants of the city of New Orleans. If the concluding
words of the clause of the 2d article—*private property”—shall be considered conclusive evidence that
all “public lots and squares” of the city not appropriated to private use were intended to be transferred,
still the United States, the new sovereign, could derive from the transfer only such right and property in
them as France held; and if the premises in dispute were appropriated to the common and public use of
the inhabitants of the city, France, before the cession, and the United States afterwards, could only be
considered as holding the fee subject.to the use designated when the city was founded; and to assertany
other or greater interest would be a violation of the public faith.

But it is alleged that the Spanish government, while Louisiana was under the dominion of Spain, and
the United States since the cession by France, exercised such authority and ownership over the land in
question as are inconsistent with the titles set up by the city of New Orleans, and afford a strong pre-
sumption that it has always been viewed as vacant and unappropriated. In 1792 the Baron de Carondelet
assumed the right to grant, in the name of the King, a small lot or parcel of the open space between the
front row of buildings and the river to one Liatou; but the granting clause of the patent is preceded by
the recifal that he had thought proper, *for the benefit of the public” and “for the greater increase of the
population of the city, to make divers arrangements to measure and grant vacant lots situated among the
royal lands of the city.” Reference is also made, in the description of the lot granted, to a “figurative
plan,” which was probably a plan of lots laid off between the front range of lots, agreeably to the original
plan, and the river, and which had been made out in conformity with his declared intention “to measure
and grant the vacant lots situated among the royal lands of the city.” The only “royal lands of the city”
which the King, or the governor in his name, could legally grant, if the open space between the front
range of lots and the river, according to the original plan of the city, was designated and set apart upon
that plan as a quay, would be those which remained unsold of the lots laid off as such in the original
plan, for the property in all the lots continued in the crown until sold. Therefore, whether the governor
did or did not exceed his authority in 1792, in disposing of the lot to Liatou as a part of the *royal lands
of the city,” seems to depend upon the degree of credit which is to be given to the evidence already
referred to, going to show that the land in dispute was originally designated as quays, and as such
appropriated to the public and common use and convenience of the city. It is material to remark that the
grant is made expressly upon the assumption that the lot granted was embraced in the original plan of
the city. The governor did not assume to add to the original limits of the city. In 1795 a similar grant
was made to one Mentzinger. These appear to have been the only grants made in pursuance of the
determination of the governor, in 1792, “to measure and grant the vacant lots situated among the royal
lands of the city” No other grants having been made creates a strong presumption that the two actually
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made were without legal authority. Since the cession of Louisiana to the United States the title has
been confirmed to most, if not to all, of the lots which were either granted or permission given by the
Spanish government to the claimants to occupy or build upon. -

To the above instances of assumed ownership by the governments respectively having the sovereignty
of the country at different periods may be added the fact that a custom-house was erected at an early period
upon the land in controversy, which has been occupied by the government of the United States. This act
of ownership, however, does not appear to be inconsistent with the title set up by the city, a custom-house
being one of that class of buildings which, according to the custom of the cities of France and her colonies,
are allowed to be erected on the quays. The same remark may be made in relation to the erection of
barracks by the Spanish government on the premises in question.

The authority of the commissioners of land claims for the eastern district of Louisiana is adduced in
support of the title set up by the United States. It appears that the corporation of New Orleans applied
to the commissioners for a confirmation of title to a parcel of land adjoining the city, in which they allege
that they had a right of common by grant from the crown of France, as appurtenant to the city when it
was founded, and which had been enjoyed by the inhabitants of the city without interruption. The com-
missioners decided against the claim of the corporation, and in the terms of the decision embraced the open
space between the front range of buildings and the river; but it does not appear that the question of title
to this land was submitted to the commissioners. The claim to common was a distinct question, and
dependent upon distinet principles and proofs for its support. Again, in 1812, the city aunthorities peti-
tioned Congress for the privilege of erecting water works upon the disputed premises, and this has been
supposed to imply an admission of title in the United States. The terms of the memorial or resolution of
the corporation upon which the application was founded do not, in the opinion of the committee, show any
such admission. The right of the inhabitauts to the open space in guestion, to be used for the public and
common convenience of the city, is clearly asserted, and the application to Congress appears to have been
founded in part in a desire on the part of the chief city in the newly-ceded territory to avoid any collision
with the new sovereign.

The committee have noticed all the prominent and most material points, both of evidence and of argu-
ment, upon which the decision of the question of title to the premises in dispute has heretofore been thought
to depend. "There is one other view of the subject, however, which, in the opinion of some of the members
of the committee, deserves to be considered. It appears that the open space between the front range of
lots in the city and the river has been considerably increased by alluvial formations since the city was
founded, and therefore it is that the whole of this open space is no longer required or necessary to be
employed for the use to which it was originally destined. The use being no longer enjoyed or required
by the inhabitants of the city, it is contended that the complete title reverts to the sovereign or original
grantor, and that the land in this case thus withdrawn from the purposes of its former destination may be
disposed of as a part of the public domain. If this doctrine were well founded in any case, a question
might still arise whether it can be sustained in the present one. Although there may be a greater extent
of land than may be necessary for quays, the practice both of France and her colonies at the time the city
of New Orleans was founded appears to have been to apply such parts of the space which were usually
designated as quays to all buildings of pubiic utility and convenience; and the owners of the lots fronting
the river might with reason complain of a violation of the public faith if they should be deprived of any
advantage they derive from the space between them and the river being kept open. But who is to decide
when the use to which land in such a case has been once appropriated 1s abandoned, or when the absolute
property in it may be resumed by the grantor of the use? May the grantor or sovereign be safely allowed
to decide such a question ? Such a right in the sovereign would scarcely be consistent with the safety of
private rights. But if the opinion of the resulting rights of a sovereign in such a case were sound, another
question of quite a novel and delicate character will be presented in this case by the fact that all or nearly
all the alluvial increase of the soil in front of the city has taken place in consequence of works erected by
the city for the preservation of the bank of the river, and since the Territory of Louisiana was admitted
into the Union as a State upon the usual terms. Do those sudden and considerable alluvial formations,
which by the common and civil law and by the law in force in Louisiana belong to the sovereign, become
the property of the State of Louisiana or of the United States? If of the former, then the United States
- in this case could have no title in virtue of the resulting rights above suggested, as it will scarcely be
contended that the reservation of the right of property in the vacant lands or public lots and squares, in
the terms upon which Louisiana was admitted into the Union, extends to alluvial formations which take
place after that time, or to any resulting rights of property in lands then appropriated to public use, and
which might or might not be abandoned at some future period early or remote. This would be giving a
construction to the reservation much beyond any desirable or reasonable object or intent which the general
government can have in reserving the proprietary interest in the public domain of the new States.

But after all, it cannot be denied that some doubt exists as to which of the contending parties has the
better title to the land in dispute; and the committee propose, in order to put an end to the litigation which
has grown out of the question, and to promote to some extent the interests of both parties, that each shall
continue fo enjoy such part of the land in controversy as is now and has for a long time been in the
possession and enjoyment of each. For this purpose they report a bill.
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ON OLAIM TO LAND IN ALABAMA.
COMMUNICATED TO THE HOUSE'OF REPRESENTATIVES APRIL 11, 1834.

_ M., C. Jorxsox, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the petition of James
Caulfield, reported:

That an act of Congress passed April 20, 1818, allowing Peggy Baily to enter 320 acres of land on
the river Alabama, being part of section number seven, township five, range five, including the improve-
ments made by Dixon Baily, a half Indian, who had been killed at Fort Mimms whilst in the service
of the United States, with a proviso in the following words: “Provided, that neither the said Peggy
Baily nor her heirs shall have power of alienating said land, or any part thereof, in any manner what-
ever; and in case of the voluntary abandonment of the possession and occupancy of the said tract of
land by the said Peggy Baily, or her heirs hereafter, the said land shall revert to the United States.”
The petitioner alleges she intermarried with Richard Robinson, and occupied said land until September,
1828, when they removed west of the Mississippi; a deed of conveyance is presented, signed “ Pegpy
Baily, by her agent and attorney in fact, Benjamin Hawkins,” dated September 23, 1828, in Montgomery
county, Alabama, conveying the said land to the petitioner for the consideration of one thousand dollars.

A power of attorney is also produced, bearing date March 4, 1828, signed by said Robinson and
Peggy Baily, reciting that they had lately removed to Arkansas, and authorizing said Hawkins to sell
their interest in said tract of land. The said petitioner further alleges that he knew nothing of the proviso
in the act of Congress at the time of the purchase.

The committee do not perceive the slightest ground, either in law or equity, for a confirmation of the
claim of said Peggy Baily to the said James Caulfield. After the voluntary abandonment of said land by
said Peggy Baily, which must have taken place prior to March 4, 1828, if the recitations in the power of
the attorney are to be relied on, the land became a part of the public domain, and the said Peggy Baily
and her husband had no more claim than any other of the emigrants from that section of the country;
and it can hardly be presumed that Benjamin Hawkins, who acted as her agent in the sale of the land,
could have been ignorant of the provisions of the act of Congress of 1818, or that he would have com-
mitted so gross a fraud upon the present applicant. But if the truth was so, and the said Caulfield unin-
formed as to the provisions of that act, it furnishes no ground in law or equity for the United States to
pay him for the fraud committed by said Hawkins in the sale of said land to him. And if the said Caulfield
became the purchaser, as he alleges, and paid his money without having examined the title he was pur-
chasing, it furnishes no good reason why the United States should pay him back the losses sustained by
such gross neglect.

The committee report a bill authorizing him to purchase the land at the government price, in con-
gideration of the settlement and improvements made by him on said land.





