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The question before the Court is solely one of do-
mestic law and is entirely limited to property rights
in the seabed and subsoil. It does not in any man-
ner involve the overlying waters, or foreign policy,

or international law.
A,
B.

D.

E.

The Government’s Concessions _ ...
Since the controversy is wholly domestic, the
issues should be decided without reference to
foreign policy or international law. ...
Congress, upon advice from the State and Jus-
tice Departments, drew the Act so as not to
conflict with national foreign policy. . ._
1. Testimony—Justice Department .._________
2, Testimony—State Department ..
The same question, presented in Alabama v.
Texas, was held to be a domestic issue.
The grant to Texas of rights to its three-league
boundary is consistent with the national policy
as declared by the President.

Texas’ historic three-league boundary is the meas-
ure of the transfer made to Texas by the United

States under the Act.

A. Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the Act are clear. His-

toric boundaries were carefully defined in Sec-
tions 2 and 4. Section 3 effects a grant of
property rights out to these historic boun-
daries.
The legislative history shows that Congress in-
tended to grant property rights to Texas meas-
ured by its historic three-league seaward
boundary
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Committee hearings recognized three lea-
gues for Texas
Committee reports apply three leagues as
measurement for Texas
Maps used in Senate debate showed three
leagues for Texas
Floor debate recognized three leagues for
Texas
Congress defeated four attempts to limit
Texas to three miles
The President intended that the Act should
grant three leagues for Texas and so
advised the Congress
Three-league intent and effect of the bill
was public knowledge
Present State or National boundaries were
not intended as the measure of the grant.
By the grant of property rights to Texas
to its three-league historic boundary, Con-
gress determined the territorial extent of
the jurisdiction of the United States out
to that boundary so as to make the grant
effective

Contemporaneous construction of the Act ac-
cords with the intent to grant three leagues ..

1.

2.

3.

4.

Contemporaneous construction by Federal
Officials
Contemporaneous construction by the
President of the United States ..
Contemporaneous construction by Con-
gress
Contemporaneous construction by the
States

Congress and the President, as the political
branches of the national government, have
determined favorably to Texas all policy ques-
tions, both foreign and domestic, involved in
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a three-league property grant to Texas, and

the determination of policy is binding

III. Under the Act, Texas was granted property rights
in the subsoil and seabed out to its historic three-
league boundary, because prior to and at the time
it entered the Union, Texas had an existing three-
league Gulfward boundary
A. The Republic of Texas did in fact maintain
sovereignty, jurisdiction, use, and control over

the area wthin its three-league boundary ___ .

B. The United States recognized and acquiesced
in the Texas Republic’s three-league boundary
prior to and at the time Texas entered the
Union

1. Prior to recognition of the Republic of
Texas by the United States on March 1,

1837

2. Recognition incident to boundary conven-
tion of 1838

3. Annexation of Texas

4. Recognition of Texas’ three-league boun-
dary by Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ...

5. Recognition by other treaties and conven-
tions

IV. Under the Submerged Lands Act, Texas was grant-
ed property rights in the subscil and seabed out to
its three-league boundary, because such boundary
was approved by Congress prior to the passage of
the Act
V. The three-league seaward boundary of the Republic
of Texas was a reasonable and permissible limit in
the Gulf of Mexico and was not contrary to any
rule of international law
A, Ag an independent Coastal Nation, Texas had
both sovereignty and ownership over a terri-
torial belt along its coast, including its seabed

and subscil
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B. Texas had a right to define the seaward limit
of its territorial jurisdiction at the reasonable
distance of three leagues in the Gulf of Mexico. 118
C. Although its seaward boundaries were known
to the principal maritime nations of the world,
no protest was made during the entire period
of Texas’ independence 123
D. Under basic international law principles of
justice, equity, and reason, the United States
is in no position now to question the existence
of the Republic’s three-league boundary in
view of the entire course of conduct of the
United States 129
E. A coastal nation is not required to have a
single maritime boundary 131
1. A nation’s ocean boundary necessarily
differs from its land boundary . . - 132
2. A coastal nation may have a number of
separate seaward extension of jurisdic-
tion, each for a different distance ... __ 133
3. Under the dual sovereignty of our federal
system, National and State seaward ex-
tensions of jurisdiction need not all have
have the same terminal limit .. 137
VI. Regardless of the validity of the Texas three-
league boundary in 1836 as the limit of territorial
waters, it was valid as a boundary of Texas’ juris-
diction and control over a portion of the continental
shelf. As such it was a boundary which existed at
the time Texas became a member of the Union ______ 140
VII. The United States has a three-league boundary in
the Gulf of Mexico fixed by treaty in 1848, regard-
less of the extent of territorial waters. This na-
tional boundary is consistent with and supports the
validity of the three-league Texas boundary ... 143
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VIII. This court has upheld the Act as against the
same contentions now asserted by the Solicitor Gen-
eral against Texas. Under stare decisis the Gov-
ernment’s case is foreclosed

Conclusion

EXHIBITS:

Exhibit I, Sohn, Memorandum on the International
Law Questions Concerning the State of Texas Which
Are Involved in United States v. States of Lousiana,
et al.

Exhibit II, Colombos, Memorandum on International
Law Issues Involved in United States of America v.
State of Texas

Exhibit III, Oiiate, Memorandum Concerning the
Three League Boundary Between Texas and Mexico
and Between the United States and Mexico . _

Exhibit IV, Three Leagues as a Recognized L1m1t—
1763-1899

Exhibit V, Table of Sea Measure Equivalents .______

APPENDICES:
Appendix A., Texas Boundary Act, Annexation Agree-
ment, and Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ... _ —
Appendix B., Excerpts from Committee Hearings, Re-
ports, and Debates of the House and Senate showing
Congressional Intent to Grant Texas Rights Under
the Act to its Historic Three-League Boundary ____..
Appendix C., Appropriations by Congress Implement-
ing the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the Gadsden
Treaty, and their Successor Conventions and Trea-
ties.
Appendix D., Excerpts from Newspapers Widely Cire-
ulated in Washington, Showing Public Notice and
Knowledge of the Intent and Effect of the Submerged
Lands Bill to Grant Property Rights Three Leagues
in the Case of Texas

150
151

153

171

192

199
223

226

235

257

268



vi INDEX

Page

Appendix E., Legislative Action of the Provisional
Government of Texas and of the Republic of Texas
Demonstrating the Exercise of Jurisdiction and Con-
trol of the Coastal Waters Along Its Seaward Boun-

dary 268
Appendix F., List of Published Accounts of the Activi-
ties of the Texas Navy 289

Appendix G., Copy of Affidavit Showing Department
of Interior’s Construction of Submerged Lands
Act and Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act .. 291
Appendix H., Telegram from Governor Daniel to Pres-

ident Eisenhower and the President’s Reply .. 293




INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

CASES: Page
Alabama v. Texas, 347 U.S. 272 _.38,7, 18, 19, 20, 21, 71, 159
Anglo-Iranian Qil Co. Case (Jurisdiction),

I. C. J. Reports, 1952, at 107 123
Arkansag v. Tennessee, 310 U. S. 563 . 127
Armstrong Co. v. Nu-Enamel Corp., 305 U. S. 315 __ 60
Ballester Pons v. United States, 220 F. 2d 99, cert.

den. 350 U. S. 830 10
Bigelow v. Old Dominion Copper Mining & Smelting

Co., 225 U. S. 111 150
Chung Yim v. United States, 78 F. 2d 43; cert. den.

296 U. 8. 627 9
Clark v. Allen, 331 U. S. 503 9
Clark v. E. C. Shroeder Co., 73 F. Supp. 1007, aff’'d

167 F. 24 789, cert. den. 335 U. S. 815 _________... 150
Ebert v. Poston, 266 U. S. 548 45
Edwards’ Lessee v. Darby, 25 U. S.206 . 60

Fisheries Case (United Kingdom v.
Norway), Judgment of December 18,

1951, I. C. J. Reports, 1951 _________.118-19, 127-28,134
Five Per Cent cases, 110 U, S. 471 60
Foster v. Neilson, 2 Pet. 253 45
Foster v. United States, 803 U. S. 118 45
Garcia v. Lee, 12 Pet. 537 45
Green v, Biddle, 21 U. S. 1 113
Head Money Cases, 112 U. S. 580 : 9

Helvering v. Stockholm Enskilda Bank, 293 U. S. 84 45
Hing Lowe v. United States, 230 F. 2d 644 (9th Cir.) 10

Indiana v. Kentucky, 136 U. S. 479 127
Case of the Legal Status of Eastern Greenland,
P.C.1.J. Ser. A/B No. 53, pp. 64-78 . 130
Louisiana v. Mississippi, 202 U. S. 1 __ 10, 127, 146
Minnesota Co. v. National Co., 3 Wall. 332 ________ 150
Minquiers and Ecréhos Case, 1. C. J. Reports, 1953___ 130-31
Moser v. United States, 341 U S. 41 - 9
New Mexico v. Colorado, 267 U.8.80 ... 146

New Mexico v. Texas, 276 U. S. 557 146




viii INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Page
QOetjen v. Central Leather Co., 246 U. S. 297 = 126
Pigeon River Co.v. Cox, 291 U. S.138 . 9
The Queen v. Keyn, 2 Ex. 10.63 117
Reid v. Covert, 354 U. 8. 1 9

State v. Muncie Pulp Co., 110 Tenn. 47, 104 S, W. 437 10
State of Arizona ex rel Arizona State Board of Pub-

lic Welfare v. Hobby, 221 F. 2d 498 (D. C. Cir.) _. 9
Tetti v. Consolidated Coal Co. of Md., 217 Fed. 443

(N. D, N.Y) 9
Thirty Hogsheads of Sugar v. Boyle, 9 Cranch 191 129
Underhill v. Hernandez, 168 U. 8. 250 126

United States v. California, 332 U.S.19 _______
United States v. 85,237 Acres of Land More or Less
in Zapata County, Texas, 157 F. Supp. 150 (S. D.

56,116

Tex.) 10
{United States v. Hartwell, 6 Wall. 385 __ 23
United States v. Louisiana, 339 U. 8. 699 22, 56
‘United States v. Siem, 299 Fed. 582 9
United States v. Texas, 839 U. 8. 707 ____ 4,56, 116, 117
United States v. Title Ins. Co., 265 U. S. 472 150
Utilities Production Corp. v. Carter Oil Co., 72 F.

2d 655 (10th Cir. 1934) 150
Vail v. Arizona, 207 U. S. 201 150
Venus, The, 8 Cranch 253 129
Vermilya-Brown Co. v. Connell, 835 U. 8. 377 .. 45
Virginia v. Tennessee, 148 U. S. 503 _ 113
Virginia v. West Virginia, 78 U. S.89 __ 113
Williams v. Bruffy, 96 U. S. 176 126
Wright v. Vinton Branch of the Mountain Trust

Bank, 300 U, S. 440 45
CONSTITUTIONS:

Constitution of the United States

Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl 8, ClL. 10 10

Art. I, Seec. 10, Cl. 3 113

Art. IV, Sec. 3 10

Texas Constitution, Art. XII, Sec. 2 _ . 28



INDEX OF AUTHORITIES ix
Page
TREATIES AND CONVENTIONS:
Treaty of Bogatad of April 2, 1851, between Great
Britain and New Granada, 40 British and For-
eign State Papers 45 121
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo (signed Feb. 2, 1848;
ratifications exchanged May 80, 1848; pro-
claimed July 4, 1848; 9 Stat. 922-43) . 217, 28, 43,

101, 102, 105, 108, 109, 112, 116, 124 and passim.

Treaty of Paris of November 30, 1831, between
Great Britain and France, 18 British and For-
eign State Papers 641

Treaty with Mexico, 1853 (Gadsden)

121

10 Stat. 1031 107, 109, 112, 126

Draft of Treaty between Great Britain and Texas,
British Foreign Office, F. O. 75/1 Texas, p. 110
Draft of Treaty between Great Britain and Texas

(notes on margin), British Foreign Office, F. O.
75/1, Texas, p. 115
Boundary Convention with Mexico, July 29, 1882,
22 Stat. 986
Boundary Convention with the Republic of Texas,
~ April 25, 1838, 8 Stat. 511
Boundary Convention with Mexico, November 12,
1884, 24 Stat. 1011
Supplementary Convention extending time for re-
surveying existing boundary line between the
two countries west of the Rio Grande, Feb. 16,
1889, 26 Stat. 1493
Additional Article extending time for resurvey-
ing existing frontier line between the two coun-
tries west of the Rio Grande, 25 Stat. 1390 ______
Boundary Survey Convention with Mexico, August
24, 1894, 28 Stat. 1213
Boundary Convention with Mexico, October 1,
1895, 29 Stat. 841

Boundary (Water) Convention with Mexico, No-
vember 6, 1896, 29 Stat. 857

124

124
108
91,93

108

109

109
109

110

110



X INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Page
Boundary Convention with Mexico, March 1, 1889,
26 Stat. 1512 109
Convention for Elimination of Bancos in the Rio
Grande, March 20, 1905, 35 Stat. 1863 ... 110

Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the

Living Resources of the High Seas, (Sec. III)

adopted at U. N. Conference on the Law of the

Sea, Geneva, Switzerland, April 27, 1958 ______ 132
Convention on the High Seas, adopted at the U. N.

Conference on the Law of the Sea, Geneva,

Switzerland, April 27, 1958 132
Convention on the Territorial Seas and the Con-

tiguous Zone, Art. 4, Sec. III, Pt. 1, of Sec. I,

adopted at U. N. Conference on the Law of the

Sea, Geneva, Switzerland, April 27, 1958 _____. 135, 136

STATUTES AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS:

Act to define the Boundaries of the Republic of
Texas, December 19, 1836, I Laws of the

Republic of Texas 133 5, 8, 24, 29,
74,75, 88, 89, 90, 91, and passim

Customs Act of August 4, 1790, 1 Stat. 145 ________ 120
Customs Act of March 2, 1799, 1 Stat. 627 _.____. 120
1 Gammel, Laws of Texas 1193 100
2 Gammel, Laws of Texas

Art. XIII, Sec. 2, at 1299 ; 100

p. 655 125

p. 880 125

p. 889 125

p. 905 125
Hartley, Digest of the Laws of Texas, Art. 1631,

at 504 100
I Laws of the Republic of Texas

p. 133 8, 24, 26,74, 90

p. 561, 567-68, 588-89 Vi

p. 593-97, 669, 673-74, 683 78

p. 695, 729, 730 (i



INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

xi

Page
p. 754, 931 78
p. 983-88, 1008-16 79
p. 1146-93 78
p. 1307, 1315-16 79
p. 1355-56 78
p. 1496 79
II Laws of the Republic of Texas
p. 113 80
p. 129 78
p. 209-25, 247 79
. p. 381-86 78
p. 420 82
p. 479, 521-25 79
p. 733-34 79
p. 733-75 120
p. 734-37 79
p. 765, 767-71 78
p. 773-75, 812 79
p. 813 78
p. 969, 989-99, 1017 79
p. 1018-22 8
p. 1109, 1111, 1134 79
p. 1303 98
Laws, 1841, Republic of Texas, 5th Cong., Ap-
pendix p. 1 125
Laws, 1843, Republic of Texas, 7th Cong., i, x, xxvi 125
Neutrality Act of June 5, 1794, 1 Stat. 381 _______ - 120
Oldham & White, Digest of the Laws of Texas,
Art. 111, at 55 100
QOuter Continental Shelf Lands Act, 67 Stat. 462
et seq., Public Law 212, Ch. 345, 43 U. S. C.
Supp. Sec. 1331, et seq 2,38, 10, 27,
59, 60, 67, 70, 139
Sec. 2(a) 3
Sec. 2(b) 11
Sec. 6 2
Sec. 4. 140-41




xii INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Page
Paschal, Laws of Texas, Art. 438, at 192 100
I Sayles, Revised Civil Statutes of Texas 296 ... 100
Submerged Lands Act, 67 Stat, 29, Public Law 31,
Ch. 65, 43 U. S. C. Supp.
Sec. 1301 _________38,5,6,7,8,10, 11, 18, 21, 22 and passim
Sec. 2 5, 23, 24, 25, 54, 75, 111
Sec. 2(a) (b) 2
Sec. 2(a) (2) 24,26, 125
Sec. 2(b) 24, 26
Sec. 3 5, 28, 24
Sec. 4 5, 23, 25, 54, 55, 75, 111
Sec. 6 11, 21, 23, 61
Sec. 6(e) 63
HEARINGS AND DEBATES:
Hearings on S. J. Res. 18, before the Senate Comm.
on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st
Sess. (1953)
p. 6 27
p. 34 28
p. 35, 212-33 29
p. 529 30
p. 529-35 61
p. 567-68 32
p. 684 12
p. 706 13
p. 926 31
p. 931 80
p. 938, 939 12
p. 957 30
p. 1051, 1058, 1601, 1067 14
p. 1068 16
p. 1070 15
p. 1081 147
p. 1183-1206 56
p. 1232, 1233 82
p. 1318 55




INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Report No. 133, to accompany S. J. Res. 13, Senate
Comm on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd
Cong., 1st Sess. (1953) 10, 76

Appendix C, pp. 26-48, Report No. 133, to accom-
pany S. J. Res. 13, Senate Comm. on Interior and
Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess. (1953) ___

Appendix E, p. 65, Report No, 138, to accompany
S. J. Res. 18, Senate Comm. on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess. (1953)

Appendix F, p. 76, Report No. 133, to accompany
S. J. Res. 18, Senate Comm. on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess. (1953) ..

Hearings on S. 1901, before the Senate Comm. on
Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st
Sess. 710-721

Report No. 411, to accompany S. 1901, Senate
Comm. on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd
Cong., 1st Sess. 5 (1953)

Hearings on H. R. 2948 and similar bills, before
Subcomm. No. 1, House Comm. on the Judiciary,
83rd Cong., 1st Sess. p. 181

Hearings on H. R. 4198, before the House Comm.
on the Judiciary, 88rd Cong., 1st Sess.

p. 181
p. 188, 195

Report No. 215 to accompany H. R. 4198, House
Comm. on the Judiciary, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess.
p. 43
p. 87

Appendix II, pp. 61-79, Report No 215 to accom-
pany H. R. 4198, House Comm. on the Judiciary,
83rd Cong., 1st Sess.

Report No. 413, to accompany H. R. 5134, House
Comm. on the Judiciary, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess.
(1953) p. 3

House Journal, Republic of Texas, 1st Cong., 1st
Sess. 116-17

Page

84

56

36

67, 68

68,70

61

84
33

36
34

56

70

88



xiv INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

House Journal, Republic of Texas, 1st Cong., 2nd
Sess. 31-32
H. R. Exec. Doec. 35, 24th Cong., 2nd Sess.
Appendix to the Cong. Globe, 28th Cong., 1st
Sess. (1844)
p. 475
p. 540
p. 549
Appendix to the Cong. Globe, 28th Cong., 2nd
Sess. (1845) p. 94, 195

99 Cong. Record
2568
2569
2620-21
. 2695-96
. 2745, 2746
2755
2816
2896
2907
2916
3532 '
3865 —
3951
3956-57
. 3956, 4069
4114
4171-76
4174-75
4174
4175
4201
4203
4382-85
. 4382, 4385
4473
4474

PP BWVVTVSSVCDORTVED ST RV

Page

89, 123
87

95
96
89

96

44, 45
44,145
38

40

36

29

37

26

42

41

46

48

42
42,145

53

43

50

50

52

42
43,145
73

57
17,43
43



INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

p. 4478
. p. 4487-88
p. 4877-95
p. 4882, 4889
p. 6961-7265

DIPLOMATIC CORRESPONDENCE:

Letter from Jefferson to Genet, November 3, 1793,
1 American State Papers (Class I—Foreign
Relations) 183 (Lowrie & Clarke ed., 1832) __

Letter from Lt. Commandant John Porter to the
Secretary of the Navy, June 28, 1817, 7 British
and Foreign State Papers 984

Letter from Count Nesselrode of Russia to Lord
Durham, British Minister, March 9, 1837, Brit-
ish Foreign Office Records, Embassy and Con-
sular Archives, Russia, F. O. 181, Correspon-
dence 120, 1835-38, Notes from Ministers ___.__

Letter from S. Rhodes Fisher, Texas Secretary of
Navy, to Col. A. H. Thurston, Texan Army,
March 20, 1837, Navy Papers, Texas State Ar-
chives

Letter from S. Rhodes Fisher to Capt. H. L.
Thompson, Texas Navy, May 23, 1837, Navy

* Papers, Texas State Archives

Letter from General Hunt, Envoy Extraordinary
and Minister Plenipotentiary of the Republic of
Texas to Secretary of State Forsyth, August 4,
1837, W. Kennedy, Tezas n. 17, at p. 660 _____

Letter from Capt H. L. Thompson to Navy Depart-
ment, Aug. 29, 1837, Navy Papers, Texas State
Archives

Letter from Capt. J. D. Boyland, Texan Navy, to
Secretary of Navy, Sept. 1, 1837, Navy Papers,
Texas State Achives

Page
43,145

70
69
70

120

119-20

123

80

81

81

82

82



xvi INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Letter from Wm. M. Shepherd, acting Secretary
of the Navy to the President of Texas, Septem-
ber 30, 1837, Navy Papers, Texas State Archives

Letter from R. A. Irion, Texas Secretary of State,
to J. Pinckney Henderson, Texas Minister to
Great Britain, March 20, 1838, 3 Garrison,
Texan Diplomatic Correspondence 851 _________

Letter from Pakenham, British Minister to Mexico,
to Lord Palmerston, British Foreign Secretary,
October 26, 1840, Adams, British Interests and
Activities in Texas 47 (1910)

Letter from Dodson to Palmerston, November 30,
1840, British Foreign Office F. 0. 75/1 Texas,
p. 125

Letter from Mr. Elliot, British chargé d’affaires,
to Lord Aberdeen, British Foreign Secretary,
November 24, 1842, E. D. Adams, British Cor-
respondence Concerning Texas 133-34 .

Letter from Jones to Henderson and Van Zandt,
Feb. 25, 1844, II Garrison, Texan Diplomatic
Correspondence 260

Letter from Donelson to Polk, March 18, 1845, 71
Polk Papers Library of Congress (1845) _

Letter From President James K. Polk to Sam

" Houston, June 6, 1845, 72 Polk Papers, Library
of Congress, (1845)

Letter from President James K. Polk to Andrew
J. Donelson, June 15, 1845

Letter from Crampton to James Buchanran,
April 30, 1848, 7 Manning, Diplomatic Corres-
pondence of the United States, Inter-American
Affairs, 1831-60, Doc. 2858, p. 294 .

Letter from President Eisenhower to H. J. Porter,
December 4, 1957, Houston Post, December 7,
1957, pp. 1-2

Letter from President Eisenhower to Governor
Price Daniel, December 7, 1957

Page

82

83

84

124

83

97

98

97

124

21

66-67



INDEX OF AUTHORITIES xvii

Page

Letter from Assistant Secretary of State Thurston

B. Morton to Senator Jackson, Senate Interior

Committee Hearing on S. J. Res. 13, 83rd Cong.,

1st Sess., 1088 133-34
TEXTBOOKS:
E. D. Adams, British Interests and Activities in

Texas 47 (1910) 84
E. D. Adams, British Correspondence Concerning

Texas 133-34 80, 83
‘Chase, Negociations de la Republique du Texas en

Europe, 1837-1845 (Paris, 1932) ____ - 125
Daniel, Sovereignty and Ownership in the Mar-

ginal Sea, Forty-fourth Conference, Interna-

tional Law Association, Copenhagen, 1950 _____ 117
Davis, Administrative Law, Sec. 56 (1951) ______ 60
Dienst, The Navy of the Republic of Texas, 1835-

45 (1909)

p. 20-32 71,80

p. 93 80

p. 134 84

p. 142 85

1 Emory, Report on the United States and Mexi-
can Boundary Survey 58 (Washington, 1857) 108
1 Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence

p. 127-201 89

p. 408, 532, 1265 125
2 Garrison, Texan Diplomatio Corresporcence,

p. 242, 260, 296, 311, 314 76, 97
3 Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence

p. 569, 820 126

p. 851 83

p. 942, 949, 963, 1222, 1270, 1280, 1282, 1362, 1563 125
1 Hackworth Digest of International Law 25
(1940) 10




xviii INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Jim Dan Hill, The Texas Navy (1937)
p. vii, 45-46, 54-55, 57
p. 51, b3

William Kennedy, Texas (London, 1841)
p. 603
p. 660 n. 117

Mastercon, Jurisdiction in Marginal Seas, xiv ..

Meyer, The Extent of Jurisdiction in Coastal Wat-
ers 516 (Leiden, 1937)

4 Miller, Treaties and Other International Acts of

the United States of America (Washington, 1934)

p. 133-43
p. 135-36
. 141
p. 163
Pp. 697
5 Miller, Treaties and Other International Acts of
the United States of America
p. 207-248
p. 265, 281, 288, 289
L ¢ 8 299
p. 315, 325
f Miller, Treaties and Other International Acts of
the United States of America 293-437 . .
F. J. Moore, Maps and Description of Texas 40
(Philadelphia & New York, 1840) .
Commodore E. W. Moore, To the People of Texas
' 4849
Francis J. Moore, Map and Description of Texas
40 (Plila. and New York 1840)
Pike & Fisher, Administrative Law Digest, Sec.
2(e)b
Pound, The Formative Era of American Law 26
(New York, 1950)
2 H. A. Smith, Great Britain and the Law of Na-
tions 144-64 (London, 1935)

Page

78
81

81

81

132
119

91

92, 106
94

94
95, 125

101
103
104
106
107
83
80
83
60
134

121, 124



INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Justin H. Smith, The Annexation of Texas 80, n.
8 (1941)
2 Sutherland, Statutory Construction, Sec. 5103
(1943)
2 Tomlin Law Dictionary of the British Law,
“Navy” (Granger 4th ed., 1835)
Wheaton, Elements of International Law 385
(Phila. 1836)
1 Yoakum, History of Texas 354-79 (New York,
1885)

MISCELLANEOQOTUS:
Alabama’s Brief in Alabama v. Texas, No. ____
Original, October Term, 1953, pp. 64-67 _
Alabama’s Motion for Leave to File Complaint and
Complaint, Alabama v. Texas, No. _____, Original
October Term, 1953, at p. 11 ..
14 Am. Jur. 286
3 Baylor Law Rev. 267-311
81 British Yearbook of International Law 143 __
Dallas Morning News, July 21, 1954, p. 6 ______
Dep’t. of Interior, Bureau of Land Management,
Our Public Lands, Vol. 4, No. 2 (article by
Lewis E. Hoffman, Chief, Division of Minerals)
Dep't. of Interior Files O. C. S. 0016, 0017 ______
Dep't. of Interior Form No. 51291 ______
Dep't. of Interior, Office of the Secretary, Infor-
mation Service, Statement on Submerged Lands,
July 20, 1953
Diarioc del Gobierno (Mexico City), October 4,
1840
Joint Memorandum in Support of Rehearing, De-
fendant’s Petition for Rehearing, United States
v. Texas, No. 18, Original, October Term, 1949,
at 56
Message of President Jackson to the House of Rep-
resentatives, Dec. 22, 1836, House Executive
Doc. No. 385, 24th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1836 _

xix
Page
80
60
121
129

86

19

19
150
117
127

65

62
63
62

64

83

118

87, 88



XX INDEX OF AUTHORITIES

Page
Nautical Magazine and Naval Chornicle for 1840,
;. 'The, 393 120
New York Times, April 5, 1953, Sec. E, p. 2 49
New York Times, May 23, 1953 p. 1 e 64
New York Times, July 16,1954, p. 6 65
New York Times, July 21, 1954, p. 6 65
New York Times, July 22, 1954, p. 12 66
Papers of Nicholas P. Trist, Vol. 83, Miscellane-

ous, Library of Congress, 1917, at 62071, 62077,

62078 102
Polk’s Diary, III, 196-97 104
Proclamation of the President of the United States

(No. 2667), September 28, 1945, 59. Stat. 884 10

Proclamation of the President of the United States
(No. 2668), September 28, 1945, 10 Fed. Reg.
12,394, 59 Stat. 885 131
Summary of Opinions of Jurists and Publicists,
1670-1950, Appendix pp. 18-50, Brief for the
State of Texas in Opposition to the Motion for
Judgment, United States v. Texas, No. 13,

Original, October Term, 1949 117
Telegraph and Texas Register, December 27,

1836, Texas State Archives 88, 89, 123
Telegraph and Texas Register, July 14, 1841 _____ 80
Territorial Waters Jurisdiction Act of 1878, 24

and 25 Vict., ¢c. 73 116
U. S. Coast and Geodetic Map No. 1279, Calcasieu

Pass to Sabine Pass 120
U. 8. Coast and Geodetic Maps, Texas Coast _.___ 119
Washington Evening Star, March 31, 1953, Sec.

A p 2 49
Washington Post, April 28, 1953, Sec. 1, p. 1 49

Yingling, Raymond T., “Geneva Conference on the
Law of the Sea,” 2 A. B. A. International and
Comparative Law Bulletin, No. 3, p. 10 (July,
1958) 138-39, 146




IN THE

Supreme Court of the Wnited Stuates
OCTOBER TERM, 1958

No. 10, Original

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
V.

STATES OF LOUISIANA, TEXAS, MISSISSIPP],
ALABAMA and FLORIDA,
Defendants.

BRIEF OF THE STATE OF TEXAS

Preliminary Statement

The development of the suit is set forth in plain-
tiff’s statement of the case.

The Brief of the State of Texas is responsive to
Points I and III and to all other contentions made by
the United States against Texas.

Nature of the Rights in Controversy

The Congress, claiming the subsoil and seabed of
the entire Continental Shelf for the United States,
conveyed a portion to Texas and the other Coastal
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States. This distance was measured in the case of
Texas by the three-league boundary line “as it
existed at the time such State become a member
of the Union.” * The remainder of the Continental
Shelf off Texas was placed under Federal authority
to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior.’

The Submerged Lands Act and this controversy
relate only to submerged lands and resources therein
as distinguished from the overlying waters. The Gov-
ernment has sued only for “the lands, minerals, and
other things underlying the Gulf of Mexico, ete.””
As will be shown, all national powers related to navi-
gation, commerce, national defense, and international
affairs with respect to overlying waters were speci-
cally retained and reserved to the Federal Govern-
ment in Section 6 of the Act.

The question in this case is limited to the location
of the Texas boundary in the Gulf of Mexico at the

! Submerged Lands Act, Section 2(a) (b). (67 Stat. 29,
Public Law 31, Ch. 65 [1953]). In the Senate, the language
of S. J. R. 18 was substituted for the language of H. R.
4198 when the bill was finally passed by the Senate. 99
Cong. Rec., 4487-88. Title III of H. R. 4198 contained the
provicions of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act and it
was dropped by the Senate and later passed as a separate
act by the same Congress.

2 Quter Continental Shelf Lands Act, which provided:
“The Constitution and laws and civil and political jurisdic-
tion of the United States are hereby extended to the sub-
soil and seabed of the Outer Continental Shelf and to all
artificial islands and fixed structures which may be erected
thereon for the purpose of exploring for, developing, re-
moving, and transporting resources therefrom, to the same
extent as if the Outer Continental Shelf were an area of
exclusive Federal jurisdiction located within a State.” (67
Stat. 462 et seq, Public Law 212, Ch. 345, August 7, 1953).

s Amended Complaint in U. S. v. Louisiana, et al, p. 19.
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time Texas became a member of the Union, or as
subsequently approved by Congress before the Sub-
merged Lands Act. A judgment upon the issue
pleaded in this case will not affect overlying waters.

This Court as the Government’s Brief states, refers
to the rights in controversy as “property rights”.*
We shall, therefore, refer to them in the same way.
These rights are entirely separate from rights in
the overlying waters, which are not involved in this
case.

The Submerged Lands Act’ and the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act® were considered by the same
congressional committees, were enacted by the same
Congress, were signed by the same President, and
are in pari materia in that the Shelf Act by its spe-
cific terms (Section 2(a)) has application only to
lands outside the States’ historic boundaries as de-
fined in Section 2 of the Submerged Lands Act.

The red line on the map opposite this page (which
is an approximation) delineates roughly the area
within the three-league boundary and the federally-
owned lands extending out to the edge of the Conti-
nental Shelf.

* See footnote 2 at p. 30 of the Government’s Brief, in
which it is said: “In the present brief, we take it for grant-
ed that the Submerged Lands Act is to be considered a
grant of Federal property rights to the States. Alabama
v. Texas, 347 U. S. 272.”

s Hereafter referred to as ‘“the Act”.

8 Hereafter referred to as “the Shelf Act”.
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Status of the Case

There are motions pending by Texas to take evi-
dence and for severance. Obviously, from the Court’s
having set the case for argument on the United
States’ Motion for Judgment, which is in the nature
of a Motion for Summary Judgment, these motions
have not been acted upon and presumably will not
be until the Government’s Motion is decided.

Texas does not waive its right to adduce evidence
or for a severance.

“The Court in original actions, passing as it
does upon controversies between sovereigns
which involve issues of high public importance,
has always been liberal in allowing the full
development of the faets.” United Stafes wv.
Texas, 399 U. S. 707, 715.

Of necessity much of the material cited or quoted
in this Brief will consist of works of history, news-
paper accounts, laws of the Republic of Texas, un-
published diplomatic correspondence, affidavits, and
the like. If this Court does not take judicial notice of
this material, or if a fact issue is raised, then it is
essential to accord Texas a full trial on the merits
with the introduction of proof, rather than to
decide a case of this importance and magnitude on
the bare skeleton of pleadings.

Since the five Gulf Coastal States are presenting a
Joint Brief on points common to all States, this Brief,
in the main, will be confined to the affirmative pre-
sentation of the Texas case, on which Texas is en-
titled to judgment regardless of the decision as to
the other defendants.
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Summary of Argument

The question before the Court is solely one of do-
mestic law and is entirely limited to property rights
in the seabed and subsoil out to Texas’ historic
three-league boundary. There is not in any manner
involved in this case any question pertaining to the
overlying waters, or to foreign policy, or interna-
tional law.

The Submerged Lands Act grants rights to a
State to its boundary beyond three geographical
miles (1) where such a boundary existed at the time
the State became a member of the Union, or (2)
where such a boundary was approved by Congress
before the passage of the Act.

Historiec boundaries were carefully defined in Sec-
tion 2, and the last sentence of Section 4 is definitive
of the degree of proof required for Texas to estab-
lish its case. Under the Act, all that Texas has to do
is to show as a fact that it had a law defining its
three-league seaward boundary at the time it
became a member of the Union, or that Congress
subsequently approved that boundary. Section 3
effects a grant of subsoil proprietary rights out to
and within Texas’ three-league seaward boundary.

The Republic of Texas, as provided by its Boun-
dary Act of 1836, had a boundary at three-leagues
in the Gulf of Mexico which existed at the time Tex-
as became a member of the Union. This historic
three-league boundary is the measure of the trans-
fer of proprietary rights made by the United
States to Texas under the Submerged Lands Act.
This ihterpretation is supported by appropriate ev-
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idence of Congressional and Presidential intent be-
fore and during the passage of the Submerged Lands
Act and by contemporaneous construction of the
Act by the President and other Federal officials
charged with its administration.

Texas’ historic three-league boundary has been
approved many times by Congress.

The Submerged Lands Aect contains no require-
ment that the Republic of Texas’ three-league his-
toric boundary must have been recognized in inter-
national law, or used and occupied for a “prescrip-
tive period,” or that the United States during the
Republic’s history must have recognized such three-
league boundary.

However, Texas’ three-league boundary was not
in conflict with international law at the relevant
period and was one which the independent Republic
had a right to declare. The Texas Republic did in
fact maintain sovereignty, jurisdiction, and control
out to its historic boundary. The United States rec-
ognized and acquiesced in that boundary prior to
and at the time Texas entered the Union. The in-
dependent Republic of Texas was recognized by the
principal maritime powers of the world, which were
aware of its seaward boundary, and no nation pro-
tested that boundary.

The court need not decide the validity of the Tex-
as three-league boundary in 1836 when considered
as the limit of “territorial waters,” because that
boundary in any event was valid as a limit of Texas
jurisdiction and control of a portion of the con-
tinental shelf. As such it was a boundary which
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“existed” at the time Texas became a member of the
Union.

The United States has a three-league boundary
in the Gulf of Mexico, adopted from the Republic
of Texas, carried forward into the Treaty of Guad-
alupe Hidalgo between the United States and Mex-
ico in 1848 and confirmed in subsequent treaties
and international boundary conventions. This na-
tional boundary exists without reference to the ex-
tent of territorial waters. It is consistent with and
supports the validity of the Texan three-league
boundary.

This Court has upheld the Act and the grant to
Texas in Alabama v. Texas, 347 U.S. 272. Under
stare decisis the cause asserted against Texas is fore-
closed.

Argument

I

THE QUESTION BEFORE THE COURT IS SOLELY
ONE OF DOMESTIC LAW AND IS ENTIRELY LIMITED
TO PROPERTY RIGHTS IN THE SEABED AND SUB-
SOIL. IT DOES NOT IN ANY MANNER INVOLVE THE
OVERLYING WATERS, OR FOREIGN POLICY, OR IN-
TERNATIONAL LAW.

A. THE GOVERNMENT’S CONCESSIONS.

The United States concedes that the Act trans-
ferred to Texas property rights three miles from
low water mark (Amended Complaint, p. 8) but con-
tends, contrary to the Act and Congressional intent,
that the Act did not grant to Texas property rights
as far out as Texas’ three-marine-league seaward
‘boundary.
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The Government concedes that Texas provided by
statute for a three-league seaward boundary:

“There is no doubt, of course, that the Re-
public of Texas made statutory claim to a mar-
ginal belt three leagues wide. The Act to De-
fine the Boundaries of the Republic of Texas,
approved December 19, 1836," was explicit on
that point.” (Government’s Brief, p. 188).

The Government concedes that the division of prop-
erty rights in the continental shelf is a domestic
question:

“It is perfectly true that the United States
claims control over the resources of the seabed
beyond its maritime boundary, as far as the
edge of the Continental Shelf, and that whether
such control is to be exercised by the National
Government or by the States is a matter of
domestic distribution of powers which does not

concern other nations.” (Government’s Brief,
p. 148).

“Since the United States claims, as against
other nations, the right to control exploitation of
the Continental Shelf, it could delegate to the
States any portion of such control without re-
gard to the location of State boundaries.” (Gov-
ernment’s Brief, p. 250).

Despite these admissions the Government still
takes the irreconcilable position® that “although the
present controversy is wholly domestic, the principal
issue must be decided by reference to national for-
eign policy.”

71 Laws, Republic of Texas 133.

® Government’s Brief, p. 16. Hereafter Government’s
Brief will be referred to as Gov't. Br.
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B. SINCE THE CONTROVERSY IS WHOLLY DO-
MESTIC, THE ISSUES SHOULD BE DECIDED WITH-
OUT REFERENCE TO FOREIGN POLICY OR INTER-
NATIONAL LAW.

It is inconceivable that a controversy could
be “wholly domestic”’, and therefore determinable by
domestic law, but that in deciding the controversy
the Court must ignore domestic law and make a
decision upon the basis of changeable “foreign
policy” or upon the nebulous, unsettled concepts of
“international law”.

In the first place, Congress is not obliged to adopt
any or all of the principles of international law which
may be acceptable to the Family of Nations,

“International law is not in itself binding up-
on Congress, and treaties stand upon no higher
plane than statutes of the United States.”
United States v. Siem, 299 Fed. 582.

Accord: Reid v. Covert, 354 U.S. 1, 18.

Since the Congress is not bound by the uncertain
and indefinite principles of international law, and
can even modify existing treaties at will,* then cer-

® Emphasis throughout this Brief is supplied unless other-
wise indicated.

1 Moser v. United States, 341 U.S. 41, 45; Clark v. Allen,
331 U.S. 503, 508-509; Pigeon River Co. v. Cox, 291 U.S.
138, 160; Head Money Cases, 112 U.S. 580, 597-599; Chung
Yim v. United States, 78 F. 2d 43; cert. den. 296 U.S.
627; Tetti v. Consolidated Coal Co. of Md., 217 Fed. 443,
(N.D. N.Y.); State of Arizona ex rel Arizona State Board
of Public Welfare v. Hobby, 221 F. 2d 498 (D.C. Cir.);
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tainly it is not bound by declarations of the Secretary
of State as to international law regarding the extent
of the territorial sea or the nation’s boundaries. As
a matter of fact, Secretary Dulles in his letter (re-
printed Gov’t. Br. p. 342) is very careful to restrict
his statements to the “territorial waters” concept
and he does not speak of the nation’s boundaries.

IOf course, the fixing of State boundaries is not a
function committed to the Secretary of State. Even
Congress cannot change States’ boundaries “without
the consent of the legislatures of the States concern-
ed as well as of the Congress.” (U.S. Const., Art. IV,
sec. 3).** Also, Congress alone can regulate commerce
with foreign nations and define offenses against the
“Law of Nations”. (U.S. Const., Art. I, sec. 8, cl. 10).
If Congress can “define” offenses against the “Law
of Nations” it alone, so far as the United States is
concerned, can determine what the “Law of Na-
tions” is in making its definitions™ and, of course,
the Secretary of State, a non-constitutional officer,
must conform thereto.

Apparently the Government ignores, or at least
does not give complete effect to, the Truman Procla-
mation, the implementing Outer Shelf Act, or the
Submerged Lands Act itself as applying only to sub-
soil and seabed. In each instance the character of,

Hing Lowe v. United States, 230 F. 2d 644 (9th Cir.);
Ballester Pons v. United States, 220 F. 2d 99, cert.
den. 350 U.S. 830; United States v. 85,237 Acres of Land
More or Less in Zapata County, Texas, 157 F. Supp. 150,
(S.D. Tex.).

1 Loutsiana v. Mississippi, 202 U.S. 40; State v. Muncie
Pulp Co., 110 Tenn. 47, 104 S.W. 437.

12 1 Hackworth, Digest of International Law 25-27.



—11—

and rights in, the overlying waters were left undis-
turbed. The Act applies to State historic boundaries
only for the purpose of marking the outer limit of
the transfer of subsoil and seabed proprietorship.
The “territorial waters” concept, attempted to be
interjected, is not relevant, and was not offended by
either Act, as is apparent from the congressional
hearings and floor debates, as well as Section 6 of
the Act and Section 2(b) of the Outer Shelf Act.

C. CONGRESS, UPON ADVICE FROM THE STATE
AND JUSTICE DEPARTMENTS, DREW THE ACT

SO AS NOT TO CONFLICT WITH NATIONAL
FOREIGN POLICY.

During the hearings on the Act Congress was
completely aware of the identical assertions and con-
tentions now made by the Government in its Brief.
Congressional committees heard the testimony of the
Attorney General and a legal representative of the
‘State Department that the Aet would not conflict
with the conduct of the nation’s foreign policy or in-
ternational law, and in line with their testimony, and
to assure that the Act would not do so, Congress in-
corporated Section 6 into the Act.”

12 Section 6 provides, in part, as follows:

‘“Powers retained by the United States—(A) The United
States retains all its navigational servitude and rights in
and powers of regulation and control of said lands and
navigable waters for the constitutional purposes of com-
merce, navigation, national defense, and international af-
fairs, all of which shall be paramount to. but shall not be
deemed to include, proprietary rights of ownership, or the
rights of management, administration, leasing, use, and
development of lands and natural resources which are
specifically recognized, confirmed, established, and vested
in and assigned to the respective States and cothers by Sec-
tion 3 of this Act...”
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1. Testimony—dJustice Department.

During Attorney General Brownell’s testimony
before the Senate Committee,™* Senator Long asked:

“You do not see any reason, do you, why the
Federal Government could not, if it wanted to,
turn this marginal belt over to the States?”

The Attorney General responded:

“We think there is no inconsistency by the
Federal Goverment’s continuing to exercise its
prerogatives in the field of national defense and
navigation and international affairs, and still
granting authority to the states to administer
the natural resources in the off-shore proper-
ties.” 14a

* ¥ ¥

“I think they specifically mentioned those
three things—navigation, national defense, and
foreign affairs—as being reserved exclusively
to the Federal Government.” **

Former Solicitor General Perlman, who was an op-
ponent of the Bill, stated:

“I think — and I have so stated here before
congressional committees — that the Constitu-
tion gives Congress the right to dispose of the
property of the United States.” **°

14 Hearings on S. J. Res. 18, Before the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd Congress, 1st Sess.,
938 (1953).

14a I'hid,

ud Id,, p. 939.

e Id,, p. 684.
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Senator Daniel asked Mr. Perlman whether, if
only proprietary rights were granted to the states,
“in your opinion is that not perfectly constitutional?”’

Mr.

2.

Perlman replied:

“I have said before — I will repeat it — that
in my opinion, Congress has the right to dispose
of the property of the United States, and it has
the right to take these mineral resources from
the bed of the sea. I think it can delegate others
to take them and to enjoy them. I do think that.”

L R I 3

“I think that they [referring to Congress] can
delegate it to anybody, and they certainly could
delegate it to a state sovereignty. If it can make
leases with private corporations, it certainly can
give the authority to the states...” "%

Testtmony—State Department.

At the same Committee hearing, Mr. Jack B. Tate,
Deputy Legal Adviser of the State Department,

appeared for the State Department and presented
its official position. He said:

“I appear at the request of the Committee to
testify on questions concerning the mternatwnal
relations of the United States which have arisen
in the course of the hearings of this committee
on control and development of mineral resources
off the coast of the United States. I should like
to make it clear at the outset that the Depart-
ment is not charged with the responsibility con-
cerning the issue of Federal versus State owner-

1d Id., p. 706.
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ship or control. It is concerned solely with the
effect which the legislation might have upon the
conduct of foreign affairs.”’ ***

L S

“The Department believes that the grant by
the Federal Government of rights to explore
and develop the mineral resources of the Conti-
nental Shelf off the coasts of the United States
can be achieved within the framework of the
traditional international position.” **

* % %

“As T said to Senator Daniel awhile ago, I do
not think the State Department has attempted
to pass on the Texas claim. We consider as that
letter says, that that is a matter of domestic law
which s not within the province of the State De-
partment.”’ ¢

Senator Jackson asked the following question:

“IIf] we attempt to grant authority and
jurisdiction beyond the three mile limit we
might find ourselves in violation of our own
treaties entered into by the Government?” **

Mr. Tate replied:

“Tt depends upon what authority and juris-
diction you should grant. We have taken the
position that whether this exploitation of the
seabed is done by the Federal Government or
the State governments is not a matter that is of

ue Id., p. 1051.
ut Id, p. 1053,
us Id., p. 1061.
un Id., p. 1067.
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international concern, nor is it a matter that,
as far as I know, would conflict with any of our
treaty obligations.”

The following interchange occurred:

“Senator Long. As I understand your pre-
vious answer, it is your feeling that with regard
to the taking of natural resources from the land
beneath the surface on the Continental Shelf,
that that matter is one of domestic decision inso-
far as the Government is concerned?

“Mr. Tate. That is right.

“Senator Long. In other words, if this Gov-
ernment should in its wisdom decide to do so,
it may permit the States to exercise some juris-
diction in regard to that? If the Government
decides not to, it may exclude the States from
exercising jurisdiction in that regard?

“Mr. Tate. I think the rights can be distributed
between the Federal Government and the States
in any way at all and would not impinge upon
our relations with other States.” (Obviously
referring to foreign nations).

“Senator Long. In other words, it is of no con-
cern to any foreign power whether the oil taken
beyond the three-mile limit goes all to the Fed-
eral Government, all to the States, or on some
formula that permits sharing between the two?

“Mr. Tate. That is correct.

“Senator Long. In other words, it is a matter
for Congress and the Executive to decide?

“Mr. Tate. That is correct.

Mird., p. 1070,
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As to exploitation, Mr. Tate stated that if Con-
gress decides that exploitation should be done by the
States, “the United States might do. .. the same for
all States or differently for different States.” **

Senator Cordon, who reported the bill as acting

chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, on behalf of himself and other co-authors of
the bill, explained:

“In collaboration with other coauthors of the
resolution and with members of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, I have pre-
pared a detailed statement showing that the
true intent and effect of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 13 are to establish a policy which is clearly
within the authority of the Congress of the
United States. In order that every Member of
the Senate may have an opportunity to consider
this statement prior to a final vote on the pass-
age of the resolution, I ask unanimous consent
that it be inserted in the Record at this point in
my remarks.

* Ok K

“Therefore, regardless of how the marginal
belt and its lands and resources were acquired
in the first instance, they are now a part of
the territory of the United States the same as its
land territory, and the Constitution and domes-
tic laws are applicable as between the Federal
Government and the States or individual eciti-
zens,

*' * %

“If any doubt remains on this question of

whether that part of the marginal belt included

14 [d., p. 1068.
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within the definition of ‘lands beneath naviga-
ble waters’ in Senate Joint Resolution 13 is a
part of the territory of the United States and
subject to the authority of Congress, the doubt
will be removed by the terms of this joint resolu-
tion. No one will question the right of the Con-
gress to declare the territorial extent of the
jurisdiction of our Nation. By its definition of
‘lands beneath navigable waters’ Senate Joint
Resolution 13 recognizes that the area within
the 3-mile limit or within such greater distance
as a State’s seaward boundary existed ‘in the
Gulf of Mexico or any of the Great Lakes at the
time such State became a member of the Union,
or as heretofore approved by the Congress’ is
within the territory of the States and the United
States. This assertion of congressional policy
will confirm the fact that such area is within
the jurisdiction of the United States, and there-
fore it is subject to legislation by the Congress.

x ¥ ¥

“As shown by the evidence furnished by the
State Department and by the Presidential pro-
clamation and Executive order of September
28, 1945, the vesting or establishment of these
proprietary rights in the States is a matter of
domestic concern and will not interfere with in-
ternational law or present and future interna-
tional agreements and obligations, so long as
they are vested or established subordinate and
subject to the constitutional powers of the na-
tional sovereign. That is exactly what is intend-
ed to be accomplished by the terms of Senate
Joint Resolution 13 . . ™

14k 99 Cong. Rec. 4382, 4384, 4385.
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Members of Congress in opposition to the Sub-
merged Lands Act raised the contention that the pro-
posed Act was both contrary to United States foreign
policy and violative of international law. This was
the basis of four attempts to amend the bill to limit
all States to three miles, all of which were defeated.
See Point II, B, 5, infra, pp. 41-46,

So, the Congress was fully aware of and rejected
the untenable fallacy that the transfer to the
States of the property rights beyond three miles
would conflict with the nation’s traditional for-
eign policy, or that the Act would conflict with inter-
national law, an error which was refuted by Attor-
ney General Brownell, by former Solicitor General
Perlman, and by Mr. Tate of the State Department,
under careful examination by the members of the
Congress.

D. THE SAME QUESTION, PRESENTED IN ALA-
%%lgé V. TEXAS, WAS HELD TO BE A DOMESTIC
I .

The Solicitor General (who has posed the same
untenable concept in this case) was the Assistant
Attorney General of the United States who defended
Federal public officials in Alabama (and Rhode Is-
land) v. Texas, 347 U. S. 272. The Act was upheld
against identical contentions by Alabama and Rhode
Island that the United States could not grant prop-
erty rights more than three miles from low water
mark because to do so would conflict with foreign
policy or international law. See paragraphs IX, XIV,
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XVII, and XXXIV (B), Motion for Leave to File
Complaint and Complaint in that case.”

Also, Alabama in its brief (pp. 64-67) argued that
the alleged position of the State Department concern-
ing the maximum permissible territorial belt pre-
vented the Court from recognizing any grant beyond
three miles, Alabama having stated:

“. ..[The] United States took this position
as a part of its conduect of foreign relations.”

This contention was completely rejected by this
Court in deciding the case solely on the basis of
domestic law. The keen awareness of this Court of
Alabama and Rhode Island’s contentions as to the
Texas grant extending three marine leagues* is
pointed up not only in the per curiam opinion of the
Court, but also in the concurring and dissenting
opinions.

1 Typical is the statement in Alabama’s Motion for
Leave to File Complaint and Complaint, Alabama v. Texas
No. _.. ..., Original, October Term, 1953, at p. 11:

“The rule of international law which has been settled
and established for the United States by virtue of determin-
ations made by the Government of the United States is that
the permissible width of this belt is three nautical miles.
This rule is binding equally: on the State of Alabama and
on the State of Texas. The area more than three nautical
miles seaward from the low water mark along the portion
of the coast of Texas which is in direct contact with the
open sea and from the seaward limit of inland waters along
the coast of Texas (and in particular the area from three
to nine nautical miles from such line) is therefore part of
the high seas and outside the territorial boundaries of Tex-
aS'”

18 Three marine leagues are equal to nine marine miles or

10.35 statute miles. See Table of Sea Measure Equivalents,
Exhibit V, infra, p. 223. -
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Mr. Justice Black, in his dissent stated:

“Some states are given a three-mile strip of
ocean; some states are given about ten miles;
.. .7 347 U. S. at 276.

The Court said:

“The power of Congress to dispose of any
kind of property belonging to the United States
s vested in Congress without limitation’...
‘For it must be borne in mind that Congress not
only has a legislative power over the public
domain, but it also exercises the powers of the
proprietor therein. Congress “may deal with
such lands precisely as a private individual may
deal with his farming property. . . .” “Article
IV, 8, C. 2 of the Constitution provides that
‘The Congress shall have Power to dispose
of and make all needful Rules and Regulations
respecting the Territory and other Property be-
longing to the United States.” The power over
the public land thus entrusted to Congress is
without limitations. ‘And it is not for the courts
to say how that trust shall be administered. That
is for Congress to determine . . . ‘We have
said that the constitutional power of Congress

. is without limitation.”” 347 U. S. at 273.

Myr. Justice Reed, concurring, stated:

“The cession challenged here does not affect
the power and responsibility of the United
States as sovereign to foster and protect against
foreign and domestic enemies that area or re-
sources ceded to the proprietorship of the re-
spective states... Moreover, the Submerged



—_—2]—

Lands Act purports to convey to the states only
‘the lands beneath navigable waters’ and ‘the
natural resources within such lands and
waters.” ” 347 U. S. at 276.

And he pointed out that under the Act the United
States retained its control over “international af-
fairs” and the other powers reserved to the United
States in Section 6 of the Act. 347 U. S. at 276.

The only basis we can perceive for the Govern-
ment’s assertion that the controversy is wholly do-
mestic, yet must be determined by reference to
foreign policy, would be a contention either that
Section 6 reserving navigation control and interna-
tional affairs does not exist or that the Act is uncon-
stitutional. Section 6 does exist. The constitutionality
of the Act was upheld by this Court in the Alabama-
Rhode Island case, supra, where the question was
held to be a domestic one,.

Therefore, the contention that this case must be
decided with reference to “foreign policy” is wholly
without merit.

E. THE GRANT TO TEXAS OF RIGHTS TO ITS
THREE - LEAGUE BOUNDARY IS CONSISTENT
WITH THE NATIONAL POLICY AS DECLARED
BY THE PRESIDENT

It would seem a paradox that the same Attorney
General who advised Congress as to how to remove
from the grant any question concerning foreign af-
fairs or international law, and whose Department
successfully defended the grant and the Act in Ala-
bama-Rhode Island v. Texas, supra, should seeming-
ly reverse his position by filing this complaint. This
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seeming paradox is perhaps explained in a letter
dated December 4, 1957, from President Eisenhower
to H. J. Porter (Republican National Committee-
man). "

The issues as developed in United States v. Louis-
tanae had raised questions which in the opinion of the
Court required the presence before the Court of all
of the Gulf Coast States. The Court’s order, however,
did not dictate to the Attorney General the position
he should take on the validity of the Texas three-
league boundary.

Apparently, the Attorney General construed the
Court’s order permitting the States of Florida, Ala-
bama, Mississippi, and Texas to be made parties as
a directive from the Court to take an adversary posi-
tion against Texas and contrary to the “considered
view” of the President and contrary to the Attorney
General’s position before Congress. We differ with
this construection.

In any event it is clear that the act of filing this
complaint against Texas and its allegations are not
themselves evidence of the executive policy of Presi-
dent Eisenhower, because after this comlpaint was

1" This letter reads in part:

“The Attorney General of the United States did not bring
suit against the State of Texas on his own initiative. In its
order of June 24, 1957, the Supreme Court said that the
orderly determination of the issues in the Louisiana case
‘requires’ that Texas and other Gulf States be made parties
thereto. So, the Attorney General was compelled by the
Court itself to bring Texas into the litigation.

“It has been and still is my considered view that Texas
should have the right to explore and exploit those Sub-
merged Lands which extend seaward of her coast line into
the Gulf of Mexico for a distance of three marine
leagues . . .” Houston Post, December 7, 1957, pp. 1-2,
Houston Chronicle, December 6, 1957, pp. 1, 24.
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filed the President stated, ‘“The Attorney General
of the United States did not bring suit against the
State of Texas on his own initiative,” and “it has
been and still is my considered view that Texas
should have the right to explore and exploit those
Submerged Lands which extend seaward of her
coast line into the Gulf of Mexico for a distance of
three marine leagues . ..”*

IL.

TEXAS’ HISTORIC THREE-LEAGUE BOUNDARY IS
THE MEASURE OF THE TRANSFER MADE TO TEXAS
BY THE UNITED STATES UNDER THE ACT.

Since the property rights acquired by Texas from
the United States in the seabed and subsoil flow from
the Act, it is, we believe, necessary to discuss the
Act, and its meaning, before developing the factual
data to show that Texas comes within the terms of
the Act as to its three-marine-league boundary. The
historical discussion of Texas’ three-league boundary
will be found under Points III and IV, infra, pp. 74
and 111, respectively.

A. SECTIONS 2, 3 AND 4 OF THE ACT ARE CLEAR.
HISTORIC BOUNDARIES WERE CAREFULLY
DEFINED IN SECTIONS 2 AND 4. SECTION 3 EF-
FECTS A GRANT OF PROPERTY RIGHTS OUT
'TO THESE HISTORIC BOUNDARIES.

With the exception of the Great Lakes boundaries,
only State boundaries are mentioned in the Act, and
not national or international boundaries. As to
Texas, this case is simple and the proper construec-
tion of the Act is plain.

18 See note 17, supra.
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Section 2 (a) (2) of the Act defines “lands beneath
navigable waters” as being:

“. . . lands permanently or periodically covered
by tidal waters. .. seaward... to the boundary
line of each such State where in any case such
boundary as it existed at the time such State be-
came a member of the Union® ... extends sea-
ward (or into the Gulf of Mexwo) beyond three
geographical miles .

The relevant portion of Section 2(b), insofar as
it relates to Texas or the Gulf of Mexico, reads in
part as follows:

“The term ‘boundaries’ includes the seaward
boundaries of a State, or its boundaries in the
Gulf of Mexico...as they existed at the time
such State became a member of the Union, . . .
or as extended or confirmed pursuant to Section
4 hereof but in no event shall the term ‘bound-
aries’ or the term ‘lands beneath mnavigable
waters’ be interpreted as extending from the

coast line . . . more than three marine leagues in
the Gulf of Mexico.”

Section 3 of the Act, provides that “it is hereby
determined and declared to be in the public interest
that (1) title to and ownership of the lands beneath
navigable waters* within the boundaries * of the

» The omitted words are “or as hereafter approved by
Congress.”

20 Bearing in mind the definitions of Sec. 2 as explained
by the last sentence of Sec. 4
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respective States. .. and (2) the right and power to
manage, administer, lease, develop and use the said
lands and natural resources all in accordance with
applicable State laws be and they are hereby...
recognized, confirmed, established, and vested in and
assigned to the respective States .. .”

The term “boundaries . . . as they existed at the
time such State became a member of the Union,” as
utilized in the Act, is simply a geographical measure
of the proprietary interests granted.

The last sentence of Section 4 provides:

“Nothing in this section is to be construed as
questioning or in any manner prejudicing the
existence of any State’s seaward boundaries be-
yond three geographical miles if it was so pro-
vided by its Constitution or laws prior to or at
the time such State became a member of the
Union, or if it has been heretofore approved by
Congress.”

This sentence explains what Congress meant by
the definition in Section 2 of “boundaries . . . as they
existed.” It can only mean that if there was a pro-
vision in the Constitution or laws prior to or at the
time the State became a member of the Union such
boundaries “existed” at the time such State became
a member of the Union.

As explained to the Senate by Senator Holland, a
co-author of S. J. R. 13:

“ .. [Tlhe only way that any limit for any
State could ever be fixed beyond 8 geographical
miles under the proposed law would be by fulfill-
ing the conditions presecribed, that is, by showing
‘that its constitution or laws prior to or at the
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time such State became a member of the Union’
made such a provision, or if its seaward boun-
dary ‘has been heretofore . . . approved by
Congress . . .)”®

It is highly significant that two references were
made in the Act to the Gulf of Mexico. One is con-
tained in Section 2(a) (2) where reference is made
to the existence of a boundary beyond three geo-
graphical miles into the Gulf. The other appears in
Section 2(b) which provides that the term ‘“boun-
daries” or the term “lands beneath navigable waters”
shall not be “interpreted as extending from the coast
line more than 3 geographical miles into the Atlantic
Ocean or the Pacific Ocean, or more than three ma-
rine leagues in the Gulf of Mexico.” There was
ample reason for this because the Congress and the
President both knew that Texas had a three-league
boundary prior to and at the time of its admission
into the Union—a boundary that was provided by
its “laws.” The Submerged Lands Act was enacted
with this specific statute in mind, which described
Texas’ boundaries as:

“Beginning at the mouth of the Sabine River,
and running west along the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from land, to the mouth of the Rio
Grande...,”*

The existence of this Act being conceded by the
Government (Gov’t. Br., p. 188), the Government’s
contention that the grant to Texas should be limited
to three miles is without merit.

21 99 Cong. Rec. 2896.
21 Laws, Republic of Texas, 1383, Dec. 19, 1836.
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B. THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY SHOWS THAT CON-
GRESS INTENDED TO GRANT PROPERTY
RIGHTS TO TEXAS MEASURED BY ITS HIS-
TORIC THREE-LEAGUE SEAWARD BOUNDARY.

Seldom in the history of Congress has legislation
been so thoroughly and minutely considered as was
the Submerged Lands Act and the companion Shelf
Act. This legislation had a long and controversial
history in which over seven thousand pages of testi-
mony and exhibits were adduced in at least sixteen
formal congressional hearings. All prior hearings
were incorporated by reference in the hearing be-
fore the Senate Committee on S. J. R. 13.” The de-
bates on this legislation in the Senate and the House
extended over twenty-seven days.

It is undisputed in the Committee hearings, the
Committee reports, and the extended debates that
with respect to Texas the words, “boundary as it
existed at the time such State became a member of
the Union”, referred to the three-league boundary in
the Gulf, which was established and maintained
while Texas was a Republic and which was adopted
and carried forward by the United States in the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo.

On page after page of the hearings and debates
the sponsors of the bill, the committees which handled
the bill, and the opponents of the legislation so interp-
reted the effect of the bill. Regardless of its effect
as to other States, the legislative history shows con-
clusively that Congress intended by this Act to grant

22 Hearings on S. J. Res. 13, Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess. 6 (1953).
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property rights to Texas measured by the full extent
of its historic three-league Gulfward boundary. It
is highly significant that the Government cites no
legislative history to the contrary insofar as Texas
is concerned.

In this case, Texas takes no position as to the rights
of other States. Regardless of their situation, it is
evident that as to Texas the Congress clearly intend-
ed to grant property rights out to its historic three-
league boundary, because it provided and intended
that such grant be measured by the historic boun-
dary which existed in the laws of Texas prior to and
at the time Texas became a member of the Union.

1. Committee Hearings Recognized Three Leagues
for Texas.

The author of the bill, Senator Holland, who was
the first witness before the Senate in the 1953 hear-
ings, made clear the intent of the bill with respect
to Texas when he said:

“,..It will be noted that this bill relates to
off-shore lands beyond the three-mile limit in
only two cases, the West coast of Florida and
the coast of Texas, both of which States have,
under their constitutions, boundaries extending
three leagues into the Gulf of Mexico.” *

2¢ Hearings, 7d. 34. Actually the Texas three league boun-
dary was contained in its Boundary Act which was con-
tinued in effect by Article XIII Section 2, of the 1845 Texas
State Constitution. 2 Gammel's Laws of Texas 1298-99.
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Immediately thereafter Senator Holland filed with
the Committee a list of “Approximate areas of sub-
merged lands” which would be granted to the States
by the bill.*® The seaward area for Texas was listed
as 2,446,560 acres, which was figured on the basis
of three leagues. A footnote to this table reads as
follows:

In figuring the marginal sea area, only origi-
nal State boundaries have been used. These
coincide with the 8-mile limit for all States ex-
cept Texas, Louisiana ** and Florida Gulf Coast.
In the latter cases, the 3-league limit as estab-
lished before or at the time of entry into the
Union has been used.”

Senator Daniel of Texas presented a documented
statement to the Senate Committee setting out the
Texas Boundary Act of 1836 and explained that this
was maintained throughout the life of the Republic
of Texas; that it was the boundary which existed
prior to and at the time that Texas entered the
Union; and that it was thereafter carried forward
by the United States in the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo.*

Secretary of Interior McKay testified before the
same Committee that he recognized that three
leagues was the historic boundary of Texas and the

* Hearings, id. 35.

2 See explanation by Senator Holland as to Louisiana,
99 Cong. Rec. 2755.

2 Hearings, id. 212-283.
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West Coast of Florida and that the legislation would
extend to that distance in these two cases. He said:

“I mean the 3-mile limit as far as my State
[Oregon] is concerned. I mean 3 leagues, as far
as yours, sir, that is, Texas and Florida.””

Attorney General Brownell, upon being asked
where he would fix his proposed line with respect to
Texas, told the Senate Committee:

“Our thought generally, Senator, without
going into great detail, is that this line would
be 3 miles out, except in the case of Texas and
the West Coast of Florida.” **

He further testified:*

“In order that there may be no misunder-
standing, generally speaking what we have in
mind is a 3 mile line, except for the Coasts of
Texas and the West Coast of Florida, where 3
leagues would generally prevail.”

Senator Holland asked him:

“The reason you make those two exceptions
is because it is your understanding that the Con-
stitutions of Texas and Florida provide that the
3-league off-shore limit is the limit clear across
Texas and along the West Coast of Florida in
the Gulf of Mexico.”

| T,

27 Senate Interior Committee Hearings on S. J. Res. 13,
529,

2 Id. 931.

2 Id, 957.
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To which Attorney General Brownell responded:

“That plus the action of the Congress in rela-
tion to it.”

It should be noted that Attorney General Brown-
ell was proposing that lines be drawn in accordance
with the measurements in the bill which was sub-
sequently enacted. Contrary to the implication on
pages 250-51 of the Government’s Brief, the Attor-
ney General was not proposing that his delineation
would be any different than already contained in the
bill. *°

A very significant memorandum was presented to
the chairman of the Senate Committee by Mr. Stew-
art French, Counsel, Senate Interior Committee, the
relevant portion of which reads as follows:

“There has been considerable discussion in
the submerged lands hearings as to historic
State seaward boundaries. For convenient ref-
erence, I submit the following table of pro-
visions with respect to sea boundaries in the
enabling acts under which the coastal States,
other than the original 13, entered the Union,
or in pertinent State constitutions which were
approved by Congress.

* % X

“Texas, — The Republic of Texas was pro-

claimed March 2, 1836, and on Deccember 19,
1836, the Texas Congress passed an act defin-
ing the boundaries of the Republic (1 Laws,

© Id., 926.
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Republic of Texas). The southern boundary was
described as follows: ‘Beginning at the mouth
of the Sabine River, and running West along
the Gulf of Mexico 3 leagues from land to the
mouth of the Rio Grande.” In the annexation
resolution of 1845, the 28th Congress declared
it ‘doth consent that the Territory properly in-
cluded within, and rightfully belonging to the
Republic of Texas, may be erected into a new
State***’ (9 Stat. 926). The Treaty of Guada-
lupe-Hidalgo (9 Stat. 922), February 2, 1848,
provides in Article V:

“The boundary line between the two Repub-
lics (id est, the United States and Mexico) shall
commence in the Gulf of Mexico, three leagues
from land, opposite the Rio Grande * * *”*

In the course of the same hearings® Mr. H. G.
Barton, Chief, Oil and Gas Leasing Branch, Conser-
vation Division, United States Geological Survey,
submitted eight tables pertaining to wells and fields
within, or without, “traditional State boundaries.”
As to Table I, he states:

“All data are segregated to show production
landward and seaward of the traditional state
boundaries, which, for the purpose of this re-
port, are assumed to be 3 nautical miles sea-
ward of mean low tide . . . and 3 leagues (9
nautical miles)*® seaward for Texas.”

The same'interpretation of the Texas three-league
boundary as the measure of the grant was made in

81 1d., 1232, 1233,
32 Id., 567-78.
33 10.35 statute miles.
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the House Committee. Congressman Wilson, in de-
scribing the Outer Shelf area which was being as-
signed to Federal jurisdiction in the same bill, said:

“I was speaking particularly with regard to
outside the State boundaries of 1014 miles of
Texas and Florida, and 8 miles for the rest of
the States. Historical boundaries are what we
are talking about. I say outside the historical
boundaries.”*

Congresswoman Thompson in questioning Secre-
tary McKay in the House Committee said:

“Miss Thompson. I take it when you speak of
historical boundaries, you mean 10 or 1015
miles?

“Secretary McKay. I mean whatever the
State had when it came into the Nation. Most
of the States are 3 miles. Texas is 3 leagues,
I believe.””™

The following exchange occurred between Con-
gressman Celler and Secretary McKay:

“Mr. Celler. Mr. Secretary, I believe your
statement, if I may be privileged to sum it up,
says that the right of disposal lies in the Fed-
eral Government concerning the land submerged
under the sea seaward from the limitation of
the State boundaries; is that correct?

3¢ H, R. Judiciary Committee Hearings on H. Res. 4198,
83rd Cong., 1st Sess., 188.
s Id., p. 195.
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“Secretary McKay. Yes, sir, of the historic’
boundaries. In most cases of these States, it is 3
miles to sea, except in Texas and Florida, where
it is, of course, 8 leagues.”*

2. Committee Reports Apply Three Leagues
As Measurement For Texas

Both the Senate and House Committees included
in their official reports the approximate acreage
which would be granted to Texas by the bill as
2,466,560 acres, which was figured on the basis of
three leagues as the measurement from coast. Both
Committee reports contain the same acreage chart
originally presented to the Senate Committee by
Senator Holland. The Committees carried forward
in their reports the explanation that “only original
State boundaries have been used” and that for the
State of Texas “the 2 league limit as established be-
fore or at the time of entry into the Union has been
used.” ¥

In the Senate report, and referring to the granting
clause of the bill, it is stated, in summary, that it
“provides that the rights of ownership of lands and
natural resources beneath navigable waters within
the historic boundaries of the respective states are
vested in and assigned to the states.” *

% House Hearings, p. 181.

*' Report No. 215, House Committee on the Judiciary,
H R. 4198, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., 57; Report No. 133, Sen-
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, S. J. R. 13,
83rd Cong., 1st Sess., 76.

*® Submerged Lands Act, Report No. 133, Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, U. S. Senate, S. J. R. 18. p. 10-
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Appendix E of this Report (p. 65) states:

“Texas’ boundary was fixed three marine
leagues into the Gulf of Mexico at the time it
was admitted to the Union in 1845 by the an-
nexation agreement.”

This same statement is found in the House Judi-
clary Committee Report.” In each instance this lan-
guage was contained in previous committee reports
on bills which had the same language as to the meas-
ure of the grant, which reports were incorporated in
full in the 1958 reports. Here we have a clear finding
of the committee as to the Texas boundary it re-

ferred to in the words “at the time” Texas became a
member of the Union.

3. Maps Used In Senate Debate Showed Three
Leagues For Texas

Senator Holland, author of the bill, placed a large
map. on an easel at the rear of the floor of the Senate
outhmng the general extent of the grant intended
er.each State, and this map [see opposite pagel re-
Mained on the floor during the extended discussions
of the bill. Ag shown by the following statements of

cnator Holland, the map marked three leagues as
Hel Mmeasurement of the grant for Texas. Senator
olland said at the beginning of his argument:

. “Mr. President; if Senators will give attention
—_0r a moment to the map which is placed in the

" Report No. 215, p. 43.
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rear of the Chamber, and which I believe reas-
onably and clearly outlines this situation, they
will note that the map has a very narrow, dark
line surrounding the entire Nation on the At-
lantic frontage and on the Gulf of Mexico
frontage and on the Pacific Ocean frontage of
the continental United States. That narrow line
represents the areas which are covered by the
joint resolution, insofar as any grant of offshore
lands to States is concerned. Senators will note
that on the west coast of the mainland of the
State of Florida that narrow belt is about three
times as wide as it is all the way down the At-
lantic coast, and they will also note that on the
entire Texas frontage on the Gulf of Mexico
the same situation obtains.

The reason for that is, as has been already
stated in the debate on several occasions, that
the State of Texas claims for its entire frontage
on the Gulf of Mexico a 3-league belt, by reason
of the fact that it, as an independent republic,
had set its boundary at 3 leagues from its coast-
line in 1836, long before it came into the
Union..."

® & %

4

‘. .. As to offshore lands confirmed to the
States, this measure is confined to those lands
which extend out to the 8-mile limit with two ex-
ceptions. The State boundary of the west coast
of Florida and the boundary of the entire coast
of Texasi,ezzctends 3 leagues into the Gulf of Mex-
ico . .

1 99 Cong. Rec., p. 2745,
2 Jd., 2746.



Many other Senators referred to the map during
the debates, including Senator Daniel, who said with
respect to the map:

“. . . On the gulf coast it will be noted that
the boundaries of Florida and Texas are 3
leagues from shore, while the boundaries of the
other Gulf Coast States extend out 3 miles from
shore.” *

4. Floor Debates Recognized Three Leagues For
Texas

In pages 50-51 if its brief, the Government at-
tempts to show by colloquy between Senators Douglas
and Cordon that Senator Cordon did not interpret
the bill as applying to the Texas three-league bound-
ary which existed “prior to” Statehood. In doing so,
the Solicitor General omitted the preceding colloquy
which shows the true interpretation not only of
Senator Cordon but Senator Daniel, a co-author
of the bill, and Senator Douglas, an opponent of the
measure, as follows:

“MR. DOUGLAS. I should like to ask specifi-

cally, what is the understanding of the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon as to what this
provision does to the boundary of Texas? What
does it mean in the case of Texas?

“MR. CORDON. The Senator from Oregon is
not going to attempt to bound the State of Texas

¢ Id., 2816.



—38—

on the floor of the Senate. The boundary of the
State of Texas is the boundary which was estab-
lished for the State of Texas when she volun-
tarily pulled down her own flag and ran up the
flag of the United States. That boundary has not
changed.

“MR. DANIEL. It may be that the Senator

from Illinois wishes to make certain that the
State of Texas does not claim that its boundary
at the time of its admission to the Union ex-
tended beyond 3 leagues. I may say that the
boundary of the State of Texas at the time it
entered the Union existed 3 leagues from shore,
W%iCh is equal to 9 marine miles, or 1014 statute
miles.

“So 3 leagues from shore is the boundary
Texas has always had since 1836. That was the
boundary claimed by Texas at the time Texas
entered the Union, and it is the boundary which
Texas insists applies in the consideration of the
question pending before the Senate today.

“MR. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Oregon agree with the interpreta-
tion of the Senator from Texas?

“MR. CORDON. The Senator from Oregon is
not going either to agree or disagree. The Sen-~
ator from Oregon gives his opinion that the
argument seems to him to be sound, but he is
not passing upon that question because he does
not have the power to pass upon it.” *

& ¥ %

+ 99 Cong. Rec. 2620-21.
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“MR. CORDON. With respect to the three
league limit, there was in the treaty—

“MR. DANIEL. The treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo.

“MR. CORDON. Yes; the Treaty of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo. That treaty recognizes a boun-
dary line extending three leagues from the
mouth of the Rio Grande into the Gulf of Mex-
ico, as the boundary line between the United
States and Mexico.

“MR. AIKEN. The distinguished former at-
torney general of Texas (Mr. Daniel) is a mem-
ber of this body, and I am glad he is here. I
should like to ask whether Texas is willing to
accept that as its boundary? . . .

“MR. DANIEL. I desire to make it clear that
under the resolution the State of Texas is not
granted any property or released any property
beyond its boundaries as they existed at the
time the State entered the Union, which were
fixed in the Gulf of Mexico at 3 leagues and
later fixed in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo
at 3 leagues. Nothing in this resolution would
permit the State of Texas to claim ownership
be}lrond 9 marine miles which equal 1014 statute
miles. . . .

“MR. AIKIN. Then the passage of the reso-
lution would, to all intents and purposes, so far
as I am concerned, leave the boundaries of the
State fixed at the 3-league limit from the shore.

“MR. DANIEL. Certainly, it would leave the

boundary of the State of Texas, so far as the
ownership of any lands is concerned, at 3

leagues. That is correct. . . .
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“MR. LONG. With regard to the Texas ques-
tion, I wish the very able Senator from Ver-
mont would look at the map [This brief, p. 111,
infra] which appears at page 411 of the hear-
ings. It was prepared by the United States Gov-
ernment and shows the boundary between Tex-
as and Mexico as fixed in the Treaty of Guad-
alupe Hidalgo. There is no doubt that the United
States in that treaty, recognized the Mexican
boundary at 3 leagues and also the Texas boun-
dary of 3 leagues. ...”

x X =%

“MR. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator from
Texas believe that the resolution affirmatively
gives to Texas the right to claim title and own-
ership out to 3 leagues or 1014 miles?

“MR. DANIEL. The Senator from Texas very
definitely believes that the resolution gives the
State of Texas the ownership and title out to
the boundaries of the State of Texas as they
existed at the time the Republic of Texas came
into the Union as a State, which boundaries
were, of course, 3 leagues, and were so recog-
nized then and have thereafter been recognized
by the United States Government.”

* * %

“MR. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator from
Oregon permit me to thank the Senator from
Texas for clearing up a feature concerning the
wntended legal effect of the resolution which I
lab?ored all yesterday afternoon to try to clear
up 47

4799 Cong. Rec. 2695-2696.
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On April 10, 1953, Senator Douglas, still an op-
ponent of the bill, made this statement:

“The pending joint resolution seems clearly
intended by its chief proponents to transfer at
once ownership and control of the submerged
lands, beyond the 3-mile limit out to 3 leagues or
1014 miles from shore, in the cases of, first,
Texas, on the ground that its statute of 1836
gave it such a boundary at the time such state
became a member of the Union; and, second,
Florida, on its West Coast on the ground that its
constitution of 1868 gave it such a boundary and
that this was therefore approved by Congress
in the Act of June 25, 1868—readmitting
Florida to representation in Congress.” **

Many more examples of similar discussions during
debates and hearings demonstrate beyond doubt that
both the proponents and opponents of the bhill
fully intended the Act to effect a tranfer of property
rights to the full extent of Texas’ traditional historic
three-league boundary. Congress was completely and
consciously aware of Texas’ three - league historic
boundary, as being the measure of the grant to Texas
under the words “to the boundary . . . as it existed
at the time such State became a member of the
Union.” Additional excerpts from the hearings and
debates are compiled in Appendix B, p. 225.

5. Congress Defeated Four Attempts to Limit
Texas to Three Miles

While the legislation was pending in the Senate,
Senator Anderson of New Mexico offered a substi-

4 99 Cong. Rec. 2916.
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tute which would have limited the transfer of all
rights to three miles from coast.” Senator Anderson
said:

“,..Instead, the joint resolution sets a line
as far as 1014 miles off the shore.” *

The Anderson substitute would have placed in the
Act the very three-mile limit for Texas for which
the Government now contends. His substitute
was thoroughly debated in, and rejected by, the Sen-
ate. Senator Anderson made practically the same
argument that the Government makes in its brief
as to the three-mile limit, and he discussed ** the
very point about territorial waters and foreign
policy which the Government seeks to interject into
this case (by unwarranted assumption from the
Dulles letter). After extensive debate and consider-
ation the Senate tabled the Anderson substitute by a
vote of 56 to 33, with 7 not voting. **

Senator Monroney next submitted amendments to
the resolution.” He stated:

“. ..First of all, it would provide a definite
cutoff of quitclaiming title to three miles in the
open sea, and thus eliminate all the other limits,
up to 1014 miles on the West Coast of Florida
and all along the Coast of Texas.” *

+ 99 Cong. Rec., 2907, 3956.
80 Id., p. 3951.

% Id., p. 3951.

52 Id., pp. 3956-3957.

5 Id, p. 4069.

s¢Id., p. 4201,
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The Monroney amendment was rejected by a vote
of 59 to 22 with 15 not voting, ** after full develop-
ment of the special historical situation with respect
to Texas three-league boundary.**

Still another attempt was made by Senator Mag-
nuson to limit the grant. He stated:

“In effect the two amendments limit the so-
called Holland Joint Resolution to the three-mile
limit. In other words, they invalidate the por-
tion of the Joint Resolution which would allow

Texas and Florida to go beyond the historic
three mile limit.”

* k *

“The net effect of these amendments is to
restrict the application of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 13 to a strip of sea, extending three miles
oceanward from low tide on all coasts — Pacifie,
Atlantic and Gulf.” ¥

The debate in opposition to the Magnuson amend-
ments consisted of a detailed explanation of the
Texas three-league boundary, the Treaty of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo, and the other reasons offered in this
brief why the three-league boundary should remain
as the measure of the grant insofar as it concerns
Texas. The Magnuson three-mile amendments were
rejected by the Senate.”

A clear choice was presented to the Senate. The
majority voted in favor of a bill which would pro-

% Id, p. 4203.
s Id., p. 4171-6.
% Id, p. 4473.
v Id., p. 4474,
% Jd., p. 4478.
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vide for a transfer from the United States to Texas
of the subsoil property rights within its historic
three-league boundary in the Gulf of Mexico. It re-
fused to limit the transfer to three miles.

Similarly, the same contentions were made in the
House, which was aware of Texas’ three-league his-
toric boundary. An amendment offered by Congress-
man Yates, which would have had the same effect as
the proposed Senate amendments, was rejected in
the House by a vote of 83 to 17.”

In explaining the effect of his proposed amend-
ment, Congressman Yates said:

“...Ithink it is better that we legislate now,
that we declare now that it is the national in-
terest for the seaward boundary of the United
States, regardless of what State boundaries may
be claimed, to be 3 miles from the shore line.
We will then have a uniform boundary line all
around our Nation. Beyond that line will lie the
sphere of the Federal Government and interna-
tional questions.” *

Congressman Wilson, after explaining that the
amendment would cut off a grant to Texas of the
full extent of her historic boundary, stated:

“Certainly we do not want to pass a bill deny-
ing a treaty entered into by and between the
United States and any State of the Union; and
if we did do that it would go, of course, to the
very nub of this bill. .. and would deny to Tex-
as ... their privileges guaranteed to them under
the Constitution by right of contract and treaty

® Id., p. 2569.
¢ Id., p. 2568.
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and of the right to affix their historical bound-
aries as is provided in the bill.” *

No clearer evidence of congressional awareness
and intent to grant Texas’ three-league property
rights could be found than the defeat of these amend-
ments in the Senate and the House which would have -
changed the intended effect of the bill to that now
contended for by the Government.

It is fundamental that the judicial function to be
exercised in construing a statute is limited to ascer-
taining the intention of the Congress® and that
courts should construe laws in harmony with legis-
lative intent and carry out the legislative purpose.®

The Court is authorized to seek enlightenment
from “congressional committees and explanations
given on the floor of the Senate and House by those
in charge of the measure.” ** Senator Holland, to-
gether with Senators Daniel and Cordon, were in
charge of this bill in the Senate.

The only competent constitutional authority em-
powered to decide this domestic political question,**

o1 Ibid.

82 Ebert v. Poston, 266 U. S. 548.

82 Foster v. United States, 303 U. S. 118, 120. Also, words
are to be construed to effect the intent of the lawmakers
and the context, the purposes of the law, and the circum-
stances under which the words were used, are to be given
effect (Vermilya-Brown Co. v. Connell, 335 U.S. 377),
and “the words are not to be bent one way or another, but
are to be taken in the sense which will manifest the legis-
lative intent.” (Helvering v. Stockholm Enskilda Bank,
293 U. S. 84, 94).

s« Wright v. Vinton Branch Mountian Trust Bank, 300
U. S. 440, 463.

842 Foster v. Neilson, 2 Pet. 253,

“. . . the Legislative and Executive branches having
decided the question, the courts of the United States
were bound to regard the boundary determined on by
them as the true one.” Garcia v. Lee, 12 Pet, 511, 518.
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namely, the Congress, intended to grant, and did
grant, to Texas sub-sea property rights within its
three-league historic boundary. This is abundantly
shown by the best evidence of congressional intent—
the wording of the Act itself, the committee reports,
and the expressions of members of Congress, particu-
larly the authors and floor managers of the bill.

6. The President Intended That the Act Should
Extend Three Leagues for Texas
and So Advised the Congress

The President of the United States also understood
Texas’ three-league historic boundary and that the
legislation effected such a grant.

Senator Humphrey inserted in the Congressional
Record ® a letter to the President dated April 17,
1953, signed by Senator Anderson and others, stating
that they were informed that the bill sets up a three-
mile belt for every coastal state except Florida and
Texas “where the belt will be 1014 miles.” Reference
was made to national policy and “complications with
other nations.”

The President’s reply of April 24, 1953, was in-
serted in the Congressional Record of April 25. He
gave his complete support to the pending measure
and said, in part:

“The Republican Party Platform clearly
stated, ‘We favor restoration to the States of
their rights to all lands and resources beneath

® 99 Cong. Rec., p. 3532,
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navigable inland and offshore waters within
their historic boundaries.

“During the past campaign on October 13,
I made the following statement:

“‘So, let me be clear in my position on the
tidelands and all submerged lands and resources
beneath inland off-shore waters which lie with-
in historic state boundaries. As I have said be-
fore, my views are in line with my party’s plat-
form. I favor the recognition of clear legal title
to these lands in each of the 48 states.

‘ “This has been my position since 1948, long
before I was persuaded to go into politics. ..

‘The Supreme Court has declared in very re-
cent years that there are certain paramount
Federal rights in these areas. But the Court ex-
pressly recognized the right of Congress to deal
with the matters of ownership and title.

“ “Twice by substantial majorities both Hous-
es of Congress have voted to recognize the tra-
ditional concept of State ownership of those sub-
merged areas. Twice these acts of Congress
have been vetoed by the President.

“ ‘T would approve such acts of Congress.’

“The next day ,October 14, I made specific
reference to the State of Texas:

“‘Just a hundred and seven years ago the
United States Senate decided that the publie
lands of Texas were not worth $10,000,000...
so the United States said to Texas, ¢ ‘Keep your
debts—and keep your lands. We don’t want
either.”” And so the State of Texas paid off the
$10 million debt of the Republic. It kept its...
lands, including the submerged area extending
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8 marine leagues seaward into the Gulf of
Mexico.

“My position is the same today. It was further
amplified by the administration representatives
in the hearings before the Senate and your com-
mittees considering the legislation.

“T favor the prompt passage by the Senate of
Senate Joint Resolution 13 with any amend-
ments the Senate may approve not inimical to
the principles which I have expressed.” **

So, not only does congressional history concretely
reflect that Congress intended to grant property
rights to Texas measured by its historic three-league
boundary—but that was also the intention of the
President, and his purpose in approving the bill.

7. Three League Intent and Effect of the Bill Was
Public Knowledge

The intent and effect of the Submerged Lands Act
in granting to Texas property rights to the extent of
its historic three-league boundary was known not
only to the Congress, the President, and the Depart-
ment of State, but to the public at large. Offic-
ials and citizens living in Washington did not have
to read committee reports or the Congressional Rec-
ord to know the effect of the bill, because the news-
papers circulated in the Nation’s capital consistently
reported the effect and intent of the bill in the follow-
ing manner:

“The Senate version would vest in States the
title to offshore submerged areas within their
three-mile limit, or, in the case of Texas and

%52 99 Cong. Rec. 3865.
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Florida, within a ten-mile belt.” Washington
Evening Star, March 31, 1953. p. A-2,

“The bill would give the states title to the
continental shelf within their “historic bound-
aries” (10 1/2 miles seaward in the case of
Texas and Florida, 3 miles for all other coastal

states).” New York Times, April 5, 1953, p.
2-E.

“The pending (Senate) bill grants the coast-
al states title to submerged lands within their
historic boundaries — or three miles seaward,
except in the case of Texas and the Gulf Coast
of Florida, where the seaward limit would be
10 1/2 miles.” Washington Post, April 28, 1953,
p- 1.

A list of similar news articles published during the
pendency of the bill in two of the Washington news-
papers and in the New York Times is attached to this
brief as Appendix D.

8. Present State or National Boundaries Were Not
Intended As the Measure of the Grant

At no place in the Act or the hearings, reports,
or debates was it contended either by proponents or
opponents that the language “boundary as it existed
at the time such State entered the Union,” referred
to present State or national boundaries.

On the contrary, it was stated in the committee
reports and by practically every member of Congress
who discussed the bill that the grant was to the “his-
toric State boundaries” which already existed at the
time the States entered the Union, or as approved
by Congress. Even the Government recognizes this
in its brief in referring to Congress “allowing the
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Gulf States the benefit of three-league boundaries
if such boundaries had already been approved by
Congress or had actually existed when the States
entered the Union . ..” Government Brief, 14.

In the committee hearings, reports, and debates
in the #8rd Congress, the term “historic State bound-
aries” was used 813 times in describing the extent
of the grant. The term “original boundaries” of the
States was used 121 times, and “traditional” State
boundaries 114 times, and they were fully known
to and understood by the Congress and by the Presi-
dent when the Act was finally approved.

Not once in its 425 page brief does the Govern-
ment cite a single use of the term ‘“present State
boundaries,” “national boundary,” or “territorial
waters” by a member of Congress, or a committee as
describing the intended measure of the grant. The
terms which are sought to be applied by the Govern-
ment in this case simply were not used in the Con-
gress.””

The Government takes a statement of Senator
Daniel (Gov’t. Br., p. 402) as apparently indicating
that the United States did not grant anything to Tex-
as beyond three miles.

“MR. ANDERSON. Mr. President, there has
been a great deal of talk about historic boun-
daires. Why not simply include the term ‘his-
toric boundaries’ in the pending measure, and
let the Supreme Court interpret it?°*°

6> Tnn its own recitation of the legislative history of the
Act (Gov't. Br., pp. 36-46), it is significant that the quota-
tions listed from the 8 members of Congress refer 9 times
to “historic” state boundaries, 5 times to “original” state
boundaries, and 8 times to “constitutional” or “statutory”
boundaries in describing the extent of the grant.

¢sc 99 Cong. Rec. 4174,
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Senator Daniel answered with the sentence quoted
by the Government at page 402 of its brief, but he
did not end where the Solicitor General stopped quot-
ing him. Instead, he proceeded to say:

“Of course, Texas’ boundaries did exist at 3
leagues at the time of annexation, and the Texas
and Florida 3-league boundaries were hereto-
fore approved by Congress, but that is his-
tory . ..

“ .. As the Senator from Florida said, the
intention was to write specifically into the joint
resolution what the authors have said all along
would be its effect—that it covered only and
within the historic boundaries. The only way I
know of to describe the word ‘historic’ by
means of definition is to say, ‘as the boundaries
existed when the respective States entered the
Union, or as heretofore approved by the Con-
gress.

“There is good reason, Mr. President, why
those words should be used. The Supreme Court
of the United States has said in several cases
that the Federal Government can do nothing to
change the area of a State after it has entered
the Union with fixed boundaries, except with
consent of the State. There is another line of
cases which hold that, if the boundaries are set
out in a State constitution, such as the constitu-
tion of the State of Florida, which is approved
by the Congress of the United States, then the
United States cannot change those boundaries
without the consent of the State. That is why
the terms now employed are used. They are
taken from court decisions, which have been
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written in cases dealing with situations similar
to the present one.

“For instance in New Mexico v. Colorado (267
U.S. 30,41 (1925) ) the Supreme Court said that
the right of a State, upon its admission into the
Union to rely upon its established boundary lines
cannot ‘be impaired by any subsequent action
on the part of the United States.’

“And in New Mexico v. Texas (276 U. S. 657
(1928) the Supreme Court said:

“New Mexico, when admitted as a State in
1912, explicitly declared in its constitution that
its boundary ran ‘along said thirty-second par-
allel to the Rio Grande * * *.” This was con-
firmed by the United States by admitting New
Mexico as a State with the line thus described
as its boundary.” **¢

The foregoing constitutes a complete answer to
the Government’s contention that the words “existed
at the time” of entering the Union means “im-
mediately after entry,” and that this Court should
disregard boundaries which existed “prior to” entry
into the Union. The Government gives great em-
phasis and italicizes the words “at the time,” omit-
ting the equal emphasis that should be given to
the word “existed”’, which was obviously used in the
past tense.

For a State to bring itself within the grant in
excess of three miles, its wider boundary must have
“existed” at the time such State became a member

s Id., p. 4176.
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of the Union “. . . beyond three geographical miles
. .. Necessarily this calls for the original estab-
lishment of the boundary prior to the instant of ad-
mission, as is the case with all new States which
are admitted to the Union. The House Committee
report at page 15 makes this point clear by referring
to the “original” boundary line in the following
description of the lands included in the grant:

“. .. and submerged lands seaward have a

distance of 3 miles or to the original boundary
line of any State in any case where such bound-
ary at the time the State entered the Union
extended more tham three miles seaward.”

The author of the bill, Senator Holland, made this
clear in the following statement on the floor of the
Senate:

“The States of Texas and Florida would
simply be left where they were placed—the
State of Texas by the action of Congress and its
own action in 1845 and prior thereto, and the
State of Florida by action of Congress in 1868
and its own prior action.” *

If any doubt remains as to whether “existed at the
time it became a member of the Union” contem-
plates an existence “prior to or at the time of” entry,
it should be satisfied by the explanation attached by
the author of the bill and incorporated in both House

% 99 Cong. Rec., p. 4114.
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and Senate Committee reports listing the acreage
included within the bill:

“In the latter cases [which include Texas]
the 3-league limit as established before or at the
time of entry into the Union has been used.”**

The Act itself contains this same interpretation of
the meaning of the word “existed”. In Section 4
it is said plainly that nothing therein contained
shall be construed as prejudicing the “existence of
any State’s seaward boundary beyond three geo-
graphical miles if it was so provided by its constitu-
tion or laws prior to or at the time such State became
a member of the Union . . .” In fact, by reading the
sections of the Act together, it is clear that in Section
4 Congress has said how the existence of a State’s
boundary beyond three miles is to be proved—by
showing that it was so provided in its constitution or
laws prior to or at the time such State became a mem-
ber of the Union.

Undoubtedly Congress would have used precisely
the same language in the last phrase of Section 4
as it did in Section 2 by substituting the word
“existed”’ (past tense) for the words “prior to,”
except for the fact that the drafter of the last
sentence in Section 4 had already used the word
“existence” in the first part of the sentence.

Regardless of the wording, it is clear that Con-
gress has in Section 4 of the Act recognized that
the ‘“‘existence” of any State’s seaward boundary

s62 House Report No. 215, on H. R. 4198, 83rd Cong., 1st
Sess., Appendix B, 57. Senate Report No. 133 on S. J. Res.
13, 83rd Cong. 1st Sess. Appendix F, 76.
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beyond three miles is confirmed by a showing that it
was so provided by its constitution or laws prior to
or at the time such State became a member of the
Union. This was the interpretation of the acting
chairman of the Senate Committee, Senator Cordon,
when he said:

“It [referring to what is now the last sen-
tence of Section 41 provides that nothing in this
section is to be construed as questioning or in
any manner prejudicing the existence of any
state’s seaward boundary beyond three geo-
graphic miles if it were so provided by its Con-
stitution or laws prior to or at the time such
State became a member of the Union, or if it
has been heretofore approved by Congress. That
18 fhe language which reaches Florida and Tex-
as. 67

Likewise, this was the interpretation of the au-
thor, Senator Holland, who said:

“This resolution does not give anything to
anyone; it simply recognizes the Texas limits,
provided Texas can, as I believe it can, show that
its limits were 3 leagues out before it was ad-
mitted into the Union . . . Texas will have to
be brought within the provisions of this resolu-
tion, based, in the one case, that of Texas, on
action taken prior to 1845, on the part of the Re-
public of Texas, and action taken in 1845 by
Congress in admitting Texas into the Union...”

87 Hearings on S. J. Res. 13, Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess. 1818 (1953).
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The reports of the committees in both Houses show

that Congress was aware ® that the Court in the
California ® and Louisiana ™ cases did not attempt

to fix historic boundaries, but that in the Texas case,
the Court took notice of Texas’ historic three-league
boundary.™

It is evident that as to Texas the Congress clearly
intended to grant property rights out to its historie
three-league boundary, because Congress provided
and intended that such grant be measured by the
historic boundary which existed in the laws of Texas
prior to and at the time Texas became a member of
the Union.

8 Appendix C, Senate Report No. 133, Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs to accompany S. J. R. 13, 83rd
Congress 1st Session, 26-48; Appendix II, House Report
No. 215, on H. R. 4198, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., 61-79; see also
Hearings, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd
Cong., 1st Session, 1183-1206.

7 United States v. Louisiana, 339 U. S. 699.

"1 United States v. Texas, 339 U.S. 707. The Court rtated:
“The Republic of Texas was proclaimed by a convention
on March 2, 1836. The United States and other nations
formally recognized it. The Congress of Texas on De-
cember 19, 1836, passed an act defining the boundaries
of the Republic. The southern boundary was described as
follows: ‘beginning at the mouth of the Sabine River and
running west along the Gulf of Mexico three leagues from
land, to the mouth of the Rio Grande.”” (p. 713). The Court
also stated: “Texas prior to her admission was a Republic.
We assume that as a Republic she had not only full sove-
reignty over the marginal sea but ownership over it, of
the land underlying it, and of all the riches which it held.”
(p. 717). Mr. Justice Reed, dissenting, pointed out that
“the court concedes that prior to the Resolution of Annexa-
tion, the United States recognized Texas’ ownership of
the three-league area claimed by Texas (p. 721). Mr.
Justice Frankfurter stated ... the submerged lands
now in controversy were a part of the domain of Texas
when she was on her own.” (p. 724).
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9. By the grant of property rights to Texas to its
three-league historic boundary, Congress determined
the territorial extent of the jurisdiction of the United
Sates out to that boundary so as to make the grant
effective.

In the statement which was prepared and submit-
ted to the Senate by Senator Cordon near the end of
the debate on the Submerged Lands Act, “showing
the true intent and effect of Senate Joint Resolution
13,”™* he specifically takes notice of the question,
raised by the opponents of the resolution, as to
whether the territorial extent of the jurisdiction of
the United States went to the historic boundaries of
the States in the Gulf of Mexico.

In reply to this contention of the opponents of the
bill, Senator Cordon very carefully stated the inten-
tion of Congress in Senate Joint Resolution 13 to
declare the territorial extent of the jurisdiction of
the United States so as to make the grant effective
out to historic boundaries:™"

“If any doubt remains on this question of
whether that part of the marginal belt included
within the definition of ‘lands beneath navi-
gable waters’ in Senate Joint Resolution 13 is
a part of the territory of the United States and
subject to the authority of Congress, the doubt

712 99 Cong. Rec., 4382.
" 7d., 4385.



— 58—

will be removed by the terms of this joint reso-
lution. No one will question the right of the
Congress to declare the territorial extent of the
jurisdiction of our Nation. By its definition of
‘lands beneath navigable waters’ Senate Joint
Resolution 13 recogwizes that the area within
the three-mile limit or within such greater dis-
tance as a State’s seaward boundary existed ‘in
the Gulf of Mexico or any of the Great Lakes at
the time such State became a member of the
Union, or as heretofore approved by the Con-
gress’ is within the territory of the States and
the United States. This assertion of congression-
al policy will confirm the fact that such area is
within the jurisdiction of the United States, and
therefore it is subject to legislation by the Con~
gress. The future existence and control of prop-
rietary rights and uses of the lands and re-
sources within this area are matters which Con-
gress may determine. If the effect of the Court
decisons is to say that proprietary rights now
exist in the national sovereign, they may be
transferred to the States subject to the reserva-
tions of constitutional political powers in the
Federal Government. If the effect of the Court
decisions is to say that proprietary rights do
not now exist in the area, there can be no doubt
but that Congress may by this legislation estab-
lish such rights. That is why both of the terms
‘established’ and ‘vested’ are used inm Senate
Joint Resolution 13.”

This statement leaves no doubt that Congress by
the Submerged Lands Act unquestionably intended
to declare and determine that the territorial extent
of the jurisdiction of the United States included the
area within Texas’ historic three-league boundary,
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so as to make the grant to Texas effective to that
boundary.

Congress not only has the power to dispose of prop-
erty belonging to the United States, but it also has
the power to declare and determine the territorial
jurisdiction of the United States in order to make
such disposition effective. It plainly intended to ex-
ercise both powers in the Submerged Lands Act to
the extent necessary to carry out its purpose of trans-
ferring property rights to Texas to its historic three-
league boundary.

C. CONTEMPORANEQUS CONSTRUCTION OF THE
ACT ACCORDS WITH THE INTENT TO GRANT
THREE LEAGUES TO TEXAS.

1. Contemporaneous Construction by Federal Of-
ficials.

In 1953, at the request of the Eisenhower admin-
istration, and of the President himself, the 83rd Con-
gress passed both the Submerged Lands Act and the
Outer Shelf Act as administration measures. These
measures define the property rights and jurisdiction
of the States and Federal Government in the respec-
tive areas. Naturally, the various departments of the
Executive which were to be affected by the Act par-
ticipated in drafting and steering through both acts
as a part of the President’s program.

If there is doubt as to the meaning of the
Act, the contemporaneous construction placed upon
it by those who participated in its drafting, and
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who therefore had the terms of both the Submerged
Lands Act and the Outer Shelf Act fresh in their
minds is entitled to great weight.”

The Secretary of Interior was authorized to ad-
minister the Shelf Act, and in doing so, he was given
numerous duties which require construction of the
two Acts, especially with reference to the line of de-
marcation between the State and Federal property
rights in the Continental Shelf.

The contemporaneous construction of the Act by
officials in the Department of Interior was that it
granted Texas property rights in the subsoil and
seabed extending three leagues from coast, and that
the federally-administered outer shelf began at the
terminus of Texas’ three-league boundary.

In the Fiive Per Cent cases, 110 U. S. 471, 484, the
Court said:

“The conclusion to which the court is brought
upon a consideration of the language of the
statutes relied on, and of the nature of the sub-
ject to which they refer, accords with the con-
temporaneous and uniform construction given
to them by the executive officers charged with
the duty of putting them in force. If the court
had a doubt of the true meaning of their pro-
visions, this practical construction would be en-
titled to great weight.”

73 2 Sutherland, Statutory Construction, Sec. 5103 ; Davis,
Administrative Law, Sec. 56 (1951) ; Pike and Fisher Ad-
ministrative Law Digest, Sec. 2(¢) 5; Edward’s Lessee v.
Darby, 25 U. S. 206, 210; Armstrong Co. v. Nu-Enamel
Corp., 305 U. S. 315, 330.
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Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay par-
ticipated in the hearings on the Act and stated that
three leagues was the historic boundary of Texas
and that the grant would extend to that distance in
the case of Texas.”

This was the consistent contemporary construction
of the Act by Secretary McKay in the administration
of the Shelf Act applying to lands seaward of those
granted to Texas by the Submerged Lands Act.

Section 6 of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act
provided for validation of pre-existing State leases
outside of the historie State boundaries upon applica-
tion of the State lessees. Sub-section 6(e) provided
that in cases where the existing State lease included
lands both inside and outside of the historic State
boundaries, the Secretary of the Interior was auth-
orized to validate only that portion of a lease outside
such boundaries. It directs that “the provisions of
this section shall apply to such lease only insofar as
it covers lands of the Outer Continental Shelf.”

In carrying out this administrative function, it
became necessary for the Secretary of the Interior
to determine what leases were to be validated under
Section 6. The Secretary applied the three-league
boundary of Texas as the line of demarcation be-
tween State and Federal lands.

" Hearings on S. J. Res. 13 before the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, 88rd Cong., 1st Sess., 529,
535. Hearings on H. R. 2948 before Subcommittee No. 1,
I-%ouse Committee on the Judiciary, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess.,
181.
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In an official publication, the Department of the
Interior stated:

“According to section 6 of the act, the lessees,
under leases issued by the States of California,
Louisiana, and Texas, embracing all or part of
the lands in the outer Continental Shelf, or out-
side of the 3 geographical mile line for Louis-
iana and California and 8 marine league line
for Texas, were required to apply to the Bureau
of Land Management for continuation of such
leases. To date four hundred and four State
leases have been filed in this office to conform
to section 6 of the act.” ™

The Secretary of the Interior provided a separate
form to be used by the Division of Cadastral Engin-
eering for reports on validation of pre-existing State
leases which covered lands off the coast of Texas
wholly outside the historic boundary, and the form
contains the following:

“The lease area is situated in the Gulf of
Mexico on the outer continental shelf off the
shore of the State of Texas. Available data in-
dicate that the nearest point on the boundaries
of the traetis .___.______ .. [feet] seaward from a
line which is three marine leagues from the
coast, said line being considered as the outer
limit of the submerged lands of the State of
Texas.” ™

78 Bureau of Land Management, OQur Public Lands, Vol.
4, No. 2, April, 1954, article by Lewis E. Hoffman, Chief,
Division of Minerals.

™ Dept. of Interior Form No. 51291.
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Memoranda dealing with leases covered by sub-
section 6 (e), which were bisected by the dividing line
between State and Federal property, contain the
following:

“The lease area is situated in the Gulf of
Mexico off the shore of the State of Texas.
Available data indicate that the area is crossed
by a line which is three marine leagues from the
coast, which line is considered as the outer limit
of the submerged lands of the State of Texas.”™”

All new leases executed by the Secretary on the
Outer Continental Shelf off the coast of Texas have
been located seaward of the Texas three-league
boundary line.

Under Secretary of the Interior Ralph A. Tudor,
acting as Secretary in the absence of Mr. McKay, and
after a question had been raised as to the Depart-
ment’s position in this matter, issued an official
statement as follows:

“There seems to be some misunderstanding
of the position of this department with reference
to the off-shore boundary of Texas.

“The President has made his position abun-
dantly clear. Furthermore, before the Senate
committee at the time the Submerged Lands Bill
was passed, Secretary McKay was asked by Sen-
ator Daniel if he would ‘say something about his
undc,erstanding of the Texas three-league bound-
ary.

“Secretary McKay replied: ‘That is what I
want to say. I am with Texas on that, three
leagues to sea.

" Dept. of Interior Files, 0.C.S. 0016, 0017.




—64—

‘...I mean the three-mile limit as far as my
state is concerned. I mean three leagues, as far
as yours, sir, that is, Texas and Florida.’

“This Department has taken no position con-
trary to that statement. It is not anticipated that
any area within the three-league limit will be
offered for lease by this department in connec-
tion with the proposals for leasing which are
now being advertised.”™

The Department of the Interior was notified in ad-
vance by mail each time that the State of Texas ad-
vertised leases for sale within the three-league boun-
dary, many of which were beyond three miles, and no
protest was made. The Department of Interior and
State officials worked together to see that their leases
respected the common boundary line of three leagues
off the coast of Texas.”™

2. Contemporaneous Construction by the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Upon signing the Submerged Lands Act on May
22, 1953, President Eisenhower said:

“I am pleased to sign this measure into law
recognizing the ancient rights of the State in
the submerged lands within their historic bound-
aries.”’”

8 Statement on Submerged 'Lands, July 20, 1953. Depart-
ment of Interior, Office of the Secretary, Information Ser-
vice.

- 18 Sea affidavit of Bill Allcorn, Commissioner of the Gen-
eral Land Office of the State of Texas, Appendix G.
" New York Times, May 23, 1953, p. 1.



—65—

More than a year after the bill was signed, a ques-
tion was raised as to whether Attorney General Her-
bert Brownell would recognize three leagues as the
historic boundary of Texas and the extent of the
grant to that State. Senator Price Daniel of Texas
conferred with President Eisenhower at the White
House on July 15, 1954, and then stated that the
President “had assured him he held the position that
Texas owned the submerged lands extending three
leagues, rather than three miles, into the Gulf of
Mexico.” He told reporters after his White House
visit that President Eisenhower authorized him to
say there was no change in the President’s position
and that he still believed Texas had title to the full
three leagues.®

On July 20, 1954, the Associated Press reported
as follows:

“A presidential aide. . . said President Eisen-
hower made his position perfectly clear last
week in talking with Senator Daniel of Texas.
The aide added: ‘The President always has
supported Texas’ claim to its historic boundary,
and that is three leagues. ’*

The New York Times reported that at a Presi-
dential press conference on July 21, 1954, the follow-
ing question was asked:

“EDWARD JAMIESON Of the Houston
Chronicle—Mr. President, last week Senator
Daniel after seeing you, quoted you as saying
that you felt and recognized the ten and one-

8 New York Times, July 16, 1954, p. 6.
81 Dallas Morning News, July 21, 1954, p. 6.
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half mile limit of the offshore in Texas. Since
then there have been some statements by some
other people added, creating some confusion.
Has your Administration any intention of
changing the historie three-league boundary in
the Gulf of Mexico?

The President’s answer was reported as follows:

“A.—Let him say again, back in 1946 or
1947, as he recalled, he had seen a group of
papers that seemed to him to be furnishing con-
clusive evidence that the property title to the
so-called tidelands to historic boundaries belong-
ed to the States. He had taken that view then;
he had never had any reason to change it.

“He had supported that view, and by no word
or action that he knew of, had he ever implied
modification of that idea. No one had ever
brought forward an argument that he thought
was valid against it.

“He still supported it, and if there was any
confusion, it certainly was in somebody else’s
mind, not his, on that point.”

On November 7, 1957, the President continued to
recognize and adhere to the historic three-leagues
for Texas in the Gulf of Mexico as shown in a letter
addressed to Governor Price Daniel as follows:

“In further response to your telegram of
October twentieth, the State of Texas, in my
view, should have the right to explore and
exploit the submerged lands extending seaward

82 New York Times, July 22, 1954, p. 12.
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of the Texas coastline for a distance of three
marine leagues into the Gulf of Mexico.”*

3. Contemporaneous Construction by Congress.

Soon after the Submerged Lands Act was signed,
the same congressional committees which had re-
ported favorably on the Act made favorable reports
on the Shelf Act which, by its terms, covers the re-
mainder of the continental shelf lying outside the
States’ historic boundaries.

The House Judiciary Committee reported on the
Outer Continental Shelf Bill without additional hear-
ings since it had already considered the matter in
connection with the Submerged Lands Act. However,
the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs conducted extended hearings. Throughout
these hearings, and in the committee report, it was
consistently recognized that the historic three-league
boundary of Texas marked the grant to Texas in
the Submerged Lands Act, and that the innermost
line of the Outer Shelf Act commenced three leagues
from the Texas coast. At least thirty times the three-
league or 1014 mile distance was referred to in the
hearings as the extent of the transfer made to Texas
by the Submerged Lands Act.*

There was introduced in the Senate Committee
hearing a survey of estimated petroleum reserves in
the outer shelf, prepared by the United States

8 Copy of the telegram from Gov. Daniel to Pres. Eisen-
hower and the full text of Pres. Eisenhower’s reply are
included as Exhibit H.

8 See Hearings, Senate Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, on S. 1901, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess.
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Geological Survey, which contained eight tables
showing wells, revenues, and other data seaward of
“traditional state boundaries.” In each instance
the totals were computed on the basis of using the
three-league boundary as the dividing line.*

In the Senate committee report on the OQuter Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act, the total area of the outer
shelf is figured on the basis of Texas having received
a grant to three leagues, and the same is true of the
committee’s report concerning the estimate of re-
serves by the Geological Survey. The Senate com-
mittee referred to “the 1014 mile line off the coast of
Texas.”*®

In the House debate undisputed statements were
made recognizing that the grant in the previously
enacted Submerged Lands Act extended Gulfward
three leagues or 1014 miles in the case of Texas.

“Congressman Graham [of Pennsylvania
sponsor of the Outer Continental Shelf Bill,
H. R. 5134, and member of the House Judiciary
Committee]:

“We decided, as you know, the territorial
limits, the historic boundaries extending 3 miles
out; and, due to the foresight and great judg-
ment of those who created the Republic of Texas,
they took care of themselves to 10145 miles. In
that connection, after we had taken care of that
we decided in title 3 that the Continental Shelf

85 Hearings on S. 1901, before the Senate Comm. on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess. 710-721.

88 Report No. 411, to accompany S. 1901, Senate Comm.
on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., p.
5—June 15, 1958.
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that extends out from 90 to 120 miles should
become the property of the Federal Government,
and that comprises 90 percent of all the area
in which oil can be drilled for. Ten percent re-
mains within the confines of the original State
historic boundaries.”*’

Other statements in the House were:

“Mr. Yates: In other words, this bill deals
only with the portion of the Continental Shelf
outside that area?

“Mr. Wilson: Beginning at the outer edge
of the historic boundary of the States, which
is 8 miles only except for the States of Texas and
Florida, and on out.”

Mr. Jones of Illinois:

“I think our activities in connection with
legislating on this important measure should be
confined exclusively to that which we originally
started out to accomplish, to-wit, to establish the
boundaries of the States over which we have
this existing controversy which, I understand,
includes the 3 mile limit and a 1014 mile limit
for the States of Texas and Florida. We should
adopt a hands-off policy as it applies to sub-
merged land referred to as the Continental Shelf
—I mean by that, that the States should confine
their control over submerged lands strictly to
what we started out to do.”®

87 Excerpt from House debate on H. R. 5184, Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Bill, on the floor of the House, May 13, 1953,
99 Cong. Rec., 4882.

88 99 Cong. Rec., 4889,

# Ibid.



Both the House and the Senate committee reports
refer to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands as being
seaward of historic state boundaries or seaward of
the original state boundaries.”

Historic state boundaries are referred to as the
line of demarcation forty-six times in the House
debates and twenty-nine times in the Senate debates
on the Quter Continental Shelf Lands Act.”™

4. Contemporaneous Construction by the States.

The State of Texas, after passage of the Sub-
merged Lands Act, advertised 311 tracts for lease in
the Gulf of Mexico within the three-league boundary
and beyond three miles from shore, and 165 leases
were purchased at public bids for a total sum of more
than $20,000,000 bonus. Nine separate sales were
held between 1953 and 1958.” Notices were mailed
to the Department of the Interior on all of these sales,
and no protests were made.”

The State of Texas and its lessees construed the
Act immediately after its passage as did the Depart-
ment of the Interior, the President and the Congress.

2 Report No. 411, to accompany S. 1901, Senate Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., p.
5 (1953) ; Report No. 413 to accompany H. R. 5134, House
Comm)ittee on the Judiciary, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess.,, p. 3
(1953).

92199 Cong. Rec. 4877-4895, 6961-7265.

2 September 1, 1953; December 1, 1953; September 7,
1954; May 38, 1955; September 6, 1955; July 3, 1956; De-
cember 4, 1956; June 4, 1957; and March 4, 1958.

s See Affidavit, Bill Allcorn, Commissioner General Land
Office of Texas, Appendix G.



—_—T]—

This same construction of the Act as granting
three leagues to Texas was made by the States of Ala-
bama and Rhode Island in the case of Alabama v.
Texas, et al., 347 U. S. 272. See Point VIII (infra,
150).

D. CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT, AS THE
POLITICAL BRANCHES OF THE NATIONAL GOV-
ERNMENT, HAVE DETERMINED FAVORABLY TO
TEXAS ALL POLICY QUESTIONS, BOTH FOREIGN
AND DOMESTIC, INVOLVED IN A THREE-LEAGUE
PROPERTY GRANT TO TEXAS, AND THEIR DETER-
MINATION OF POLICY IS BINDING.

The Government contends in its brief that this
Court should decide against the States on the propo-
sition that seaward boundaries are a matter of
foreign policy; that the Court is bound by ‘“all decla-
rations and determinations on foreign affairs” made
by the Executive; that the judicial task in the case
at bar is to discover what position the Executive has
taken; and that Secretary Dulles’ letter to Attorney
General Brownell is “enough to conclude the matter
here.”

The Government’s precise contentions are:

“The courts, therefore, are bound to accept
as correct and conclusive all declarations and
determinations with respect to foreign affairs
and foreign policy, made by the Executive
Branch of the Government by formal rulings or
official action taken in conducting the foreign



—

affairs or formulating the foreign policy of the

nation.™
* x » *

“The question in such a case is not of discover-
ing an independent fact, but rather of learning
what position has been taken by the Govern-
ment on the subject.” **

* * *® *
“We submit, however, that the Secretary’s

statement [referring to the Dulles letter]
alone is enough to conclude the matter here.”**

The exact effect of the Government’s contentions
is not clear. If the Government means to say that
this Court must abdicate its judicial function of de-
termining what the legal issues are and how they
should be decided, then the Government’s contention
is so plainly wrong that no argument is needed to
reveal its fallacy.

For the reasons we have stated (Point I, p. 7)
foreign policy does not enter into the decision of the
issues in this case. However, if foreign policy must
be considered, then it is clear that all questions of
policy, both foreign and domestic, have been decided
in favor of the States through the regular processes
of the political branches of the Government.

These questions of policy were for Congress to
decide. There, as we have shown in our discussion of
the legislative history of the Submerged Lands Act,
all questions of domestic and foreign policy were
expounded and argued at length in the com-

8¢ (Government Brief, 127-28.
® Id., p. 130-31
62 1d., p. 132.
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mittee hearings and in the debates in both
Houses of the Congress. Specifically with reference
to Texas, it was repeatedly and unequivocally stated
that the purpose of the Act was to transfer rights
to Texas out to the boundary it had established in
1836 at three leagues in the Gulf. Congress decided
that this transfer should be made, rejecting all of the
arguments of domestic and foreign policy that the
Government now submits in its brief.

Before Congress started consideration of the bill,
during the Congressional debates, and after the bill
had been passed by Congress, President Eisenhower
consistently and emphatically took the position that
as a matter of policy he favored the transfer of rights
to Texas to three leagues in the Gulf. In the state-
ment that he made at the time he approved the Sub-
merged Lands Act, and in subsequent statements, he
gave his interpretation of the Act as being a grant to
Texas to its three-league historic boundary.

In view of the clear-cut statements by the Presi-
dent, it is, to say the least, bewildering to find the
Solicitor General arguing that the Secretary of
State can in effect repudiate the position of his
superior, the President. If any person can author-
itatively state the policy of the Executive branch of
the Government, surely it should be the President
himself.

The regular procedure for determining policy is
by the official action of the political branches. The
official action of Congress was its passage of the
Submerged Lands Act,” deciding all issues of policy

95t See supra, 99 Cong. Rec. 4382-85.
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in favor of the States. The official actions of the
Executive were the public announcements of the
President before, during, and after the passage of
the Act. They are binding on the parties and upon
this Court.

I11.

UNDER THE ACT TEXAS WAS GRANTED PROP-
ERTY RIGHTS IN THE SUBSOIL AND SEABED OUT
TO ITS HISTORIC THREE-LEAGUE BOUNDARY, BE-
CAUSE PRIOR TO AND AT THE TIME IT ENTERED
THE UNION, TEXAS HAD AN EXISTING THREE-
LEAGUE GULFWARD BOUNDARY.

The Government has conceded that the Republic
of Texas on December 19, 1836, (I Laws, Republic of
Texas, 133) enacted a law providing as follows:

“AN ACT to define the Boundaries of the
Republic of Texas.

“Sec. 1. Be it enacted by the senate and house
of representatives of the republic of Texas, in
congress, assembled, That from and after the
passage of this act, the civil and political juris-
diction of this republic be, and is hereby declar-
ed to extend to the following boundaries, to wit:
beginning at the mouth of the Sabine river, and
running west along the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from land, to the mouth of the Rio
Grande,....”

The Texan Boundary Aect was carried forward
in successive editions of Texas law.’

98 See infra p. 100, note 174a.
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The Submerged Lands Act contains no require-
ment that Texas must have occupied and used the
submerged area for a prescriptive period; that the
United States must have recognized Texas’ historic
three-league boundary during the time Texas was a
Republic; or that such boundary must have been one
recognized in “International law” or by the “Family
of Nations”, in order for the boundaries to have “ex-
isted” within the meaning of Section 2 and the last
sentence of Section 4 of the Act.

Though the Government has acknowledged that
the Texas Republic’s December 19, 1836 Act declar-
ing her three-league seaward boundary was in exist-
ence prior to Texas’ entry into the Union (Gov’t.
Br., p. 188), the Government seeks to avoid that
indisputable fact (which is all that Texas is required
to establish in this case) by arguing:

1. That the Republic took no steps to effectuate
jurisdiction within its seaward boundary;

2. That the United States never recognized or ac-
quiesced in the three-league boundary; and

3. That the three-league boundary was not recog-
nized in international law.

Despite the fact that these arguments are imma-
terial, each of them will be refuted. Historic evi-
dence will be supplied to establish that Texas did
effectuate its claim (Point IITA); that the United
States did recognize and acquiesce in the Texan
three-league seaward boundary (Points IIIB and
ITIC); and that the three-league boundary was
not invalid and was one which the Republic of Texas
as an independent sovereign had a right to assert
under international law (Point V).
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A. THE REPUBLIC OF TEXAS DID IN FACT MAIN-
TAIN SOVEREIGNTY, JURISDICTION, USE, AND
CONTROL OVER THE AREA WITHIN ITS THREE-
LEAGUE BOUNDARY.

From 1835 to annexation in 1845 Texas exercised
its jurisdiction and control over that portion of the
Gulf of Mexico within its boundaries three leagues
from shore. Indeed, the Republic of Texas did not
enter the American Union in 1845 without assur-
ances that the United States Navy would assume
the responsibilities of the Texas Navy in the Gulf of
Mexico.”” During this period, prior to annexation,
the Navy of the Republic of Texas actually con-
trolled the entire Gulf of Mexico and patrolled and
defended the waters of the Gulf of Mexico within
the three-league boundary.*

An examination of the Constitution and laws
of the Republic of Texas, together with documents
contained in the Texas Archives, and reference to
historic works and newspaper accounts, establishes
beyond a doubt that Texas used, maintained and con-
over, the area within its three-league historic boun-
daries.”

Even prior to the formal Declaration of Inde-
pendence on March 2, 1836, the Provisional Govern-
ment of Texas had established a Committee for Na-

972 Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence, 242,
260, 296, 311 and 314.

%8 See Appendix F, for a list of published accounts
of {the activities of the Texag Navy.

* Evidence of the exceptional importance attributed by
the government of Texas to the exercise of jurisdiction and
cortrol of Texas’ territorial belt will be found in the
compilation of legislative action of the Provisional Govern-
ment of Texas and the Republic of Texas, Appendix E.
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val Affairs, which set up qualifications for grantees
of letters of marque and reprisal and the duration
and extent of their operations, and which also recom-
mended purchase of navy vessels “... to cruise in,
and about the bays and harbours of our coast.”**

There were at least six regularly commissioned
privateers that acted as a navy for Texas prior to its
independence and which effectively aided the estab-
lishment of the Republic in keeping the
coastal waters free for the essential supplies
from New Orleans and in preventing the
landing of Mexican troops. *** The Committee on Mil-
itary Affairs of the Provisional Government ex-
pressed, as early as November 19, 1835, the need
to construet “. . . fortifications and works of defence,
in Bays or Harbours...”. An ordinance establishing
the Navy was passed on November 25, 1835, and
the first four vessels of war were purchased in
January and February of 1836.'

The plans of the Provisional Government were to
obtain “command of the Gulf, from Matamoras to
New Orleans”.”* In January, 1836, the commander
of the schooner Invincible was ordered: “To take
command of said vessel of war and man and provide
for a cruise against the enemy within the Gulf of

1o T Laws, Republic of Texas 561, 567-568.

101 Dienst, Dr. Alex, The Navy of the Republic of Texas,
1835-45, 20-32 (1909).

w2 T Laws, Republic of Texas 5838-589,

103 Dienst, Dr. Alex, The Navy of the Republic of Texas,
1835-45, 32 (1909).

104 T Laws, Republic of Texas 695, 729. See also p. 730,
where it is stated the Invincible was to be purchased for
“, . . the ’object of cruising in the Gulf, or about our
coast . ...
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Mexico or any of its waters, until further order-
ed . . . Courts of admiralty were established and
acts passed providing for a coastal patrol for protec-
tion and collection of revenues to be derived from
the area."*

After the Declaration of Independence and the
establishment of the Republic, new laws were passed
by the Texas Congress by which jurisdiction and con-
trol were exercised over the area within the seaward
boundary of the Republic which was delineated in
the Texas Boundary Act, approved December 19,
1836, as being three leagues from land. Examples
of this were the passage of numerous acts establish-
ing and making appropriations for the navy from
the very beginning of the Republic until annexa-
tion.”’

Because the navy was engaged in patrolling the
coast to prevent the supplying of the Mexican Army
by sea, it contributed greatly to the Republic’s sue-
cessful establishment and maintenance of indepen-
dence.”® As pointed out in the foreword to the work
by Dr. Jim Dan Hill, The Texas Navy, p. vii: “The
Navy was unquestionably largely responsible for the
victory that Houston won at San Jacinto. It blocked
reinforcements for Santa Anna. It forced him for

105 T Laws, Republic of Texas 754.

w8 T Laws, Republic of Texas 593-597, 669, 673-674, 683.

101 T Laws, Republic of Texas 931, 1146-1193, 1355-1356;
II Laws, Republic of Texas 129, 381-386, 765, 767-771, 813,
1018-1022; See Appendix E, p. 268.

108 Hill, Jim Dan, The Tezas Navy, 45-46, 54-55, 57. (Chi-
cago, 1937).



—_—T9

lack of supplies to alter his plan of campaign at a
crucial moment . . .” _
Later, the Republic also passed laws governing the
coasting trade,” confirmed the establishment of
courts of admiralty,”* and, in setting up customs pro-
visions and anti-smuggling measures, provided for

revenue cutters to patrol the coast.

Regulations with respect to the use of pilots in the
coastal waters extended out to fifteen miles.””* Chart-
ing of the coast was an early project of the Republic,
and a survey was carried out by Commodore E. W.

e IT Laws, Republic of Texas 479, 969, 1017, 1109.

1o T Laws, Republic of Texas 1307; I1 Laws, Republic of
Texas 521-525, 733-734, 998-999,

ut “An Act for the protection of the revenue and other
purposes . .. the collector of said port be authorized to ap-
point an inspector, whose duty shall be to guard and
watch over the action and proceeding of all vessels and
boats, and persons on board of either . .. and prevent smug-
gling, and all other frauds on the Revenue; and further, that
the President be requested to instruct the Secretary of the
Navy, to keep constantly employed, until otherwise provided
for, one or more of the armed schooners now in commis-
sion, on the coast of Texas, from the mouth of the Sabine
Inlet to the mouth of the Rit Bravo del Norte, for the
protection of the Revenue, which vessel or vessels shall per-
form the service and duties of revenue cutters, in the same
manner as similar services are performed by revenue cut-
ters of the United States.” February 5, 1840, Acts, 4th Cong.
pp. 73-74; 11 Laws, Republic of Texas 247.

For other references to provisions with respect to cus-
toms and anti-smuggling measures see: 1 Laws, Republic
of Texas 983-988, 1008-1016, 1315-1316, 1496; II Laws, Re-
public of Texas 209-225, 734-737, 812, 1111, 1134.

122 1T Laws, Republic of Texas 7T73-775.
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Moore of the Texas Navy.”* A chart of the
entire coast was prepared by him and published in
Philadelphia and New York in 1842, and was also
published in England by the Admiralty.*

Texas ceased to depend entirely on privateers
early in 1836. Four vessels of war, Liberty, Invin-
cible, Independence and Brutus, were purchased in
January and February of that year.”

William Kennedy, the British Consul at Galves-
ton,™™ had this to say about the Texas Navy during

13 1T Laws, Republic of Texas 113; Moore, Commodore
E. W., To the People of Texas, pp. 48-49. Fisher to Thurs-
ton, March 20, 1837, Navy Papers, Texas State Archives.

An item in the July 14, 1841 issue of the Telegraph and
Texas Register (which published all the laws and docu-
ments of the Texas Republic) reads:

“The schooner of war, San Antonio, left Galveston
on the 4th inst., for the Sabine Pass, having Com. E. W.
Moore and several officers on board, for the purpose
of commencing the survey of the coast. Col. G. W.
Hockley was a passenger on board. We are glad to find
this important work commenced. The officers of our
Navy can not at this season be employed to better ad-
vantage than in this survey.”

14 Dienst, Dr. Alex, The Navy of the Republic of Texas,
1835-45, 93 (Temple,Texas, 1909).

18 Id., p. 32.

16 Justin H. Smith, in his book, The Annexation of Texas,
80, footnote 8, (1911, corr. ed., 1941), states that Kennedy,
an English agent, is the author of a valuable work on Texas.
See also, Adams, E. D., British Correspondence Concerning
Texas, 133-134.
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the crucial period following the battle of San Jacinto
in April 1836:

“The vessels in the Texan service commanded
the coast, and could have landed troops at any
point.”*"

During 1836, while patrolling the Gulf Coast, the
Texas Navy captured two American vessels engaged
in carrying contraband and cargo.”® General Hunt,
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary
of the Republic of Texas, wrote to the American
Secretary of State, Mr. Forsyth, August 4, 1837:

“Texas is not disposed to yield to any foreign
nation the privilege of her coast, involving the
command of the Gulf of Mexico, nor can she con-
cede them to the United States, unless in a
treaty of union.” **

In 1837, the Texas Secretary of the Navy directed
the commander of the Texas Navy to cruise in the
Gulf of Mexico and “seek the enemy wherever you
may think you can find him.”** In reporting on the
cruise to the Navy Department, the commander of
the Texas Navy reported the capture of three Mexi-
can schooners and a British schooner thought to be

17 Kennedy, William, Texas, (London, 2d ed., 1841, re-
printed Ft. Worth, Texas, 1925)

18 Hill, The Texas Navy, 51, 53 (Ships Pocket and Du-
rango).

119 Kennedy, op. ¢it. supra n. 117, p. 660.

120 Fisher to Thompson, May 23, 1837 Navy Papers, Tex-
as State Archives.



carrying contraband.”™ In September, 1836, the Sec-
retary of the Navy, in reporting to the President of
Texas on the past operations of the Navy, was able
to state:

“At an early period of our struggle for Na-
tional Independence, the importance of our
Navy was fully developed. Invaded by a large
force by land, and the natural productions of the
country principally destroyed, we had to look
abroad for the support of our army; and even,
in a great measure, for the sustenance of the
inhabitants of the country. But by the aid of
our little fleet, we were enabled, so far to com-
mand the Gulf, as to keep the vessels of our
enemy off our coast, and secure the introduction
of supplies from abroad.”**

In a letter in 1838, the Texas Secretary of State
wrote the Texan representative to Great Britain, that
“There have been no Mexican cruisers on our coast
since August last. Our carrying trade is performed
by vessels sailing under the United States Flag. No
one a year ago could have foreseen the surprising in-
crease of our commerce in so short a period. Of late

121 Thompson to Navy Department, Aug. 29, 1837, Navy
Papers, Texas State Archives. See also Boyland to Secre-
tary of Navy, Sept. 1, 1837, Navy Papers, Texas State

rchives. A joint resolution of the 4th Congress (Texas),
January 25, 1840, appropriated the sum of $3,840.60 as an
indemnity for the capture and detention of the British
schooner Eliza Russell, by the Texan armed schooner In-
vinetble. 11 Laws, Republic of Texas, 420.

122 Shepherd, acting Secretary of State, to the President
of Texas, Sept. 80, 1837, Navy Papers, Texas State
Archives.
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about thirty vessels are often lying in the port of Gal-
veston, seven of which are Steam Boats that ply be-
tween the Island and other places.” *** Seven vessels
were acquired for the Texas Navy during 1839 and
1840.**

By 1840, the Texan Navy had gained command of
the whole Gulf, and retained this control until its
annexation to the United States. The Mexican press
deplored the situation in a newspaper article in Oc-
tober, 1840: “The squadron of Texas dominates our
Gulf Coast from the boundary of the U. S. to Cape

Catoche in Yucatan.” **
That the Texas Navy was successful, not only in

keeping Mexican vessels out of the coastal waters,
thereby preventing invasion by sea (the most access-
ible route) and in protecting the supplies coming in
from New Orleans by the sea, but indeed achieved the
high objective of “command of the Gulf” set for it by
the government of Texas, is attested by records of the
day. One writer about Texas in his book published
in Philadelphia and New York in 1840 stated: “Tex-
as now has a Navy that commands the whole Gulf,
and Mexico dares not set a single armed vessel afloat
beyond the limits of her own harbor.” ***

128 Trion, Secretary of State, to Henderson, March 20,
1838, 3 Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence, 851.

124 A list of seven vessels acquired for the Texas Navy
was enclosed in a letter by the British chargé d’ affaires to
the British Foreign Secretary: Elliot to Aberdeen, Novem-
ber 24, 1842, Adams, E. D., British Correspondence Con-
cerning Texas, 133-134.

128 Piario del Gobierno (Mexico City) for October 4, 1840.

126 Moore, Francis J., Maps and Description of Texas 40
(Philadelphia and New York, 1840)
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This position of control of the Gulf coastal waters
was also recognized by such disinterested parties as
the British minister to Mexico who wrote the British
Foreign Secretary in a letter dated October 26, 1840:
“There is actually a Texan squadron cruising on the
coast, which may at any moment commence offensive
operations, and the Mexican Government possesses

not a vessel of the smallest description, not even a
boat, to oppose them.” *** During 1843 the Texas fleet
went to the assistance of the Government of Yucatan,
which was then in revolt against the central govern-
ment of Mexico, and again completely defeated the
Mexican squadron, thus leaving the Texas Navy in
undisputed possession of the Gulf of Mexico from
Louisiana to Yucatan. Dr. Alex Dienst, a scholarly
Texas Navy historian, whose work is thoroughly
documented, has written: “Thus gloriously for Texas
was the Yucatan expedition ended and the object of
the cruise attained. The Texan Navy rode in triumph
upon the Gulf, and Galveston and Texas were free
from apprehensions of an attack or invasion from
Mexico by sea.” ***

Upon annexation the responsibilities of the Texas
Navy were transferred to the United States Navy.

“The vessels transferred were the ship Austin
of 20 guns, the brig Wharton of 18 guns, the

127 Pakenham to Lord Palmerston, October 26, 1840,
Adams, E. D., British Interests and Activities in Tezas,
47 (1910).

3128 Dienst, The Navy of the Republic of Texas, 1835-45
134.
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brig Archer, 18 guns, and the schooner San Ber-
nard, 7 guns.” **

Thus, the Texan Navy throughout the history of
the Republic, and for a period of nearly eleven years,
performed the traditional functions of the Navy of
an independent nation. It also performed the same
functions as the United States Coast Guard in pro-
tecting and collecting revenues, and of the U. S.
Coast and Geodetic Survey in that it charted the coast
of Texas. It made water commerce possible in the
Gulf, as well as within three leagues, and without in-
terference from foreign powers. It maintained com-
plete dominion over the entire Gulf from Louisiana
to Matamoros, Mexico, as well as to Yucatan and
therefore it was able to and did maintain complete
sovereignty, control, use and jurisdiction over and
within Texas’ three-league boundary.

The foregoing completely answers the contention
in the Government’s Brief at page 195 “that it does
not appear that the Texas Republic took any steps
to effectuate its claim of jurisdiction over three
leagues of marginal sea.” If the Court has any
real doubt about the matter, then this is a fact
issue which must be assumed against the Plaintiff
for the purpose of this Motion for summary judg-
ment on the pleadings.

10 Id, at 142.
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B. THE UNITED STATES RECOGNIZED AND AC-
QUIESCED IN THE TEXAS REPUBLIC’'S THREE-
LEAGUE BOUNDARY PRIOR TO AND AT THE TIME
TEXAS ENTERED THE UNION.

The United States recognized Texas as an inde-
pendent Republic March 1, 1837.** That recognition
was retroactive to Texas’ establishment of an inde-
pendent government.**

Evidence of the knowledge of the Texas Boundary
Act and recognition of it and acquiescence in it
appears throughout the history of the relations be-
tween Texas and the United States. The period up
to and including the annexation of Texas will now
be examined. The subsequent approval by Con-
gréss of Texas’ three-league boundary is examined
under Point IV (infra, 111). The recognition by
other world powers is discussed under Point V
(infra, 124).

1. Prior to Recognition of the Republic of Texas
by the United States on March 1, 1837.

The United States was vitally interested in ter-
ritorial claims of the Republic of Texas from the
very outset of the revolution in Texas in 1835,

120 The plan for a general “consultation of all Texans”
originated at public meeting held at Columbia in June and
August, 1835. A committee was designated to make ar-
rangements for elected representatives of every munici-
pality in Texas to convene October 15, 1835. This was done
and the provisional government of Texas began to function
from that date. The first skirmishes of the revolution
were taking place at this time. Yoakum, H., History of
Tezxas, 2 Vols.,, New York. 1855, esp. vol. 1. pp. 354-379.

131 See infra, p. 125.
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Nothing short of an active and vital interest in all
Texan affairs could have been expected of the United
States, first because the revolution took place on the
United States border, and second, because many of
the Texas revolutionists were United States citizens
who came to Texas to fight against Mexican tyrany.

It is utterly absurd to suppose, as the Government
does, that the United States, which only a few years
before had proclaimed the Monroe Doctrine, lacked
interest in Texas’ territorial claims. As a matter of
fact, the United States Government watched Texan
developments very closely. President Jackson’s
Message of December 21, 1836, to the House of Rep-
resentatives, begins:

“During the last session, information was
given to Congress by the Executive, that meas-
ures had been taken to ascertain ‘the political,
military, and civil condition of Texas.’ I now
submit, for your consideration, extracts from
the report of the agent who had been appointed
to collect it, relative to the condition of that
country.” H. R. Exec. Doc., 24th Cong., 2nd
Sess., Doc. No. 35, p. 1.

President Jackson then presented the considera-
tions which should be taken into account before
granting recognition. In the course of his remarks
he stated: “The title of Texas to the territory
she claims is identified with her independ-
ence. . .” Ten detailed reports dating from August
13, to September 14, 1836, of the Agents of the
United States, were submitted with the message.*

1z, R. Exec. Doc. 35, 24th Cong., 2nd Sess.
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The Texas Boundary Act was introduced in the
House of the Texas Congress on November 3, 1836.™*
The Government contends that because the Act was
not passed until December 19, 1836, President Jack-
son, in his message to Congress of December 22, 1836,
could not have known of it because of the slowness
of communications during that period. (Gov’t Br.,
p. 202). This argument ignores the fact that the
Act was introduced 49 days prior to Jackson’s
message, ample time for the President to have gained
intelligence of its pendency and probable passage.
Certainly Jackson knew that Texas’ boundary claims
were of vital concern to the United States. The very
tenor of his message is to that effect for he was
warning the Congress that any recognition made by
the United States would be identified with Texas’
territorial claims. There was even more time for the
President and the Senate to have acquired knowledge
of the Texas Boundary Act prior to formal recogni-
tion on March 1, 1837.

William H. Wharton, the Texan Minister to the
United States, left Texas shortly after November
22, 1836, nineteen days after the Boundary Act had
been introduced in the Texas Congress, and arrived
in Washington on December 19, 1836. He was in
touch with various senators and congressmen, as well
as the President, throughout the period prior to re-
cognition. He was joined in his mission to the United
States to secure recognition by Texan General Mem-
ucan Hunt early in 1837. Wharton was supplied
with copies of the Telegraph and Texas Register, in

133 House Journal, 1st Cong., 1st Sess. 116-117.
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which all documents of the Texas Congress were pub-

lished,*** the Boundary Act appearing in the issue for
December 27, 1836.*

Furthermore, Senator Walker read the Texas
Boundary Act to the Senate prior to passage of the
recognition resolution. Speaking during the discus-
sion of the annexation of Texas on May 21, 1844,
he referred to the 1837 resolution:

“As the author of the resolution, before it
was adopted, I read to the Senate the boun-
daries of Texas as described in her organic law

. . .” (Cong. Globe, 28th Cong., 1st Sess., App.
549).

The Government has suggested, however, that
Senator Walker may not have read all of the Boun-
dary Act, particularly the three-league portion.

The Texas Act is very short, containing only one
sentence, the boundary portion being:

“Sec. 1. Be it enacted by the senate and house
of representatives of the republic of Texas, in
congress assembled. That from and after the
the passage of this act, the civil and political
jurisdiction of this republic be, and is hereby de-
clared to extend to the following boundaries, to
wit: beginning at the mouth of the Sabine river,
and running west along the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from land, to the mouth of the Rio

1841 Garrison, Texas Diplomatic Correspondence, 127-
201, esp. pp. 141-142, 143-144, 157, 160, 170, 176, and 198.
See House Journal, Republic of Texas, 1st Cong., 2nd Sess.,
1836-37, pp. 31-32.

138 Telegraph and Texas Register, Texas State Archives.
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Grande, thence up the principal stream of said
river to its source, thence due north to the
forty-second degree of north latitude, thence
along the boundary line as defined in the treaty
between the United States and Spain, to the
beginning: . . .” (I Laws, Republic of Texas,
p. 133, December 19, 1836.)

The three-league seaward portion precedes that
portion of the Act that the Government grudg-
ingly admits might have been read by Walker. It is
impossible to imagine a United States Senator omit-
ting such an important portion of the boundary de-
scription in the act during an extended debate on
the question of recognition. The conjecture that
Senator Walker might have omitted the commenc-
ing words “beginning at the mouth of the Sabine
River and running west along the Gulf of Mexico
three leagues from land,” shows to what an ab-
surd position the Government has been driven. Sen-
ator Walker says he read “the boundaries of Texas
as described in her organic law.” The Government
offers no proof that he did not read them. Therefore,
it must be taken as established that he did read them
as they appear in the Texas law.

The inescapable conclusion is that the United
States knew of the Texas Boundary Act prior to its
recognition of Texas.

As stated by Professor Sohn:

“As the activities of the new State and of its
legislature were under close scrutiny by the
neighboring States and of other nations having
trade interests in the Gulf of Mexico, and as the
current boundary difficulties focused general
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attention on the boundary claims of the State,
it cannot be doubted that all the interested
States had official knowledge of the 1836 Texas
Act.” Exhibit I, p. 156.

2. Recognition Incident to Boundary Convention
of 1838.

Not only did the United States actually know of
the specific provisions of the Texas Boundary Act
when it recognized the Republic of Texas on March
1, 1837, but it also had the Act brought forcibly to its
attention by the Convention for Marking the Bound-
ary (between the United States and the Republic of
Texas) concluded April 25, 1838.**

The Texas Boundary Act of 1836, after stating
the boundaries, provided:

“that the President be and he is hereby author-
ized and required to open negotiation with the
Government of the United States of America,
so soon as in his opinion the public interest re-
quires it, to ascertain and define the boundary
line agreed upon in said treaty.” [Referring to
the Treaty of 1819 between the United States
and Spain.]

The Texas Commissioner, Memucan Hunt, was in-
structed by R. A. Irion, Secretary of State of the
Republic of Texas, to follow the provisions of the
Texas Boundary Act:

138 Ratifications were exchanged at Washington on
October 12, 1838, and the proclamation made on October
13, 1838. 4 Miller, Treaties and other International Acts
of the United States of America, 133-143.
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“Each of the two governments from the be-
ginning of their relations regarded the boundary
fixed by the earlier treaties of the United States
with Spain and with Mexico (Documents 41
and 60) as binding so far as concerned the line
between the United States and the Republic of
Texas. The Government of the United States
was so informed by the representatives of Texas
as early as January 11, 1837 (Garrison, Diplo-
matic Correspondence of Texas, pt. 1, 175) ; the
attitude of that Government at no time varied in
that regard (Ibid, 232, 279, 295) ; Indeed, the
Government of Texas appointed a commissioner
to run the line accordinely (Ibid, 252, Aug. 4,
1837; 279, Dec. 31, 1837). The boundaries of
Texas, as claimed by that Government were
thus described in the instructions of March 21,
1838, from R. A. Irion, Secretary of the State of
Texas to Memucan Hunt, (Ibid, 318-20):

““The presenf boundaries of Texas as fixed
by an act of Congress are as follows, viz.,—be-
ginning at the mouth of the Sabine River and
running west along the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from land to the mouth of the Rio
Grande; thence up the principal branch of said
river to its source, thence North to the 42nd
degree of north latitude; thence along the boun-
dary line as defined in the treaty between the
United States and Spain to the beginning.’

“That description of the boundaries of Texas
was taken almost literally from the Texas Act
of December 19, 1836, ‘to define the boundaries
of the Republic of Texas’. . .(Laws of the Re-
public of Texas, I 133-134).” ***

16a 4 Miller, Treaties and Other International Acts of
the United States of America, 135-136.
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The Document File of the State Department is
described by Mr. Hunter Miller, its official
historian, as being very complete. His conclusions
and observations can hardly be questioned by the
Government. It is quite apparent that the United
States was given explicit notice of the Texan Bound-
ary Act during the negotiations on the treaty.

The provisions of the treaty specifically state that
only a part of the boundary line between the United
States and Texas had been agreed upon and that the
remainder would be run and marked at a later date
to suit the convenience of both contracting parties.

In Art. 2 of the 1838 Boundary Convention, it was
provided:

“And it was agreed that until this line shall
be marked out as provided for in the foresoing
article, each of the contracting parties shall con-
tinue to exercise jurisdiction in all territory
over which its jurisdiction has hitherto been
exercised, and that the remaining portion of said
boundary line shall be run and marked at such
time hereafter as may suit the convenience of
both contracting parties, until which time each
of said parties shall exercise without the inter-
ference of the other within the territory of
which the boundary shall not have been so
marked and run, jurisdiction to the same extent
to zgh}ch it has been heretofore usually exer-
cised.

The Government at page 203 of its brief said
that the Boundary Convention of 1838 confirms its
contention that “the United States had not recognized
the Texas claim to a three-league boundary”, stress-
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ing the point that the boundary began on the Gulf of
Mexico at the mouth of the river Sabine. Actually,
the Convention provided that only “a portion” of
the boundary between the United States and the Re-
public of Texas was to be marked.

Miller’s report states:

€
.

. .it is to be particularly observed, more-
over, that this convention provided for the im-
mediate demarcation of only a portion of the
boundary between the United States and the
Republic of Texas, namely, that ‘which extends
from the mouth of the Sabine, where that river
enters the Gulf of Mexico to the Red River’, a
distance of less than 300 miles.” ***

More important, Miller records the fact that the
Texas boundaries before the United States and Texas
Commissioners were as stated in the Texas Boundary
Act of December 19, 1836.**™

To summarize, the United States had actual
knowledge of the Texas Boundary Act prior to recog-
nition of the Republie. This boundary was brought
specifically to the attention of the United States,
in the Boundary Convention of 1838 where Texas’
boundaries were expressly recognized on all un-
surveyed portions within which Texas exercised
jurisdiction. The Republic actually exercised juris-
diction over and controlled the entire Gulf of Mexico
west of Louisiana and this territory included the

1371 4 Miller id. at 141.
1372 4 Miller id. at 163.
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area within its seaward three-marine-league bound-
ary.

3. Annexation of Texas.

That the boundaries declared by the Republic of
Texas in 1836 were the boundaries of the Republic
at the time of annexation and were again recognized
and approved by the United States Congress is
shown by many statements made during the
negotiations and after annexation had been
accomplished. In 1844 an attempt was made
by the United States and the Republic of
Texas to enter into a Treaty of Annexation.
That Treaty of Annexation failed because the
United States refused to assume the Republic’s
debt. *

In a speech by Senator Benton of Missouri, May
16, 18 and 20, 1844, during the negotiations on the
unratified treaty, he said:

“The Republic of Texas acts by its name, and
passes itself to us in the whole extent of all the
limits and boundaries which it asserts to be its
own . .

“. .. The boundary is fixed, as much so as
the most elaborate specification could make it.
A law of the Texian Congress fixes the boun-
daries of the Republic of Texas . . . the fact
is, the whole passes with the precise boundaries
named in the law . . .”**

138 4 Miller id. at 697.
19 Appendix to the Cong. Globe, 28th Cong., 1st Sess.
475.
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On June 24, 1844, Senator Breese of Illinois de-
livered a speech in the United States Senate in which
he said that:

“ .. we have acknowledged the limits as de-
fined in the act of the Texian Congress of 1836
. . . And why do I say so? Because we did, in
1837, with a full knowledge of these declared
boundaries, acknowledge the independence of
Texas as a state, with that act of her Congress
then as now, in full force . . .”*

The debates and negotiations on annexation con-
tinued, however, and in 1845 Congressman Bowlin,
of Missouri in a speech before the House, said that
if Texas “is a free, sovereign, and an independent
power, no one can question her authority over and
within the limits of her domains.” ***

In a speech in the House, on January 24, 1845,
Congressman Haralson, of Georgia, made the fol-
lowing statement:

“The Texian Act of Congress, approved De-
cember 19, 1836, I have little doubt, defines cor-
rectly the boundary of that Republic.” **

The diplomatic representatives of the Republie of
Texas were instructed that the boundaries of the
Republic were those declared in the Act of Decem-
ber 19, 1836, and that in the negotiations of treaties

140 Appendix to Cong. Globe, 28th Cong. 1st Sess., £40
141 Appendix to Cong. Globe, 28th Cong., 2nd Sess., 94.
142 Id., at 195.
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with other countries these boundaries were to be
maintained and recognized. In his letter of instruc-
tions to the two Texan representatives commission-
ed to open negotiations for annexation, the Texan
Secretary of State directed:

“The limits of Texas being defined by act of
Congress, you will be governed by that act in
specifying its boundaries.” ***

It was understood during the proceedings leading
up to annexation that the boundaries asserted by
Texas were to be recognized and defended by the
United States. That is in fact what happened, even
to the extent of waging war with Mexico.

President James K. Polk wrote Andrew J. Don-
elson, the American chargé d’affairs in Texas, who
had eonducted the discussions with Texas regarding
annexation, on June 15, 1845, to advise him in re-
gard to the action to be taken if Mexico invaded Texas
while the annexation proposal was pending, and in
the course of his letter stated: “Of course I would
maintain the Texian title to the extent which she
claims it to be . . .”. (Appendix G, Gov’t. Br., pp.
405-408). The Government attempts at some length
(Gov’t. Br., pp. 229-233), to explain away
this particular item of evidence of the recognition
by the United States of the Texas Boundary Act
by saying that Polk’s letter to Donelson was not in-
tended for publication and that it had not reached
Donelson’s hands in time to influence the Texas
Congress then in deliberation on whether Texas

2 Jones to Henderson and Van Zandt, Feb. 25, 1844;
I1 Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence, 260.
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would consent to annexation. This did not prevent
Donelson from making his government’s assurances
known to the Texas convention before it approved the
agreement on August 27, 1845.*** A previous letter
from President Polk to Sam Houston did have such
an intended effect. At an earlier date, June 6, 1845,
President Polk had written Sam Houston:

“You may have no apprehensions in regard
to your boundary. Texas once a part of the
Union and we will maintain all your rights of
territory, and will not suffer them to be sacri-
ficed. I mention the question of your bound-
ary because you allude to it in your letter. I
assure you that it will be my duty as it will be
my pleasure to guard your interest in that re-
spect with vigilance and care.” **°

The correspondence between Polk and Donelson
shows that the United States relied heavily upon
Sam Houston to persuade Texas to accept annexa-
tion.™

14+ 2 Laws, Republic of Texas, 1303.

15 Polk Papers, Vol. 72, 1845, Library of Congress.

148 Jetter from Donelson to Polk dated March 18, 1845,
Polk Papers, Vol. 71, 1845, Library of Congress, stated:
“It is upon him [referring to Houston] that I mainly rely
to bring the question [of annexation] to the earliest practi-
cal settlement.” Our citations are taken from a microfilm
made of the Polk Papers in the Library of Congress during
1949-1950. The Government indicates that these papers
have been re-compiled since that date. (Gov’t. Br., p. 230,
footnote 71). If the Polk Papers have been re-compiled
in recent years or even if some of these papers have dis-
appeared, we will be glad to make available to the Court
and the Department of Justice the original microfilm or
photostats made therefrom to document the authenticity
of the information given to the Court.
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There is no question, of course, that many people
disapproved the annexation of Texas and were par-
ticularly concerned over the western boundary of
Texas which included a portion of the present State
of New Mexico. However, in all the negotiations
and discussions concerning the annexation of Texas,
the three-league seaward boundary was never ques-
tioned. No protest was made by the United States
State Department which was undoubtedly familiar
with the Texas boundary and the progress of an-
nexation. That portion of the annexation agreement
concerning the adjustment of boundaries really per-
tained only to the land boundaries to the west of the
present western boundaries of Texas.

The joint resolution for annexing Texas was pass-
ed by the Congress of the United States on March
1, 1845, providing:

“That Congress doth consent that the terri-
tory properly included within, and rightfully
belonging to the Republic of Texas, may be
erccted into a new state, to be called the State
of Texas.

. and [said State] shall also retain all the
vacant and unappropriated lands lying within
its imits . . .

Thereafter a joint resolution by the Congress of
Texas of June 23, 1845, consented to the incorpora-
tion, using the words “people and territory of the
Republic of Texas.” The annexation was completed
by the United States Congress on December 29,
1845, after the constitution for the new State was

182 However, all formalities were not completed until Feb-
ruary, 1846, Smith, J. H., Annexation of Texas, 468 (New
York, 1911 corr. ed. 1941).
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submitted and approved as “in conformity to the
provisions of said joint resolution” of annexation.
(Appendix A, pp. 231, 232). This Constitution adopt-
ed by Texas “in accordance with the provisions of the
joint resolution for annexing Texas to the United
States” and so approved by the Congress of the
United States, contained the following provision:

“All laws and parts of laws now in force in
the Republic of Texas, which are not repugnant
to the Constitution of the United States, the
joint resolution for annexing Texas to the
United States, or to the provisions of this Con-
stitution, shall continue and remain in force as
the laws of this State, until they expire by their
own limitation, or shall be altered or repealed
by the Legislature thereof.” *

This significant provision continued in effect the
boundary act of December 19, 1836. The Boun-
dary Act has been carried forward in successive
editions of the laws of Texas and no protests were
made by the United States on any of those occa-
sions.™™

The Government argues (Gov’t. Br., pp. 239-40) |
that because this provision was made subject to
the United States Constitution and therefore to
United States foreign policy, that it did not amount
to an approval by Congress of the Texan Act of
December 19, 1836.

147 2 Gammel, Laws of Texas, Art XIII, Sec. 2 at 1299.

%2 Qea e, g., Hartley, Digest of the Laws of Texas, Art.
1631, at 504 ; Oldham & White, Digest of the Laws of Texas,
Art. 111, at 55; Paschal, Laws of Texas, Art. 438, at 192; 1
Sayles, evised Civil Statutes of Texas, at 296; I Gammel,
Laws of Texas, at 1193.
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This contention, based on the assumption that a
three-mile territorial waters rule was then in effect,
must be viewed in the light of subsequent actions of
the United States dealing with the Texas Boundary
Act.

The United States adopted the Texan Boundary
Act at its own in subsequent Treaties and Conven-
tions with Mexico. The foreign policy of the United
States as to the boundaries in the Gulf of Mexico
is set forth in those treaties, where the Texan
Boundary Act was carried forward as the law of
the United States, as well as of Texas, insofar as
the three leagues is concerned. Thus the power to
settle all questions of boundary that might arise with
other nations in the annexation agreement was exer-
cised in such a way as to fulfill the promises made to
Texas by the United States before annexation.

Thus, the foreign policy expressed in 1848 in the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo was not a reversal of,
but instead a continuation of, the foreign policy of
1845 as expressed by President Polk when he assur-
ed Sam Houston that he would maintain Texas’
“rights to territory” as previously established.

4. Recognition of Texas’ Three-League Boundary
by Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo.

War with Mexico resulted from the annexation of
Texas. Defense of the Texas boundaries as fixed
in the Texan Boundary Act of December 19, 1836,
precipitated the war. Thereafter, these boundaries
were followed in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo **

18 Signed Feb. 2, 1848; ratifications exchanged May
30, 1848, proclaimed July 4, 1848; 9 Stat. 922-43; 5 Miller,
Treaties and Other International Acts of the United States
of America, 207-428.
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in which President Polk made good his former prom-
ises to the people of Texas to preserve and protect
the Republic’s declared boundaries. Article V of
this treaty provides:

“The Boundary line between the two Repub-
lics shall commence in the Gulf of Mexico, three
leagues from land, opposite the mouth of the

Rio Grande, otherwise called Rio Bravo del
Norte, . . .

“. . . The boundary line established by this
article shall be religiously respected by each of
the two Republics, and no change shall ever be
made therein, except by the express and free
consent of both nations, lawfully given by the
General Government of each, in conformity
with its own constitution.”

This three-league provision is traceable directly
to the Texan Boundary Act of December 19, 1836.
President Polk instructed Nicholas P. Trist, the
United States negotiator of the Treaty, to follow
the Texan Act in carrying out his negotiations with
Mexico. Trist stated:

“IAs] said object stands in said instructions,
specifically stated and expressed, it was the
object of prevailing upon Mexico to ‘agree that
the line shall be established along the boundary
defined by the Act of Congress of Texas, ap-
proved December 19, 1836 . . )7 ¥

The Texas Boundary Act is again specifically
referred to by Trist in other portions of his notes.”™

140 Papers of Nicholas P. Trist, Vol. 83, Miscellaneous,
Library of Congress, 1917, p. 62071.

150 See pages 62077, 62078.
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Thus there can be no question as to the source of
the three-league provision in Article V of the Treaty.

The successive steps in the negotiations illustrate
the fact that no one disputed the three-league pro-
vision at any time.

Article IV of the first American projet of the
treaty as presented to the Mexican Commissioners
provided in part: **

“The boundary line between the two Repub-
lics shall commence in the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from land opposite the mouth of the Rio
Grande, . . .”

The Mexican Government countered with the fol-
lowing proposed provision: ™

“The boundary line between the two Repub-
lics shall commence at a point in the Gulf of
Mexico three leagues from land, opposite to the
middle of the Southernmost inlet into Corpus
Christi Bay; thence, through the middle of said
inlet, and through the middle of said bay, to the
middle of the mouth of the Rio Nueces; . . .”

The disagreement between the two nations con-
cerned the land area between the Rio Grande and
Nueces Rivers and not the three-league Gulfward
portion of the Texas boundary. Negotiations failed
and hostilities were resumed.”

Trist, in dealing with the Mexican Commissioners,
had made counter-proposals which would have set-

151 § Miller, id. at pp. 265, 281.
182 5 Miller, id. at p. 288.
183§ Miller, id. at p. 289.
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tled for less than Texas’ declared boundaries, and
Polk, upon hearing of this recalled him. Polk stated
his views in his diary ** as follows:

“. .. Mr. Trist had exceeded his instructions,
and had suggested terms to the Mexican com-
missioners which I could not have approved if
they had agreed to them. I can never approve
a Treaty or submit one to the Senate, which
would dismember the State of Texas, and Mr.
Trist’s suggestion, if agreed to, would have done
[this] by depriving that state of the country
between the Nueces and the Rio Grande.”

Negotiations were resumed by Trist (who ignored
his recall), and once again the Mexican Government
instructed its Commissioners in part as follows: *®

“4, The dividing line between the two Re-
publics shall begin at the Gulf of Mexico at a
distance of three leagues from the land at a

point opposite the mouth of the Rio Bravo del
Norte.”

The controversy between the Mexican Govern-
ment and the United States over the provisions of
Article V centered around the location of the termi-
nus of the boundary between the two countries on
the coast of California. After negotiations and dis-
cussions regarding the location of this point on the
west coast of California, the Mexicans submitted

184 Polk’s Diary, III, 196-97.
s 5 Miller, Id. at 299.
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their projet of Article V, which read in part as fol-
lows: **

“Article 5. The dividing line between the
two Republics shall commence in the Gulf of
Mexico three leagues from land in front of the
mouth of the Rio Bravo del Norte, . . .”

Mr. Hunter Miller, the meticulous State Depart-
ment historian, traced the three-league provision
in Article V of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo to

the Texas Boundary Act of December 19, 1836. He
pointed out:

“By the instructions to Trist of April 15,
1847, . . . the acquisition of Lower California
while ‘of the greatest importance’ was not a sine
qua non; and on the basis that Lower California
was not embraced in the treaty, the instrue-
tions precluded Trist from agreeing to any
boundary article less advantageous to the
United States than the following:

“The boundary line between the two Repub-
les shall commence in the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from land opposite the mouth of the
Rio Grande . . .”*

Mr. Miller footnotes his statement as follows:

“See the Texas Act of December 19, 1836,
quoted in vol. 4, p. 136. See also Manning, Dip-
lomatic Correspondence of the United States,
1837-1860, VII, 31-32, 294.”

156 5§ Miller, Id. at 325,
187 5 Miller, Id. at 315.
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In Volume 4, Miller, at the page indicated
in the footnote above quoted, says in part:

“, .. The boundaries of Texas as claimed by
that Government, were those described in the
instructions of March 21, 1838, from R. A.
Irion, Secretary of State of Texas, to Memucan
Hunt,...”

“The present boundaries of Texas as fixed
by an act of Congress are as follows: viz—
Beginning at the mouth of the Sabine River
and running west along the Gulf of Mewxico
three leagues from land to the mouth of the Rio
Grande; ...

“That description of the boundaries of Texas
was taken almost literally from the Texan act
of December 19, 1836, ‘to define the Boundaries
of the Republic of Texas’...”

The above historic facts are indisputable and leave
no doubt whatsoever as to the source of the three-
league provisions in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidal-
go. To make doubly sure of this, an independent in-
vestigation has been made in Mexico by Professor
Santiago Ofiate. (See Exhibit III, infra, page ._).
This investigation confirms the fact that the three-
league provision originated with the Texan Act of
December 19, 1836 and that President Polk insisted
that the Texan Act should be followed in the treaty
negotiations.

5. Recognition by Other Treaties and Conventions.

The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo included a map
made by Disturnell, which was attached to the treaty
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and made a part thereof. Due to the lack of accurate
information concerning the location of the present
City of El Paso, Texas, and the other points used to
locate the boundary line along the southern border
between El Paso and the California coast, Distur-
nell’s map contained an error which gave rise to dis-
putes between the American and Mexican boundary
Commissioners.

It was therefore necessary, in order to settle the
dispute, to negotiate the Gadsden Treaty.**

Article V of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, in-
sofar as the three-league portion is concerned, was
carried forward in the Gadsden Treaty. Article I of
the latter treaty provided:

“The Mexican Republic agrees to desionate
the following as her true limits with the United
States for the future, retaining the same divid-
ing line between the two Californias, as already
defined and established according to the 5th
article of the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the
limits between the two Republics shall be as
follows: Beginning in the Gulf of Mexico, three
leagues from land, opposite the mouth of the
Rio Grande as provided in the fifth article of
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, . . . **

At no time during the discussions involving the
Gadsden Treaty was any question raised concern-
ing the three-league provision thus carried forward.

Pursuant to the agreement reached in the Gadsden
Treaty, boundary Commissioners were appointed to

810 Stat. 1031-37; 6, Miller, Id. at 293-437. _
12 10 Stat. 1031. (
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survey the line between the two countries. The of-
ficial report of the marking of this boundary, pre-
pared for the Department of Interior, states:

“Lt. Wilkinson, in command of the brig
Morris, repaired at the appointed time to the
mouth of the river and made soundings... to
trace the boundary as the treaty required, ‘three
leagues out to sea.’ ” **°

Later, in line with Article V of the Treaty
of Guadalupe Hidalgo a convention was entered
into between the two nations providing for an
international boundary survey to relocate the exist-
ing frontier line between the two countries west of
the Rio Grande on July 29, 1882.** Although this
Convention dealt only with the boundary west of
the Rio Grande, its object was to replace and reset
monuments fixed pursuant to the Treaty of Gua-
dalupe Hidalgo and the Gadsden Treaty. No
question was raised as to the three-league seaward
boundary.

Another convention was agreed to November 12,
1884, for the same purposes.'®* Article I of this Con-
vention states:

“The dividing line shall forever be that
described in the aforesaid treaty ...” [refer-
ring to the Guadalupe Hidalgo Treaty.]

101 Emory, Report on the United States and Mexican
Boundary Survey 58 (Washington, 1857).

181 22 Stat. 986.

16z 24 Stat. 1011.
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There have been consistent and repeated af-
firmations of Article V of the Treaty of Guadalupe-
Hidalgo throughout a long period of United States
history. This work was accomplished pursuant to
congressional acts,” and the United States recog-
nized and approved the three-league portion of Tex-
as’ historic boundary on many occasions throughout
this course of dealing with Mexico during a period of
over 100 years.

Subsequent conventions and extensions of pre-
voius conventions dealing with the location of the
boundary line provided by the Treaties of Guadalupe
Hidalgo and Gadsden were concluded in 1885,** and
1889.*°

In an attempt to solve the problems occasioned by
changes in the beds of the Rio Grande and the Colo-
rado Rivers a Convention was agreed to March 1,
1889.*° This Convention established an international
boundary commission to deal with this problem.
Again, it was necessary to extend the time for re-
surveying and relocating the existing frontier line
on August 24, 1894.**" This Convention again specif-
ically referred to the relocation of the boundary fixed
by Article V of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo.
A subsequent extension for an additional year was

183 See Appendix C, infra., p. 257.

18¢ Additional Article extending time for resurveying ex-
isting frontier line between the two countries west of the
Rio Grande, 25 Stat. 1390.

165 Supplementary Convention extending time for re-
surveying existing boundary line between the two coun-
tries west of the Rio Grande, Feb. 16, 1889; 26 Stat. 1493.

168 26 Stat. 1512,

167 28 Stat. 1213.
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agreed to on October 1, 1895." Similarly, another

" extension for an additional year of the work of ﬂ(lie
boundary commission was agreed to November };
1896. Three additional extensions of one year €ac
of this authority were approved by Congress o
October 29, 1897, December 2, 1898, and Decenm-
ber 22, 1899.

Because it became apparent that the problenll;
caused by changes in the course of the rivers YVOu .
continue, an indefinite exteénsion of the authority 0
the international boundary ‘commission was agreed
to by both countries on November 21, 1900." The
work of the international boundary commission has
continued since that date.

A further convention dealing with the problem
of eliminating bancos ™ was entered into between the
two nations’™ This work has continued to the
present day.

The three-league line established by the Trealy of
Guadalupe Hidalgo, throughout all of the conver
tions concluded between the United States and Mex:
ico dealing with boundary problems, has never in .ang
way been challenged either by Mexico or the United

165 29 Stat. 841.

189 29 Stat. 857.

170 30 Stat. 1625.
130 Stat. 1744,

2 31 Stat. 1936, where the 1899 extension is mentioned
173 31 Stat. 1936. c1 of
'™ A banco is a small tract of land on the opposite S_ldeg

a river from the country to which it belongs, so existing

virtue of avulsive change in the river course. Rio
" Convention for Elimination of Bancos in the No¥.

Grande from the Effects of Article IT of the Treaty of N

12, 1884, entered into Mar. 20, 1905. 85 Stat. 1863.
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States. In fact, the work of the boundary commis-
sion was expressly related to re-establishments and
relocations of the boundary as provided in that
treaty. As late as 1911 this three-league line was
surveyed for the State Department and placed upon
a chart, which appears opposite this page.
Additional recognition is found in House Execu-
tive Document No. 113, 71st Congress, 1st Session,”™*
(U.S.G.S. Survey Bulletin containing boundaries
and statistical data) in which the following is said:

“The area which Texas brought into the
Union was limited as follows, as defined by the
Republic of Texas, December 19, 1836 (see
fig. 14) :

“ ‘Beginning at the mouth of the Sabine River
and running west along the Gulf of Mexico

three leagues from land to the mouth of the Rio
Grande, ... .”

IV.

UNDER THE SUBMERGED LANDS ACT, TEXAS
WAS GRANTED PROPERTY RIGHTS IN THE SUBSOIL
AND SEABED OUT TO ITS THREE-LEAGUE BOUN-
DARY, BECAUSE SUCH BOUNDARY WAS APPROVED
BY CONGRESS PRIOR TO THE PASSAGE OF THE ACT.

The Submerged Lands Act, under the boundary

definitiong contained in Section 2 and the last sen-
\

""" Douglas, Boundaries, Areas, Geographical Centers,
and Altitydes of the United States and Several States, U. S.

Sbartment of Interior, Geological Survey Bulletin 817
(2nd ed. 1930) 36-37; House Document No. 113, T1st Cong.,
leti ©Ss. Substantially the same statement appears in Bul-
€Un Nos, 171, and 226 edited by Henry Gannett in 1900,
thd 1904, respectively and in the 1923 edition (No. 619) of

€ Douglas Bulletin.
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tence of Section 4, granted seabed-subsoil property
rights beyond three miles and as far as three leagues
in the Gulf of Mexico to a State meeting either of two
conditions: (1) Where in any case a State’s “bound-
ary as it existed at the time such State became a
member of the Union, or (2) as heretofore approved
by Congress, extends seaward (or into the Gulf of
Mexico) beyond three geographical miles.”

It has been shown beyond question that Texas had
an existing three-league boundary prior to and at
the time it entered the Union, and the grant to Tex-
as may be rested on that basis alone.

However, in Point III-B, in showing the United
States’ recognition of the Texan Boundary Act by
numercus treaties and conventions, Congressional
approval of Texas’ three league boundary prior to
the passage of the Submerged Lands Act has been
demonstrated. Therefore, there is no need to repeat
here all of those Congressional approvals, commenc-
ing with annexation, the approval of the Texas
Constitution, the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the
Gadsden Purchase, and continuing on down to date
through the activities of the International Boun-
dary Commission which have been supported and
maintained by the Congress.

Not only has the Senate, with the approval of the
President, ratified those treaties and conventions,
but the House of Representatives has lent its approv-
al by passing many appropriation acts in support of
those treaties and conventions.'” Congressional ap-

- 176 For list of congressional appropriation acts see Ap-
pendix C, p. 257.
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proval may be implied as well as express.” There-
fore the grant to Texas to the extent of three leagues
also was effected by reason of Congress’ approval of
that boundary prior to the passage of the Submerged
Lands Act.
\'

THE THREE-LEAGUE SEAWARD BOUNDARY OF
THE REPUBLIC OF TEXAS WAS A REASONABLE
AND PERMISSIBLE LIMIT IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

AND WAS NOT CONTRARY TO ANY RULE OF INTER-
NATIONAL LAW.

Though the present controversy is wholly do-
mestic and does not involve either foreign policy or
international law, both support rather than deny the
validity of the Texas three league boundary.

The developed state of international law in 1836-
1845 during the life of the Republic of Texas
has been presented in the Joint Brief filed
by the Gulf Coast States.* It is there shown
that under then-developed general international law
three leagues was an accepted limit used by nations,
and that no positive rule of international law had
developed limiting a coastal nation’s boundary to
three geographic miles. The physical characteristics
of the Gulf of Mexico which invited a broad terri-
torial limit in that area were there described.™

177 Clause 3, Sec. 10, Art. 1, U. S. Const., requires that
Congress ‘“consent” to compacts between States. This con-
sent or approval may be implied. Virginia v. Tennessee, 148
U. 8. 503, at 521; Virginia v. West Virginia, 78 U. S. 39;
Green v. Biddle, 21 U. S. 1.

181 Joint Brief, 67-88.

12 Id., 88-91.
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It remains in this separate Texas brief to point
out the special relevance of international law prine-
iples to the case of the former Republic (now the
State of Texas). At the request of Texas, Professor

Louis B. Sohn of the Harvard Law School,*** C. John
Colombos, Queen’s Counsel, Middle Temple, Lon-

don,™” and Professor Santiago Ofate of the Univer-
sity of Mexico ** have each prepared separate mem-
oranda which are attached to this Brief as Exhibits
I, II, and III, respectively.

182a Professor Sohn, Professor of Law at Harvard, was
formerly legal officer in the Secretariat of the United Na-
tions, where he edited the Laws and Regulations on the Re-
gime of the High Seas (two volumes published in the Urited
Nations Legislative Series, 1951-52) ; editor of Cases on
World Law (1950) and Cases on United Nations Low
(1956).

1820 My, C. John Colombos, LL.D. (London), of the Middle
Temple; Queen’s Counsel; Sometime Professor of Inter-
national Law at The Hague Academy of International Law;
Associate of the Institute of International Law and member
of its Committees on Maritime Law; member of the Ex-
ecutive Councils of The Grotius Society and of the Society
of Comparative Legislation and International Law, Legal
Adviser to the Admiral Commander-in-Chief of the Allied
Fleets in the Mediterranean (1915-1919); Author of The
International Law of the Sea (Fourth edition now in print)
and of a Treatlise on the Law of Prize (3rd edition, 1949).

182c Graduate, University of Mexico, with the degree
abogacdo “magna cum laude”; Professor of Law and Pro-
fessor of History in the University of Mexico; author of
“la Novacién en Derecho Privado Mexicano”; commission-
ed by the Supreme Court of Mexico to prepare a work en-
titled “Homenaje de la Suprema Corte de Justicia a 1a Con-
stitucion de 1857”; publicatiéns in the Revista de la Escuela
Nacional de Jurisprudencia. and in Boletin de la Informa-
cton Judicial, ete.
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Texas, after its declaration of independence from
Mexico, stood in the same position as the United
States had 61 years earlier. Texas formally
declared its independence and adopted a con-
stitution and supporting laws. It maintained an
effective civil government within its declared bound-
aries. It raised, maintained, and equipped an army
and a navy. The army conquered an invader and kept
the land of the Republic free from further invasion
throughout its entire period of existence. The Texas
Navy swept the Mexican Navy from the Gulf of
Mexico and effectively patrolled and protected the
seaward boundary area during the whole period from
independence to annexation. The Republic sent and
received diplomatic agents and representatives. It
was formally recognized by, and concluded treaties
with, the principal maritime nations of the world.
Thus both de facto and de jure it was an independent
state under international law.

The Government’s Brief can not and does not
deny these historic facts. It simply refuses to recog-
nize the consequences which flow from them under
the law of nations:

(1) As an independent coastal nation, Texas had
both sovereignty and ownership over a territorial
belt along its coast, including its seabed and subsoil.

(2) It had the right to define the seaward limit
of that territorial belt. It did so shortly after inde-
pendence by specific domestic statute fixing its
Gulfward boundary at three leagues.
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(3) Although its boundaries were made known
to all the principal maritime nations of the world,
no protest was ever made concerning them during
the entire period of independence.

(4) Under international law, the United States,
in particular, is in no position now to question the -
existence of this three-league boundary in view of
the course of relations with the Republic of Texas,
the annexation agreement, and the fact that it fol-
lowed and adopted the three-league boundary for
itself in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and sub-
sequent treaties and conventions. ,

These points are considered in the order stated.

A. AS AN INDEPENDENT COASTAL NATION, TEX-
AS HAD BOTH SOVEREIGNTY AND OWNERSHIP
OVER A TERRITORIAL BELT ALONG ITS COAST,
INCLUDING ITS SEABED AND SUBSOIL.

The authorities presented to this Court in United
States v. Texas, 339 U. S. 707 establish beyond
doubt that the Republic of Texas as an independent
nation possessed both sovereignty and ownership of
a territorial belt along its coast.™

182 See summary of Opinions of Jurists and Publicists,
1670-1950, Appendix pp. 18-50, Brief for the State of Tex-
as in Opposition to the Motion for Judgment, United States
v. Texas, No. 18, Original, October Term, 1949. A complete
Summary of such opinions to 1950 appears in 8 Baylor Law
Rev. 267-311. See also Daniel, Sovvereignty and Owner-
ship in the Marginal Sea, Forty-fourth Conference, Inter-
national Law Association, Copenhagen, 1950. These auth-
orities were not before this Court when United States v.
California, 332 U.S. 19, was decided. Many of them ap-
parently were not before the Court of Crown Cases Re-
served which decided The Queen v. Keyn, 2 Ex. 10.63
(1876) (later overruled by the Territorial Waters Jurisdic-
tion Act of 1878, 41 & 42 Vict, c. 78.
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This Court in United States v. Texas said:

“The Congress of Texas on December 19,
1836, passed an Act defining the boundaries of
the Republic. The southern boundary was de-
seribed as follows: ‘Beginning at the mouth of
the Sabine River, running west along the Gulf
of Mexico three leagues from land, to the mouth
of the Rio Grande.’ ...

“We assume that as a Republic she had not
only full sovereignty over the marginal sea but
ownership of it, of the land underlying it, and
of all the riches which it held. In other words,
we assume that it then had the dominium and
imperium in and over this belt which the United
States now claims.” 339 U.S, 707 at 713, 717.

The Court then held that the Republic’s soverignty
and ownership in the marginal sea area passed to the
‘United States under equal footing. It did not, and

could not properly, hold that no such rights could
exist under international law.

Ten of the world’s leading publicists in the field
of international law, in a Joint Memorandum pre-
sented to this Court in 1950, said:

“Without collaboration, each of us concluded:
“1. The Republic of Texas, as an independent
nation, had full sovereignty over and owner-
ship of the lands and minerals underlying that
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portion of the Gulf of Mexico within its original
boundaries three leagues from shore,”***

B. TEXAS HAD A RIGHT TO DEFINE THE SEA-
WARD LIMIT OF ITS TERRITORIAL JURISDIC-
TION AT THE REASONABLE DISTANCE OF
THREE LEAGUES IN THE GULF OF MEXICO.

The fixing of the limits of territorial jurisdiction
was and is a unilaterial act of the sovereign inde-

pendent state. This right results from the fact of
independence.

Judge Alvarez, concurring in the Anglo-Norwe-
gian Fisheries case, said

“1. Having regard fo the great variety of the
geographical and economic conditions of States,
it is not possible to lay down uniform rules, ap-
plicable to all, governing the extent of the ter-
ritorial sea and the way in which it is to be
reckoned.

“2. Each State may therefore determine the
extent of its territorial sea and the way in
which it is to be reckoned, provided it does so
in a reasonable manner, that it is capable of
exercising supervision over the zone in question
and of carrying out the duties imposed by inter-
national law, that it does not infringe rights
acquired by other States, that it does no harm
to general interests and does not constitute an

18¢ Joint Memorandum in Support of Rehearing in United
States v. Texas, Defendant’s Petition for Rehearing, United
States v. Texas, No. 13, Original, October Term, 1949, at
56. The memorandum is signed by Joseph Walter Bingham,
C. John Colombos, Gilbert Gidel, Manley O. Hudson, Charles
Cheney Hyde, Hans Kelsen, William E. Masterson, Regcoe
Pound, Stefan A. Riesenfeld, and Felipe Sanchez Romaéan.
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abus de droit.” Fisheries Case (United Kingdom
v. Norway), Judgment of December 18, 1951,
1.C.J. Reports, 1951, at p. 150.

Christopher Meyer wrote earlier to the same ef-
fect:

“Our investigations show that no sovereign
State has fixed its maritime territorial limit
after having consulted other States. They have
all done so by virtue of their own authority. The
fact does not alter the sovereign character of
their decisions. Any sovereign state will, as a
matter of course, in its practical politics pay
regard to eventual conflicts of interest which
may arise as a consequence of the exercise of
its sovereign right. But this applies to all mat-
ters affecting the community of states, not only
to the problem of territorial waters; and each
state decides for itself the influence such regard
shall have upon its own acts.” Meyer, The Ex-
tent of Jurisdiction in Coastal Waters 516
(Leiden, 1937).

The reasonableness of a three-league limit in the
Gulf of Mexico has been discussed. (Joint Brief, pp.
84-91). With respect to the Texas coast, it should be
noted that the depth of the waters overlying the area
gradually increases from the low water mark to an
average of only 42 feet at the three-league line.**
Lieutenant Commander Porter reported to the Sec-
retary of the United States Navy on June 28, 1817,
that “it will not be in my power to approach nearer

185 The average depth at 1 mile from shore is 13 feet; at
1 mile, 18 feet; at 2 miles, 26 feet; at 3 miles, 29 feet; at
6 miles, 36 feet; and at 9 miles, 42 feet. See U.S. Coast and
Geodetic Maps, Texas Coast.
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T At p. 893,
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Laws, Republic of Texas, 733-775. 1
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bearing in mind the shallowness of the waters and
the gradual slope of the Continental Shelf on the
Texas coast, adopted a single boundary of three
leagues.

Three leagues as a territorial limit had substantial
support in the writings of international law pub-
licists of the time.* It was far less than had been
earlier claimed by some nations, notably Great Brit-
ain.”* It had support in the treaty practice of na-
tions,™ a practice which by 1836 had countenanced
limits for various purposes up to 20 leagues and by
1851, up to 30 leagues.**

The diversity of opinion at that time as to the
proper extent of territorial jurisdiction, as well as
the existing support for the three-league choice of
Texas, appears in a letter written by Count Nessel-
rode of Russia to the British Minister on March 9,
1837, just over two months after the Texas Boun-
dary Act was passed:

“In the first place, as for the distance of three
miles established by English legislation, can

2 Exhibit IV, infra, p. 199.

2 British claims to dominion over “the Narrow Seas”
continued to be asserted as late as 1835, despite the position
taken in 1824 in the Channel Oyster Fishery dispute. Com-
pare 2 Tomlin Law Dictionary of the British Law, “Navy”
(Granger 4th ed., 1835), with 2 Smith, Great Britain and
the Law of Nations 144-64 (London, 1935).

o See treaties included in Exhibit IV, infra, .

See e.g., Treaty of Paris of Nov. 80, 1831 between
Great Britain and France, 18 British and Foreign State
Papers 641, 642 (20-league limit of mutual rights of
gearch around Madegascar, Cuba, and Porto Rico and along
$he coast of Brail) ; Treaty of Bogatd of Apr. 2, 1851 be-
ween Great Britain and New Granada, 40 Id. 45, 47 (30-
cague limits in the same areas)
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this be considered a universal principle, author-
ized by the Law of Nations? We are far from
agreement with this opinion. In fact, if one re-
fers to the authority of the legal writers, one be-
comes convinced that there has never existed
any general rule for determining the jurisdiction
that any Power whatever has the right to ex-
ercise over the seas off its coasts. Some extend
this right to 60 miles out, to the visible horizon,
to three leagues; while others claim that its lim-
its is restricted to mere cannon-range.

“On the other hand, if one consults the trans-
actions previously signed between various Pow-
ers, one still finds proof of the same diversity
of opinion, of the same uncertainty of principle
on this question: take for example the Treaty
of Paris of 1763, which fixed free fishing rights
in the Gulf of St. Lawwrence at 3 leagues from
the British coasts and at 15 leagues from Cape
Breton; or else take the agreements signed by
England concerning the Slave Trade, which ex-
tended over a zone of 20 leagues repressive
measures brought to bear on this traffic.

“Finally, if one invokes the authority of the
legislation of specific nations, one becomes
convinced that there is an equal lack of general
agreement which might authorize an obligatory
principle, it will be seen that each Government
has reserved for itself, by its own authority and
free from any outside pressure [sans contrdle],
its power to legislate on this matter, according
to the interest and as it sees fit.

“But if there is one principle on which legal
writers and Governments have always agreed,
it is that each State has the right and the duty
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to be guided first and foremost by the demands
of its own security.” **

C. ALTHOUGH ITS SEAWARD BOUNDARIES WERE
KNOWN TO THE PRINCIPAL MARITIME NA-
TIONS OF THE WORLD, NO PROTEST WAS
MADE DURING THE ENTIRE PERIOD OF TEXAS
INDEPENDENCE.

The Texan Boundary Act of December 19, 1836,
was published in the official newspaper,” the Texas
Telegraph and Resgister of Galveston.™ Copies of
this paper were, by standard procedure of the Texas
State Department, sent to all the diplomatic repre-
sentatives of the Republic.”” This Act was codified
in the official laws of the nation.”® The passage and
continued existence of the Texas statute constituted
notice to other States. Amnglo-Irantan Oil Co. Case
(Jurisdiction) I. C. J. Reports, 1952, at 107; Liibeck
v. Mecklenberg-Schwerin, Annual Digest of Public
International Law Cases, 1925-26, Case No. 85 at p.
114. Secretary Seward’s argument to the contrary
in his note to Mr. Tassara, upon which the Solicitor
relies, has never been accepted as law by any inter-
national tribunal.

That the Boundary Act was actually communi-
cated to the principal maritime nations is illustrated

19¢2 Tetter dated March 9, 1837, Nesselrcde to Durham,
British Foreign Office Records, Embassy and Consular
Archives, Russia, F. O. 181, Correspondence 120, 1835-
1838, Notes from Ministers.

198 See House Journal, Republie of Texas, 1st Cong., 2nd
Sess., 1836-37, pp. 31-32.

188 Tssue of Dec. 27, 1836.

197 1 Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence, 127-
201, esp. 141-42, 143-44, 157, 160, 170, 176, 198.

18] Laws, Republic of Texas 133.
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by the records of the British Foreign Office. These
records contain drafts of a treaty to be executed be-
tween Great Britain and Texas which quotes the
boundary description used in the Act of December
19, 1839.** It appears from the file that the Foreign
Office requested the opinion of Mr, Dodson, the
Queen’s Advocate, on the proposed text.”” He re-
plied with suggestions,” but none of these were di-
rected to Article II which set forth the boundary
description.®* Although Great Britain in 1824 in a
particular situation had advocated a three-mile max-
imum limit on territorial waters, it made no protest
against the Texas three league boundary during the
entire life of the Republic.” The only protest from
that source came after the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo,** after Texas had become a member of the
Union. This tardy British protest can have no rele-
vance here, for the Submerged Lands Act fixes an-

199 British Foreign Office, F. O. 75/1 Texas, p. 110.

200 Note on margin of draft, Id. p. 115,

201 Letter, Dodson to Palmerston, November 30, 1840, Id.
at 125. :

2012 The boundary description was not carried forward
in the final draft.

202 Apparently the genesis of Great Britain’s assertions
that three miles was a maximum limit of territorial juris-
diction was in the Channel Oyster Fishery dispute with
France in 1824. History shows that Great Britain was
willing to concede a two-league limit to France in accord-
ance with the latter’s domestic laws until it was discovered
that the bulk of the oyster beds lay between three and six
nautical miles off the French coast. Only then did the
British raise their three-mile contention. See the original
documents reprinted in 2 H. A. Smith, Great Britain and
the Law of Nations 144-164 (IL.ondon, 1935).

208 Letter from Crampton to James Buchanan, April 30,
1848, 7 Manning, Diplomatic Correspondence of the United
States, Inter-American Affairs, 1831-1860, Doc. 2858 p. 294.
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nexation as the date when the boundary is required
to have “existed” for the purpose of the grant.**
Moreover, it was not renewed five years later when
the Gadsden Treaty was concluded and therefore
must be treated as waived.

It is significant that although Texas concluded
treaties with the United States,” France,”* Great
Britain,®* the Netherlands,*® and the Hanseatic
Cities, and had representatives accredited to
Spain,* Belgium,”* and Mexico,”* no nation ever
protested the seaward boundary during the entire
time between enactment of the statute and the an-
nexation. The diplomatic recognition granted to the
Republic of Texas** by Great Britain, the United

20¢ Sec. 2(a) (2), 67 Stat. 29.

205 4 Miller, Treaties and other International Acts of the
United States of America, 697 (Washington, 1934).

208 T.aws, 1841, Republic of Texas, 5th Cong., Appendix
p. 1; 2 Gammel’s Laws of Texas 655.

207 Laws, 1843, Republic of Texas, 7th Cong., i; 2 Gam-
mel’s Laws of Texas 880; Laws, 1843, Republic of Texas,
Tth Cong., x; 2 Gammel’s Laws of Texas 889.

208 Taws, 1843, Republic of Texas, Tth Cong., xxvi; 2
Gammel’s Laws of Texas 905.

209 JTI Garrison, Texan Diplomatic Correspondence, An-
nual Report of the American Historical Assn. for the year
1907, at 569.

210 1 Garrison, id, at 532.

1 Id., at 1265.

212 Id., at 408.

218 The United States sent six chargds d’affaires, Garri-
son, passim; France, a chargé d’affaires and consuls, III
id at 1222, 1270, 1280, 1282, 1362; The Netherlands,
consuls III id. at 963, 1563; Great Britain, a consul-
general and consuls, III id. at 820, 942, 949. The entire
history of these negotiations between the Republic of Texas
and several European powers is fully discussed in Chase,
Mary K., Negociations de la Republique du Texas en
Europe, 1837-1845 (Paris, 1932).
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States, and other principal maritime powers of the
world is also highly significant because that recog-
nition was in each instance retroactive to the date
of the successful revolution against Mexico and the
establishment of Texas independence. Oetjen v. Cen~
tral Leather Co., 246 U. S. 297; Underhill v. Her-
nandez, 168 U. S. 250; Williams v. Brutty, 96 U. S.
176. It established acquiescence by each country of all
the laws and acts of the newly recognized govern-
ment since its inception. As this Court said in the
Oetjen case:

“It is also the result of the interpretation by
this Court of the principles of international law
that when a government which originates in
revolution or revolt is recognized by the political
department of our government as the de jure
government of the country in which it is estab-
lished, such recognition is retroactive in effect
and validates all the actions and conduct of the
government so recognized from the commence-
ment of its existence.” 246 U. S. at 302-303.

The Solicitor General attempts to impugn the
Texas three-league seaward boundary by devising a
new test—one which has no precedent in the inter-
national law of maritime boundaries, He states:

“If it exceeds the limits ordinarily allowed
by international law, it gains international val-
idity only to the extent that it is recognized by
other nations, or is acquiesced in by them over
a considerable period after being brought to
their attention by actual enforcement or in some
other effective way.” Gov’t Brief, 188-89.
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No such rule has ever had any sanction in
international law. Speaking of similar contentions,
Professor MacGibbon has recently written:

“It has occasionally been maintained that the
effectiveness of consent is vitiated if the consent
be tacit or passive. Such an assertion amounts
to a denial of the validity of any doctrine of ac-
quiescence in the strict sense; that is, a denial
that an illegal act or one of doubtful legality
can be cured by anything short of positively ex-
pressed approval on the part of interested and
affected States.

* % ®

“In so far as these views deny the relevance
and legal effect of acquiescence in the form of
absence of protest they run counter to the gen-
eral current of opinion both past and present,

> 81 British Yearbook of International
Law 143, 144-45.

On the contrary, as this Court has frequently
recognized.

“It is a principle of public law universally
recognized, that long acquiescence in the posses-
sion of territory and in the exercise of dominion
and sovereignty over it, is conclusive of the na-
tion’s title and rightful authority.” Indiana v.
Kentucky, 136 U.S. 479, 510.***

The International Court of Justice applied the
same principle in the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries
case, saying:

“The Court notes that in respect of a situa-
tion which could only be strengthened with

24 Loutstana v. Mississippi 202 U. S. 1; Arkansas v.
Tennessee, 310 U. S. 563.
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the passage of time, the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment refrained from formulating reserva-
tions . . .

“The Court is thus led to conclude that the
method of straight lines . . . had been consoli-
dated by a constant and sufficiently long prac-
tice, in the face of which the attitude of govern-
ments bears witness to the fact that they did not
consider it to be contrary to international law.”
I.C.J. Reports, 1951, p. 116, 139.

Inherent in the doctrine of acquiescence is the
element of time. The Solicitor General admits that:

“Prescriptive periods under international
law are necessarily inexact and depend on the
particular circumstances.” **°

but he thinks the entire life of the Republic of Texas
too short a time to be binding on the United States
and other nations. Texas enacted its statute and did
not alter it during its entire history as a Republie.
There was no period of vacillation. It is the whole
history. As Professor Sohn points out:

“The length of the period needed to establish
a valid claim was sufficient here, as the claim
involved constituted a permissible interpreta-
tion of existing general rules in this field. It
was longer than that which elapsed between the
final ratification of the Constitution of the
United States and the claim by Jefferson that
Delaware was a historic bay, and it was longer

215 Government’s Brief, p. 195.
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than required by various States, including the
United States, when claiming jurisdiction over
the continental shelf.” ***

The same three league boundary was continued by
the State of Texas after annexation. That boundary
was adopted and carried forward by the United
States, as the succeeding national sovereign, in the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. To the Solicitor Gen-
eral’s prescriptive period should be added the 110
years of United States adherence to the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo.

D. UNDER BASIC INTERNATIONAL LAW PRIN-
CIPLES OF JUSTICE, EQUITY, AND REASON,
THE UNITED STATES IS IN NO POSITION NOW
TO QUESTION THE EXISTENCE OF THE REPUB-
LIC’S THREE LEAGUE BOUNDARY IN VIEW OF
THE ENTIRE COURSE OF CONDUCT OF THE
UNITED STATES.

Henry Wheaton, the first American publicist in
international law, defined that law:
“, . . as consisting of those rules of conduct
which reason deduces, as consonant to justice,
from the nature of the society existing among

independent nations.” Elements of International
Law 35, (Phila. 1836).

Chief Justice Marshall said “the law of nations is
a law founded on the great and immutable principles
of equity and natural justice.” The Venus, 8 Cranch,
253, 297.77

216 Exhibit I, p. 160.
19’1" See also Thirty Hogsheads of Sugar v. Boyle, 9 Cranch
, 198.
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If the Court considers that questions of inter-
national law are involved, this Court should view
them as would an international tribunal sitting when
the events referred to in the Submerged Lands Acts
occurred.

The entire course of conduct of the United States
with respect to the Republic of Texas prior to and
at the time of annexation, when subjected to
the tests of justice, equity and reason on which the
law of nations was then most surely based, compels
the conclusion that the United States cannot and
ought not to be heard to question the validity of
Texas’ three-league boundary.

As Professor Riesenfeld says in his memorandum
attached to the Joint Brief:

“Moreover, in the case of Texas the establish-
ment of her boundary by the statute of 1836 is
internationally valid and effective vis-a-vis the
United States by reason of the conduct of the
United States subsequent to the passage of said
act. International law, like civil law in general,
will neither condone, nor give effect to, incon-
sistent actions by a state nor permit the dis-
regard of acquired rights. The first principle is
known as the prohibition against ‘venire contra
factum proprium’ (a doctrine similar to the
common law doctrine of estoppel): the other
principle is familiar as the protection of ‘droits
acquis’. Both rules are well established; as
precedent for the first one the Fastern Green-
land case,”™ the Minquiers and Ecréhos

218 Case of the Legal Status of Eastern Greenland, P. C.
I. J. Ser. A/B No. 53, pp. 64-73.
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Case,™ and Article 38c of the Statute of the
International Court of Justice may be cited,
while the second one inspired the reservation
in favor of the legitimate interest of other states
in the United States declaration of September
28, 1945, regarding the policy with respect to
coastal fisheries in certain areas of the high
seas”.”® Exhibit II to Joint Brief, p. 219

This Court will not, as we believe an international
court would not, permit an alteration of history al-
ready written for more than 116 years, especially
when the Congress and the President have deter-
mined that the historic boundary shall stand.

The United States has more at stake than square
miles of seabed. At stake is the sanctity of bound-
aries and agreements made with the Republic of
Texas and carried forward into the Treaty of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo, which for over 100 years have been
relied upon by both the United States and Mexico
and ratified and reconfirmed again and again.

E. A COASTAL NATION IS NOT REQUIRED TO
HAVE A SINGLE MARITIME BOUNDARY.

The Government’s case hinges upon its assertion
that there is a single seaward “national boundary”
fixed at three miles and no State can have a boundary
for any purpose beyond that. This over-simplifies
the very nature of an ocean boundary. The Govern-

218 Minquiers and Ecréhos Case, 1. C. J. Reports, 1953, 47.
220 Pregidential Proclamation, No. 2668, September 28,
1945, 10 Fed. Reg. 12,304, 59 Stat. 885.



—132—

ment treats a sea boundary like an international land
boundary.

1. A Nation’s Ocean Boundary Necessarily Dif-
fers From Its Land Boundary.

A land boundary between sovereign nations might
be compared to a high wall at which the rights and
jurisdiction of both nations abruptly terminate. Not
so a sea boundary, which is altogether different.
Going outward from the beaches there is no definite
distance limitation upon the effectiveness of juris-
dictional extensions for all purposes, short of en-
countering similar extensions from an opposite coast.

The concept of “the high sea” and of “freedom of
the seas” is not a negation of law and government.***
National sovereignty follows a national vessel for
many purposes (jurisdiction over crimes, for ex-
ample) throughout its journey upon the high seas.
Its journey across the seas from one nation to another
is not comparable to crossing a land boundary. When
a vehicle and its occupants cross a land boundary
they pass immediately from one full sovereignty to
another. This is not so when a vessel moves toward
or away from a nation’s coast. There is no concept
for a land boundary similar to the right of innocent
passage through a nation’s territorial waters.

As stated by William E. Masterson in his work,
Jurisdiction in Marginal Seas, p. xiv-xv:

2208 Sen “Convention on the High Seas” and Section III
“Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living
Resources of the High Seas,” adopted at United Nations
Conference on the Law of the Sea, Geneva, Switzerland,
April 27, 1958.
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“The attempt within recent years, on the part
of some writers, judges, and governments, to
fix a single zone beyond which the application
or enforcement of them all is forbidden, thus
treating them as a single problem, has cast this
extremely difficult subject into hopeless confu-
sion, and has littered the juristic literature on
the subject with careless assertion. Such at-
tempts are often veiled efforts to dodge the
accurate solution of a perplexing problem.

“It would seem that one way out of the confu-
sion into which the question of the so-called
‘three-mile limit’ or ‘territorial waters’ has
been abandoned, is to trace historically and to
study analytically the laws and practice of the
maritime nations with reference to each inter-
est, as a distinct and separate subject of in-

quiry.”
2. A Coastal Nation May Have a Number of
Separate Seaward Extensions of Jurisdiction, Each
for a Different Distance.

Those who advocate a “block” concept of a mari-
time boundary (as does the Government in its brief)
have completely failed to grasp the basis for the
modern law of sea boundaries and the trend in the
development of those boundaries. While it was con-
sidering the Submerged Lands bill Congress received
advice on this point from the State Department in
a letter from Assistant Secretary Thurston B.
Morton to Senator Jackson:

“This Nation has traditionally taken the
position that it was not prevented by inter-
national law from reasonably exercising its
Jurisdiction beyond the 8-mile limit for certain
purposes. Legislation is now in effect whereby
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this Government exercises jurisdiction over
foreign as well as domestic vessels for purposes
of customs control (Anti-smuggling Act of Au-
gust 5, 1935, 49 Stat. 517, 19 U. S. C. 1701-
1711). This exercise of jurisdiction is
recognized in international practice. Exercises
of jurisdiction in the high seas for fiscal, sani-
tation, or navigation purposes are not infre-
quent.” (Senate Interior Committee Hearings
on S. J. Res. 13, Cong., 1st Sess. 1088)

Historically, in the earliest period of European
world expansion, the monarchs asserted an exclusive
control of the ocean under the label of mare clausum,
but under the impact of developing world trade this
soon gave way to the concept of the freedom of the
seas. The collapse of mare clausum left a vacuum into
which the coastal nations gradually extended on an
ad hoc basis various limited jurisdictions. The late
19th Century search for absolutes *** led to attempts
to build these into a unit and terminate them at one
line. This advocacy of “block” sea boundary made
necessary the use of the word “territorial.” But the
effort to make the land concept of an all-purpose
boundary fit the waters of the ocean failed for func-
tional reasons, and made necessary the use of the

2200 Ag Dean Pound points out:

“We should not forget that the last four decades
of the nineteenth century in the United States and the
last half of the century on the Continent called for org-
anization and system and stability, after an era of
legal growth, rather than for creation and change. For
a season philosophy had done its work. Today there is
a revival of interest in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries as we realize that we have the same problem
of liberalizing and reshaping and supplementing a tra-
ditional body of authoritative legal materials which
confronted them.” Pound, The Formative Era of Amer-
tcan Law 26 (New York, 1950).
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word “extraterritorial.” This Victorian insistence
on a dogmatic approach to the sea-coast problems of
sovereignty culminated in the advocacy of a three-

mile territorial sea measured from and following the
sinuosities of the coast. A necessary corollary to

this approach was the ten-mile limitation imposed on
the width of bays. These ideas reached their crest
at the beginning of the 20th Century, but have been
steadily receding since. Thus, the ten-mile bay corol-
lary was held not binding in the Anglo-Norwegian
Fisheries case,”* and a straight base line is per-
mitted under some circumstances by Article IV of
the recent Geneva Convention.**®

A zone approach to multiple maritime boundaries
for varying purposes was implicit in the compromise
offered by the United States at the recent Geneva
Conference on the Law of the Sea.”*® The United
States offered to agree to six miles for territorial
waters plus an additional six mile exclusive fishing
zone (a total of 12 miles for fisheries). This same

220¢ Pigheries case (United Kingdom v. Norway) judg-
ment of December 18, 1951, 1. C. J. Reports, 1951,

2204 Article 4, Section II, Part I, of Section I “Convention
on the Territorial Seas and the Contiguous Zone,” adopted
at United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
Geneva, Switzerland, April 27, 1958.

220¢ This proposal received a majority vote of the na-
tions represented but not the two-thirds majority required
for adoption. Eighty-six nations were represented at the
Conference. At least 27 of these now claim a breadth of
territorial sea beyond three miles and 31 assert jurisdiction
beyond 9 marine miles for some purposes. The majority of
those voting against the United States’ proposals (includ-
ing almost all the other nations of the Western Hemis-
phere) were those countries which favored a broader limit
than three miles. See Synoptical Table, 1st Committee, Ter-
ritorial Waters and Contiguous Zone, A/CONF.13/0.1/L.-
11/Rev. 1, 3 April 1958; Special Addendum to Fifth Re-
sume on Law of the Sea Conference, April 25, 1958.
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concept is found in the agreement actually made at
Geneva for a “Contiguous Zone,” **f not to exceed
twelve miles in which the coastal nation might exer-
cise jurisdiction for customs, fiscal, immigration, or
sanitary purposes.

Professor Sohn of the Harvard Law School ana-
lizes the practice as follows:

“The practice of States, judicial decisions and
writers on international law seldom deal with
the question in terms of a definite boundary
for all purposes. Instead there are constant ref-
erences to the fact that the dominion and juris-
diction of a State over the coastal sea are
different from those over the land, in particular
because of the right of foreign vessels to inno-
cent passage through the territorial sea. (See,
e.g., 1 Ortolan Regles internationales de diplo-
matie de la mer 168-72 (3rd ed., 1856). During
such a passage foreign vessels are subject to the
jurisdiction of the adjoining State for various
purposes; the closer they get to land, the more
are they subject to the jurisdiction of the coastal
State; finally, when a vessel enters inland

waters, local jurisdiction over it becomes almost
complete. . . .

“It is not suprising, therefore, that the Con-
gress of the United States almost simultaneously
adopted two different zones for maritime cap-
tures [one marine league] and customs control
[four leagues] . . . Previously, during the ne-
gotiations with Great Britain over fisheries in
the North Atlantic, the United States proposed

220f Article 24, Part I1, “Convention on the Territorial Sea
and the Contiguous Zone” of “Final Report of the United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea.”
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a limit of three leagues as the most proper dis-
tance for exclusive fishing rights. (See, e.g.,
Reports of a Committee of Congress of January
8, 1782, 23 Journals of the Continental Con-
gress, 1774-1789, 472, at 477-78.) Chancellor
Kent thought it proper to apply the four-league
rule to other areas and insisted that ‘no beliger-
ent right should be exercised within “the cham-
bers formed by headlands, or any where at sea
within the distance of four leagues, or from a
right line from one headland to another.”’ (1
Kent, Commentaries on American Law 30
(1826).) There is no reason to assume that any
one of these lines was considered as the absolute
boundary of the United States for all purposes,
or that the jurisdiction exercised within the
line nearest to the shore should be considered
as territorial and the jurisdiction beyond that
line as extraterritorial.”. . . Exhibit I to Joint
Brief, 163-64.

A mature and forward looking consideration of
the problems of maritime boundaries will lead to the
rejection of the Government’s dogmatic assertion of
Victorian absolutes.

3. Under the Dual Sovereignty of Our Federal
System National and State Seaward Euxtensions of
Jurisdiction Need Not All Have the Same Terminal
Limit.

The United States does not have one comprehen-
sive boundary act as did the Republic of Texas and

2202 Spe Sohn Memorandum, Exhibit I, p. 154. The Re-
public of Texas was not a federal union. It was divided
into counties rather than being composed of sovereign
States.
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as do many other nations.””® The land boundaries of
the United States have been fixed by treaty. There
are at least two reasons for the absence of a compre-
hensive Federal Act fixing seaward boundaries.
First, as our Federal Government is composed of a
union of sovereign States, it is natural for Congress
to think in terms of State boundaries. A second
reason is the very nature of the problem of defining
and fixing a single sea boundary with the consequent
resort to the words territorial and extraterritorial—
words, as Professor Sohn points out, which have
limited meaning for us today.

After the Solicitor General prepared his Brief
in this case, a State Department Counselor
has recognized this viewpoint. Mr. Raymond T.
Yingling, Assistant Legal Advisor, Department of
State, in an article entitled “Geneva Conference on
Law of the Sea,” published in American Bar As-
sociation’s Section of International and Comparative
Law Bulletin, July 1958, has said apropos the dis-
tinction between ‘‘territorial” and ‘“extraterritor-
ial” rights that any distinction between the words
“sovereignty” and “exclusive jurisdiction and con-
trol” are unimportant:

“Article 2 of the convention [Geneva Conven-
tion on the Continental Shelf] provides that the
coastal state exercises over the continental shelf
‘sovereign rights’ for the purpose of exploring
and exploiting its natural resources. These
rights are exclusive. The - term ‘sovereign
rights’ was contained in the International Law
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Commission draft and was a compromise be-
tween the views of those states which desired
to use the term ‘sovereignty’ and those which
preferred ‘jurisdiction and control.” As Article
2 makes clear that the rights of the coastal state
are exclusive and as Article 3 of the convention
provides that the rights of the coastal state
over the continental shelf do not affect the legal
status of the superadjacent waters as high seas
or that of the airspace above those waters, the
distinctions between sovereignty, sovereign
rights. and exclusive jurisdiction and control
are perhaps not of great practical importance.”
Bulletin, 10 at 19 (July, 1958)

This is a recognition by one important counsellor
in the State Department that the block concept of
a seaward boundary is yielding to the functional
approach, and indeed, where the Outer Shelf Act
applies State civil and criminal laws (67 Stat. 462,
Sec. 4(2)), it is difficult to see any practical dif-
ference.

So Congress very wisely omitted the words “na-
tional boundary” from both the Submerged Lands
Act and the Outer Shelf Act.

The legislative history of these acts has been de-
veloped elsewhere in this brief, but here we point out
that Congress rejected a “block” three mile national
seaward boundary. In doing so it wisely left itself
free to act on a functional basis and consider each
seaward extension separately.
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REGARDLESS OF THE VALIDITY OF THE TEXAS
THREE-LEAGUE BOUNDARY IN 1836 AS THE LIMIT
OF TERRITORIAL WATERS, IT WAS VALID AS A
BOUNDARY OF TEXAS’ JURISDICTION AND CON-
TROL OVER A PORTION OF THE CONTINENTAL
SHELF. AS SUCH IT WAS A BOUNDARY WHICH EX-
ISTED AT THE TIME TEXAS BECAME A MEMBER OF

THE UNION.

If it is considered as an outer limit of territorial
waters, the Texas three-league boundary provided
by its statute in 1836 was valid under international
law. However, even if the Government’s contention
be correct that under international law at that time
a three-league limit of territorial waters was con-
sidered as extending too far, still Texas could valid-
ly establish its jurisdiction and control over a por-
tion of the adjacent continental shelf and the nat-
ural resources therein out to three leagues from the
coast.

The United States has asserted and now main-
tains its exclusive jurisdiction and control over the
resources in the subsoil and the seabed to the edge
of the continental shelf. The outer edge of the con-
tinental shelf is therefore a “limit” or a “boundary”
for the purpose of the development of the contin-
ental shelf. It is a boundary which all concede that
the United States had the right to establish for these
purposes. Contrary to the Government’s contention
at page 107 of its brief, the Outer Shelf Act does not
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assert that its rights in the outer continental shelf
are “extraterritorial.” **

If the United States in 1953 could, under inter-
national law, validly establish a boundary for these
particular purposes out to the edge of the contin-
ental shelf, there is no principle of international law
which denies that Texas in 1836 had a right to estab-
lish a boundary for the same purpose out to the les-
ser distance of three leagues.

Actually, the main force of the Government’s
argument against a three-league boundary comes
from what Secretary Dulles says in his letter to the
Attorney General about the effect on the present
position of this nation in its international relations
if its stand regarding a three-mile limit on territor-
ial waters is weakened. This argument, however, is

200 “See, 4 LAWS APPLICABLE TO OUTER CON-
TINENTAL SHELF.—(a) (1) The Constitution and laws
and civil and political jurisdiction of the United States are
hereby extended to the subsoil and seabed of the outer
Continental Shelf and to all artificial islands and fixed
structures which may be erected thereon for the purpose
of exploring for, developing, removing, and transporting
resources therefrom, to the same extent as if the outer
Continental Shelf were an area of exclusive Federal juris-
diction located within a State . . .

(2) To the extent that they are applicable and not incon-
gistent with this Act or with other Federal laws and regu-
lations of the Secretary now in effect or hereafter adopted,
the civil and criminal laws of each adjacent State as of the
effective date of this Act are hereby declared to be the law
of the United States for that portion of the subsoil and
gseabed of the outer Continental Shelf, and artificial islands
the area of the State if its boundaries were extended sea-
and fixed structures erected thereon, which would be within
ward to the outer margin of the outer Continental Shelf...”
%ubfl{ic 511181",‘2 212, 83rd Congress, Chapter 345—1st Session,
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based on the false assumption that the limit of ter-
ritorial waters is involved in this case. When we
turn to the real issue in this case, that is, the right
to develop the resources of the subsoil and seabed of
the continental shelf, we see that the Texas three-
league boundary is in nowise inconsistent even with
the present foreign policy of the United States.

Far from setting a limit or boundary for these
purposes at three miles, the United States has fixed
its boundary for the development of the submerged
lands at the outer edge of the continental shelf. So,
to be consistent and logical, it must be conceded that
if the United States for these purposes can validly
extend its jurisdiction and control to the edge of the
continental shelf, then there is nothing inconsistent
with the present international position of this na-
tion in recognizing the validity of a Texas boundary
for the same purposes out to three leagues.

It is true that the Texas boundary was provided
by its laws in 1836, while the United States did not
expressly assert its right to develop the submerged
lands to the edge of the Continental Shelf until
recently. However, there is no reason to conclude that
what was valid in this century for the United States
was invalid in the last century for the Republic of
Texas.

The Texas Boundary Act was an unlimited asser-
tion of all rights out to three leagues. It went beyond
a mere claim of territorial waters; it was an asser-
tion of jurizdiction and control for all purposes that
might validly be claimed by a sovereign nation in
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the submerged lands as well as the overlying waters.
Even if (as we do not concede) it went beyond per-
missible limits in fixing the extent of territorial
waters, still it was valid for the purpose of asserting
rights in the subsoil and seabed. As such it was an
existing boundary in 1836 and when Texas became
a member of the Union. It therefore fulfills the re-
quirements of the Submerged Lands Act for the
transfer of rights to Texas out to three leagues in
the Gulf of Mexico.

Vil

THE UNITED STATES HAS A THREE-LEAGUE
BOUNDARY IN THE GULF OF MEXICO FIXED BY
TREATY IN 1848, REGARDLESS OF THE EXTENT OF
TERRITORIAL WATERS. THIS NATIONAL BOUND-
ARY IS CONSISTENT WITH AND SUPPORTS THE
VALIDITY OF THE THREE-LEAGUE TEXAS BOUND-
ARY.

There is at least one undisputed and irrefutable
fact in this case. That is that the United States has
a national boundary in the Gulf of Mexico three
leagues from the coast opposite the mouth of the Rio
Grande, and that this boundary (adopted by the
United States and Mexico in the Treaty of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo) followed the earlier Republic of Tex-
as’ three-league boundary.

The Treaty of Guadalupe Hildago is a binding
existing treaty, never repudiated, abandoned or over-
ruled by the United States. As such, it is binding
upon both parties to this dispute. The treaty uses
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the word “boundary.” Article 5 of this treaty is:

“The Boundary line between the two Republics
shall commence in the Gulf of Mexico, three
leagues from land, opposite the mouth of the
Rio Grande . . .”**

The word “boundary” was carried forward in
subsequent treaties and conventions which ratified
and confirmed time and again this three-league
boundary in the Gulf of Mexico.?*? The line was actu-
ally surveyed, sounded, and delineated by the De-
partment of the Interior in 1853 and again by the
Department of State in 1911. It is marked on the
official map of the Department of State in the fol-
lowing words: “International boundary begins three
leagues from land and opposite the mouth of the
Rio Grande.*

It cannot be argued successfully that the three-
league boundary of the Republic of Texas from 1836
to 1845 was invalid when the national boundary
of the United States fixed by the Treaty of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo in 1848 is itself three leagues. At least,
the Republic of Texas boundary was as valid prior
to and at the time it entered the Union in 1845 for
the same purposes as was the national three-league
boundary of the United States in 1848 and continu-
ously to the present time.

We need not debate here whether all extensions
of national jurisdiction off the Texas coast extend

221 9 Stat, 922-23.
222 See Point ITI B supra, p. 86.
23 See reproduction of map in the brief opposite page
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out to three leagues or for just what purpose the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo fixes a national bound-
ary. Neither do we need to determine the width of
territorial sea off the Texas coast. The only exten-
sion of national jurisdiction involved in this case—
i. e., property rights under the waters—goes out
much further than three leagues.

The Submerged Lands Act, by referring to bound-
aries three leagues in the Gulf of Mexico, recognizes
the existence of the boundary fixed by this treaty.”*

If the transfer to Texas must depend on the exist-
ence of a national boundary three leagues from the
coast in the Gulf of Mexico, such a boundary was
established by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and
it is still in full force and effect.

The Department of Justice, in attempting to de-
stroy the validity and effect of the three-league boun-
dary of both the Republic of Texas and the United
States in the Gulf of Mexico, seeks to apply a shorter
limit of exclusive “territorial waters” (three miles)
as controlling.

Assuming for the moment that the Dulles letter
and the policy of his predecessors have the effect of
relinquishing exclusive “territorial waters” juris-

225 The discussion of the national boundary fixed by this
treaty and the original Texas boundary from which it
originated, constituted the major portion of the argument
in the House and Senate against the four attempts which
were made (on the same grounds asserted here by the So-
licitor General) to limit the grant to three miles for all
States. Both the House and Senate refused to do what the
Solicitor General is now asking this Court to do. 99 Cong.
Ree. 2569, 3956-57, 4203, 4478, See supra, 41-46.
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diction within a portion of the three-league boun-
dary, does it follow that this releases all other juris-
diction and rights within the area, including the sea-
bed and subsoil? The answer is obvious.

Regardless of what the Secretary of State
may decide as to the rights of foreign nations
in the waters beyond three miles, he ecannot
change the three-league boundary fixed by
the higher authority of a treaty. Neither
can he change by such administrative action
the boundary of Texas which existed in its statutory
law at the time it entered the Union.”*

In fact, Mr. Dulles and his predecessors have not
attempted to do what the Solicitor General attrib-
utes to them in the Government brief. On the con-
trary, they have continuously recognized the valid-
ity of the national three-league boundary between
the United States and Mexico opposite the mouth of
the Rio Grande. They simply say that the rights in
the waters within such boundaries are not exclusive
of other nations beyond three miles.”**

In so distinguishing between the validity of the
national boundary at three leagues for certain pur-
poses and a territorial waters limit of three miles for

226 This Court has held that the right of a State, upon
its admission into the Union, to rely upon its established
boundary lines ‘“cannot be impaired by any subsequent
action on the part of the United States.” New Mexico v.
Colorado, 267 U. S. 30, 41. See also New Mexico v. Texas,
276 U. S. 557, and Louisiana v. Mississippt, 202 U. S. 1,
40-41,

2282 The latest statement by a State Department official
is Yingling, Raymond T. “Geneva Conference on the Law
of the Sea,” 2 A.B.A. International and Comparative Law
Bulletin, No. 3, p. 10 (July, 1958).
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other purposes, the Secretary of State is merely
recognizing that a nation does not necessarily have
one single national maritime “boundary” or ‘‘juris-
diction” for all purposes.

One great fallacy in the Solicitor General’s case
is that he has failed to consider this distinction be-
tween the lesser limit of “territorial waters” and
the extent of the “national boundary” at three
leagues in the Gulf of Mexico for other purposes.

The State Department has made the distinction,
but the Solicitor General has failed to follow it. In-
stead, he has treated the terms as synonymous. From
the Dulles letter it appears that the Attorney General
“pointed out” that this case involves the location of
the maritime boundary of the United States, but be-
fore he finishes the sentence, Mr. Dulles proceeds to
say, “and you request the statement of the position
of the United States concerning the extent of its
territorial waters”’—not boundary, but the extent of
territorial waters.

The Attorney General may have desired a state-
ment of foreign policy on “maritime national bound-
ary”, but he ended up asking for and receiving a
statement from Mr. Dulles limited wholly to ‘“the
breadth of territorial waters.” A careful reading of
the Dulles letter (Government’s Brief, p. 342) and
all of the other foreign policy statements contained in
the brief will reveal that the three mile policy state-
ments applied only with respect to the extent of
“territorial waters.” Never has it been applied to
deny the existence of the Nation’s three-league
boundary in the Gulf or its validity for purposes
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which did not involve the free use of the waters by
foreign nationals.

Mr. Tate, the official representative of the State
Department, recognized the distinction, and stated
the position of the United States with respect to the
three-league boundary fixed by the Treaty of Gua-
dalupe Hidalgo, as follows:

“The United States recognizes the treaty as
setting the boundary as between Texas and
Mexico. I do not think the State Department has
had occasion to pass on the question as to the
territorial waters claimed by Texas vis-a-vis
other nations because of Guadalupe Hidalgo. We
have as far as Mexico is concerned. The treaty
only purports to set a boundary as between the
United States and Mexico. We recognize that
that boundary has been set by the treaty, but
I think we have not had to pass on the question
of what are the territorial waters because of the
treaty.” Senate Interior Committee Hearings,
on S. J. Res. 13, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1081.

Even the Solicitor General appears to have tem-
porarily eaught the distinction with respect to Texas
when he states (Point III B 2, page 234) as follows:

“The invariable foreign policy of the United
States has been to claim no more than three
miles of marginal sea.”

Note that he does not say that this Nation has an
invariable policy of claiming no more than a three-
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mile boundary in the Gulf of Mexico. In view of the
undisputed fact that our Nation has a three-league
boundary in the Gulf of Mexico opposite the mouth
of the Rio Grande, he could not truthfully include
in his point the term “boundary”, which is the term
used in the Submerged Lands Act. He resorted to the
term ‘“‘marginal sea”, and developed his point ex-
clusively on the basis of the extent of “territorial
waters”, even though neither of these terms was used
in the Act as the extent of the grant. Neither were
the terms used in the committee hearings, reports,
and floor debates as having anything to do with the
the extent of the grant. The only attempted excep-
tions were the unsuccessful efforts in the House and
Senate to amend the bill so as to limit to the three-
mile theory of territorial waters, and these attempts
were soundly defeated.*

It is obvious that the Congress could have chosen
a three-mile territorial water limit as the line by
which to measure the grant of the underlying seabed
and subsoil. By the same token, the Congress could
choose the historic boundary which existed at the
time such State became a member of the Union which
the hearings, reports and debates show that the Con-
gress recognized as three leagues in the case of Texas.
Congress decided to choose the latter. Its decision is
controlling in this case.

227 See supra, 41-46.
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VIII

THIS COURT HAS UPHELD THE ACT AS AGAINST
THE SAME CONTENTIONS NOW ASSERTED BY THE
SOLICITOR GENERAL AGAINST TEXAS. UNDER
STARE DECISIS THE GOVERNMENT’S CASE IS FORE-
CLOSED.

As the Court well knows, stare decisis is particu-
larly applicable to prior adjudications concerning
property rights.” Stare decisis governs the decision
of the same questions in a subsequent action, even
though the parties are not the same.*

The same contentions against Texas were urged
before this Court in the case of Alabama (and
Rhode Island) against Texas and certain Federal
officials, in which the validity and constitutionality
of the Act were challenged. (347 U.S. 272).

The present Solicitor General successfully defend-
ed the Federal public officials inl that case. The
grant and the Act were upheld. The question
there was held to be a domestic one, involving Con-

gressional conveyance to the States of the subsoil
and seabed of the area in controversy. The same

2272 [Tpited States v. Title Ins. Co. 265 U.S. 472, following
Minnesota Co. v. National Co., 3 Wall 832, where this Court
said:

“Where questions arise which affect titles to land
it is of great importance to the public that when they
are once decided they should no longer be considered
open” 3 Wall. p. 334. Accord: Vail v. Arizona, 207
(. S. 201; 14 Am. Jur. 286.

228 [7tilities Production Corp. v. Carter Oil Co., 72 F. 24
655, 662 (10th Cir.); Clark, et al v. E. C. Shroeder Co.,
Ine., 78 F. Supp. 1007, 1008, aff. 10th Cir. 167 F. 2d 739,
cert. den. 335 U. S. 815; Bigelow v. Old Dominion Copper
Mining and Smelting Co., 225 U. 8. 111,
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assertions there made, concerning foreign policy and
international law, were interjected. They were held
irrelevant and overruled by this Court.

The Court having upheld the Act and grant to
Texas in a prior case involving the same contentions,
this case against Texas is foreclosed under stare
decisis.

Conclusion

The Government’s Motion for Judgment should
be denied and judgment here rendered for Texas.
In the alternative, the Texas case should be severed
and tried before this Court with a full development
of evidence, and with the right of examination and
cross examination.

Respectfully submitted,
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Attorney General of Texas
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EXHIBIT I

Memorandum on the International Law Questions
Concerning the State of Texas
Which Are Involved In
United States v. States of Louisiana, et al.

By Louis B. Sohn*

1. The Republic of Texas had a three-league
boundary at the time Texas became a member of the
Union. But, the United States contends that the
Texas Boundary Act of December 19, 1836, was not
valid, in particular because it exceeded the limits
ordinarily allowed by international law and could
gain international validity only to the extent that
other nations recognized it or acquiesced in it. [Brief
for the United States, pp. 188-89.]

2. The claims of Texas differ from the claims of
the other Gulf States in two respects: (a) Texas
was an independent nation from 1835 to 1845; (b)
during that period Texas enacted a statute defining
the boundaries of Texas as running “along the Gulf
of Mexico three leagues from land.” [1 Laws of the
Republic of Texas 133 (1838).]

3. The basic questions of international law in-
volved in the Texas case are:

* Professor of Law, Harvard University; former legal
officer in the Secretariat of the United Nations; editor of
Laws and Regulations on the Regime of the High Seas,
2 vols. (published in the United Nations Legislative Series,
1951-52) ; editor of Cases on World Law (1950) and Cases
on United Nations Law (1956).
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(a) Was the Texas three-league maritime boun-
dary invalid under the general international law
which prevailed when the claim was made in 18367

(b) To what extent has this boundary been con-
firmed or invalidated by later developments?

4. When Texas became independent in 1836, it
had all the rights and duties of an independent
State. As such it had both the right and the duty to
define its boundaries, including its maritime boun-
dary. [See, e. g., 3 Vattel, The Law of Nations or
the Principles of Natural Justice 141 (translation
by Fenwick of ed. of 1758, Washington 1916; Heff-
ter, Das FEwuropdische Vilkerrecht der Gegenwart
139 (3rd ed., 1855) ; P. de Laparadelle, La Frontiére:
Etude de Droit International 65-72]. Many constitu-
tions or other organic laws contain express provisions
defining national boundaries; this is especially the
practice of the nations of the Western Hemisphere.
[See, e. g., Article I of the Political Constitution of
Chile of August 9, 1826, translated in 16 British and
Foreign State Papers 1045, at 1048 (1832) ; Article
I of the Political Constitution of El Salvador of Feb-
ruary 18, 1841, translated in 29 idem 206, at 207
(1857) ; Article II of the Political Constitution of
Honduras of February 8, 1848, translated in 36
idem 1086 (1861); Article IT of the Constitution of
the United Mexican States of October 4, 1824, trans-
lated in 13 idem 701 (1848).] On the other hand, it
may be noted that the United States is one of the few
nations of this hemisphere which did not define ex-
pres:zly its boundaries by a general statute. Texas,
however, immediately enacted a statute defining its
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boundaries, both on land and at sea, thus fulfilling
its duty to make known to the other nations the ex-
tent of its political jurisdiction.

5. A nation’s delimitation of its boundaries is
invalid only if it is inconsistent with the internation-
al obligations of the nation in question. Ordinarily,
it is presumed that a nation is best qualified to de-
termine what its boundaries are and that, in con-
sequence, its own delimitation should be considered
as provisionally valid until the contrary is proved.
As stated by the International Court of Justice:
on the one hand, “the act of delimitation is neces-
sarily a unilateral act, because only the coastal State
is competent to undertake it”; on the other hand,
“the validity of the delimitation with regard to
other States depends upon international law.”
[I.C. J. Reports, 1951, 116, at 132. See also ibid., at
160.] Other nations which consider that a particular
delimitation of boundaries has violated their rights
can take such steps as are permitted by international
law to have their rights recognized. If no objections
are raised, it is considered that there has been gen-
eral acquiescence to the particular delimitation from
the very beginning. It may be noted that in recent
years, a similar problem has arisen with respect to
national proclamations of jurisdiction and control
over the continental shelf, and that it has been
solved in accordance with the principles enunciated
in this paragraph. [See, e. g., Lauterpacht, Sover-
eignty over Submarine Areas,” 27 British Year Book
of International Law 376, at 393-98 (1950).]

6. While some objections have been raised to the
land boundaries of Texas as defined in the 1836 Act,
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there does not seem to be on record any objection to
the three-league boundary of that nation in the Gulf
of Mexico. As the activities of the new Republic and
of its Congress were under close scrutiny by the
neighboring nations and by other nations having
trade interests in the Gulf of Mexico, and as the cur-
rent boundary difficulties focused general attention
on the boundary claims of the Republic, it cannot be
doubted that all interested nations had sufficient
knowledge of the 1836 Texas Act. Though it would be
idle to speculate why no protests were made, the dip-
lomatic correspondence of the period shows such a
general interest in establishing good relations with
the new nation, that even those nations which might
have had some doubts about the validity of the
statute, preferred to acquiesce in this boundary
rather than endanger their commercial interests in
Texas. Or the nations concerned might have felt that
in view of the shallowness of the Texas coast and
lack of special fishing interests in that area at that
time, no rights of navigation or fishing were actually
involved. But whatever was the reason, the basic
fact remains that no protests were made, and that
ordinarily such a lack of protest can be interpreted
as an expression of the general conviction that the
situation in question was in conformity with the re-
quirements of international law. [See, generally,
MacGibbon, “Some Observations on the Part of Pro-
test in International Law,” 30 British Year Book of
International Law 293, at 306-7 (1953).]

7. Acquiescence to the sea boundaries of Texas can
be implied also from the fact that none of the acts
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recognizing Texas as an independent nation were
accompanied by any reservations with respect to
those boundaries. If there were any doubt about their
validity, this would have been the appropriate mo-
ment to raise the issue and to exact a concession as
part of the price of recognition. [See, e.g., the letter
from the British Colonial Secretary of July 12, 1840,
in E. D. Adams, ed., British Diplomatic Correspon-
dence Concerning the Republic of Texas, 1834-1846,
at 24 (1918).] The only treaty that deals with the
rights of Texas in the Gulf of Mexico went in fact
far beyond the boundaries specified in the Texas
statute. The treaty betwen Great Britain and Texas
for the suppression of the African slave trade, signed
on June 28, 1842, prohibited the search of Texas ves-
sels by British cruisers “in the Gulf of Mexico, to
the northward of the 25th parallel of north latitude”
and “to the westward of the 90th degree of longitude,
west of Greenwich,” i.e., in an area extending in
many places more than 200 miles from the Texas
border. [29 British and Foreign State Papers 85, at
86.]

8. The range of the doctrine of acquiescence in in-
ternational law is considerable; it may even validate
a claim which was originally illegal. [See, e.g., Mac-
Gibbon, “The Scope of Acquiesence in International
Law,” 31 British Year Book of International Law
142, at 142-51, 182, See also my Memorandum at-
tached to the Joint Brief of the Gulf States, No. 15]
It has special force, however, in a situation in which
there exists a well-known dispute about the scope and
range of a principle of international law. In such
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a case there is really no question of acquiring rights
through prescription, but rather of proceeding on
the basis of one interpretation of the rule instead of
another. Once it is established that a particular rule
of international law permits a large degree of flexi-
bility within vague and broad limits, any assertion
of a right within these limits is automatically valid.
If another nation should wish to show that the par-
ticular exercise of sovereign discretion is invalid
despite its general conformity with the rule, it must
establish affirmatively that there has been an abuse
of this right of discretion and that the limits of
reasonableness have been exceeded. [Cheng, General
Principles of Law as Applied by International Tri-
bunals 121-36 (1953).]

The only rule which can be considered as accepted
by everybody with respect to territorial waters or
seaward boundaries is that a nation is entitled to ex-
ercise a reasonable amount of jurisdiction and con-
trol over a limited area of the sea adjoining its coast.
All other rules are simply unilateral interpretations
of this general rule and cannot prevail over equally
reasonable interpretations of the main rule by other
nations. [See Memorandum attached to the Joint
Brief of the Gulf States, Nos. 5-12.] In addition,
regional deviations from the main rule are usually
permitted to the extent that such deviations are
reasonably necessary because of special conditions in
the region or because of the establishment of histor-
ical rights prior to the crystallization of more re-
strictive rules. [Ibid., Nos. 13-15.1 It may be noted
that one hundred years later the Presidential Pro-
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clamation on the continental shelf was based on the
same principles, i.e. ,that “the exercise of juris-
diction over the natural resources of the subsoil and
sea bed of the continental shelf by the contiguous na-
tion is reasonable and just,” and that the boundary
shall be determined by the states concerned in accord-
ance with “equitable principles.” {10 Federal Regis-
ter 12303 (1945).]

9. In the case of Texas, the three-league limit was
established as soon as possible after the creation of
the independent nation and persisted without change
throughout the period of its existence. The length
of the period needed to establish a valid claim was
sufficient here, as the claim involved constituted a
permissible interpretation of existing general rules
in this field. It was longer than that which elapsed
between the final ratification of the Constitution
of the United States and the claim by Jefferson that
Delaware was a historic bay, and it was longer than
required by various nations, including the United
States, when claiming jurisdiction over the conti-
nental shelf. [See Lauterpacht, “Sovereignty over
Submarine Areas,” 27 British Year Book of Inter-
national Law 376, at 393 (1950); United Nations
Secretariat, Memorandum on the Regime of the High
Seas (U.N. Doc. A/CN.4/32), at 89-91 (1950).]

When Texas became a part of the United States,
its rights to an area in the Gulf of Mexico were trans-
ferred to the United States. [United States v. Texas,
339 U. 8. 707 (1950).] It is a basic rule about succes-
sion of states, that a transfer of a territory carries
with it a transfer of the territorial waters adjoining
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that territory. For instance, the Permanent Court of
Arbitration in the Grisbadarna Case approved the
view that according to “the fundamental principles
of the law of nations, both ancient and modern...
the maritime territory is an essential appurtenance
of land territory, whence it follows that at the time
when, in 1658, the land territory called the Bohuslan
was ceded to Sweden, the radius of maritime terri-
tory constituting an inseparable appurtenance of
this land territory must have automatically formed a
part of this cession.” [Award of October 23, 1909,
published in 1 Scott, ed., The Hague Court Reports,
121, at 127. See also 3 Gidel, Le droit international
public de la mer 178 (1934) ; Huber, Die Staatensuc-
cession 55 (1898) ; Keith, The Theory of State Suc-
cession 27 (1907) ; Schonborn, Staatensukzessionen
31 (Handbuch des Volkerrechts, Vol. II, Part 5,
1913).] Though a successor state may relinquish
rights obtained through annexation, there is no evi-
dence that these rights to a three-league wide area in
the Gulf of Mexico were relinquished by the United
States. As this area was “properly included within,
and rightfully belonging to the Republic of Texas,” it
became a part of the territory of the State of Texas
and of the United States, in accordance with the
Joint Resolutions of March 1, 1845 and December
29, 1845. [5 Stat. 797 and 9 Stat. 108.] It is well
known that this phrase in the Resolutions was due to
the disputes about the western and northern fron-
tiers of the State of Texas, but there seems to be no
evidence of any dispute over the Gulf boundary of
the State. It may also be noted that the 1836 Statute
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has been properly reprinted in the successive editions
of the laws of Texas and no protests against it were
made by the United States on any of these occasions.
[See, e.g., Hartley, Digest of the Laws of Texas,
Art. 1631, at 504 (1850) ; Oldham & White, Digest
of the Laws of Texas, Art. III, at 55 (1859) ; Pas-
chal, Laws of Texas, Art. 438, at 192 (eds. of 1866,
1870, 1875) ; 1 Sayles, Revised Civil Statutes of Tex-
as, at 296 (1888) ; 1 Gammel, Laws of Texas, at 1193
(1898).]

10. That the Government of the United States has
accepted the three-league boundary in the Gulf is con-
firmed by the Treaty of Peace, Friendship, Limits
and Settlement of February 2, 1848 (so-called Treaty
of Guadalupe Hidalgo). That Treaty provided in
Article 5 that the boundary line between the United
States and Mexico “shall commence in the Gulf of
Mexico, three leagues from land, opposite the mouth
of the Rio Grande”. [5 Miller, Treaties and Other
International Acts of the United States of America,
p- 213.] That this description of the beginning of the
United States boundary (three leagues from land)
was not accidental is confirmed by the fact that this
phrase was already included in Article 4 of the first
American draft of the proposed treaty of April 15,
1847. [Ibid., p. 265.] The Mexican instructions of
December 30, 1847, provided similarly that the divid-
ing line between the two Republics shall begin “in
the Gulf of Mexico at a distance of three leagues
from the land at a point opposite the mouth of the Rio
Bravo del Norte”. [Ibid., p. 299.] In view of the
unanimity on this point, this provision did not give
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rise to any difficulties in the negotiations, and all the
other drafts contain the phrase that the boundary
shall commence in the Gulf of Mexico “three leagues
from land”. [Ibid., pp. 270, 288, 315, 316, 317, 325.
Only the Mexican draft of January 3, 1848, provided
simply that the boundary should extend “to the sea”,
but this draft was immediately abandoned. Ibid., p.
316.]

In his annotations to the Treaty of 1848, Mr.
Hunter Miller, the historian of the State Department,
points out that the phrase “three leagues from land”
in the Treaty was based on the Texas Act of 1836.
[6 Miller, op. cit., p. 315, n. 1.] As it is well-known
that his annotations were the result of most pain-
staking research into the origin of the Treaty, his
note linking the Treaty and the Act clearly acknow-
ledges that the purpose of this provision of the
Treaty was to recognize the fact that the boundary
of Texas extended three leagues from the coast.

11. It has been contended that the establishment of
the boundary between the United States and Mexico
as commencing in the Gulf of Mexico three leagues
from land did not mean at all that the sea boundary
of Texas also extended three leagues into the sea.
There seems to be no justification for such a conten-
tion. It is not conceivable that the parties to the
Treaty contemplated that the sea boundaries of the
two countries should extend three miles but that the
boundary line between them should extend three
leagues, thus leaving only an imaginary line in the
sea dividing not the territories of the two nations but
two regions of the high seas. Only if this were the



—163—

boundary between the territorial waters of the two
states, was there authority in international law to
draw this line. International law does not allow na-
tions to divide areas of the high seas between them,

and such intention cannot be presumed in the 1848
Treaty.

12. The position taken in the brief presented by
the Solicitor General that the sea boundary in the
Gulf of Mexico was three leagues out was confirmed
by the correspondence between the United States
and the British Government in 1848. In its note of
April 30, 1848, the British Government considered
that Article 5 of the Treaty with Mexico involved an
assumption of jurisdiction “on the part of the United
States and Mexico, over the Sea, beyond the usual
limit of one Marine League (or three geographical
miles), which is acknowledged by International Law
and Practise as the Extent of Territorial Jurisdie-
tion, over the Sea that washes the Coasts of States”.
The British Government declared, therefore, that
they “cannot acquiesce in the extent of Maritime
Jurisdiction assumed by the United (States) and
Mexico in the Article in question”. [7 Manning,
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, In-
ter-American Affairs, 1831-1860, Doc. 2858, p.
294.] In his reply of August 19, Mr. James Buchan-
an, Secretary of State of the United States, stated
“that the stipulation in the treaty can only affect
the rights of Mexico and the United States. If for
their mutual convenience it has been deemed proper
to enter into such an arrangement, third parties can
have no just cause of complaint. The Government of
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the United States never intended by this stipulation
to question the rights which Great Britain or any
other Power may possess under the law of nations.”
[7 Manning, op. cit., Doc. 2687, p. 32.] While it is
not clear what is meant by this statement, it at least
confirms the fact that the Treaty did affect at least
the rights of Mexico and the United States and that
in the relations between them the sea boundary did
extend three leagues from land. As far as Great Bri-
tain was concerned, the statement seemed to mean
that by this arrangement the United States and
Mexico did not intend to interfere with such rights as
Great Britain possessed under the law of nations,
whatever those rights at that time might have been.
Consequently, the right of Mexico and the United
States to extend their jurisdiction in some or all
respects “three leagues from land” would depend on
the status of international law at that time, and
a reply to this question would turn upon the inter-
pretation of the rules of international law considered
in No. 8, above.

13. In evaluating the importance of the British
protest of April 30, 1848, one ought to keep in mind
also the following additional considerations:

(a) In the first place, despite this protest the
United States and Mexico went ahead with the
Treaty and on May 30, 1848, exchanged the docu-
ments of ratification without any reference to the
British protest or the alleged invalidity of Article
5. The reason for lodging a protest against a treaty
provision before its ratification is to induce the
States concerned to abandon or modify the objection-
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able provision or to refrain from ratifying the treaty
until the objectionable provisions have been removed
from the treaty. [See MacGibbon, ‘“Some Observa-
tions on the Part of Protest in International Law,”
30 British Year Book of International Law 293, at
300.] Neither of these actions followed the British
protest in this case, and no better results were
achieved by the British protest to Mexico of June
9, 1848 (i.e., after the exchange of ratifications).
As the Mexican Foreign Minister replied on Novem-
ber 17, 1848, the rights of other nations with respect
to the extent of territorial sea remained in the same
state as before the treaty. [The Brief of the United
States, Appendix F, at 404.]

(b) When the matter of the Gulf boundary arose
again in 1853, in connection with the so-called
Gadsden Treaty, the United States and Mexico, ig-
noring the previous British protests, embodied in
that Treaty a provision identical with that in the
1848 Treaty. [6 Miller, op. cit., 293, at 294.] Despite
that fact, no further protests were made by Great
Britain against the Gulf boundary of the two nations.
Even if a privileged position was temporarily re-
served to Great Britain in consequence of the 1848
protests, it is generally accepted that scant regard
will be paid to the isolated protest of a nation which
takes no further action to combat continued infringe-
ment of its rights. [See MacGibbon, op. cit., at 310-
12.] No further action with respect to the Gulf
boundary of the United States was taken by Great
Britain after that time and the effect of the original
protest has thus lost its force. [Cf., the attitude taken
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by the International Court of Justice with respect
to the French protest to Norway of December 21,
1869, in I. C. J. Reports, 1951, 116, at 135-37.]

(c) A protest by one nation only does not invali-
date a Treaty between two other States with respect
to all other nations. At best it creates a privileged
position for the protesting state. As far as other na-
tions are concerned, their lack of protest over 110
years can easily be construed as complete acquies-
cence in the extension of the jurisdiction of the two
nations concerned into the Gulf of Mexico to three
leagues from the shore. [See MacGibbon, “The Scope
of Acquiescence in International Law,” 31 British

Year Book of International Law 143, at 152-67
(1954).]

14. The explanations of the 1848 Treaty, given by
Secretary of the Navy Welles and Secretary of State
Seward in 1864 (Papers Relating to Foreign Affairs,
1864, Part 2, at 547-48), do not conform to facts.
The provisions of the 1848 Treaty cannot be ascribed
to “inadvertence, analogous to a clerical error,”
especially as they were reinserted in the 1853 Treaty
despite the protest made by Great Britain in 1848.
Neither did they constitute a special application of
the customs line of four leagues. There is no indica-
tion anywhere that customs regulations were en-
forced in the Gulf only up to the three-league line
provided in the Treaty rather than to the four-league
line prescribed by statutes. In those disputes which
have arisen, the United States has proceeded on the
basis of the general four-league rule. [See, e.g., The
Muriel E. Winters, 6 F. (2d) 466 (1925); Arch v.
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U. S, 13 F. (2d) 382 (1926).] In any case, the
negotiations with Mexico provide no basis for the
allegation that the Treaty was to apply to customs
matters only.

15. It may be noted that in his letter to Great Bri-
tain of January 22, 1875, about the Spanish claims
to a six-mile limit (1 Papers Relating to the Foreign
Relations of the United States, 1875, 649-50), Secre-
tary of State Fish in part retreated from the posi-
tion taken in 1862, though he still mentioned the
argument that the three-league provision in the
Treaty with Mexico was ‘“‘probably” suggested by
the Hovering Acts. However, his main argument was
based on the 1848 letter, i.e., that the Treaty “was
never intended to trench upon the rights of Great
Britain, or any other power under the law of na-
tions,” whatever such rights might be in this par-
ticular situation. Though the Secretary of State in
the same letter stated that the United States has
“always understood and asserted that, pursuant to
public law, no nation can rightfully claim jurisdic-
tion at sea beyond a marine league from its coast,”
this assertion is not consistent with the actual prac-
tice prevailing in the crucial period 1836-1848 with
respect to the extent of jurisdiction in the Gulf of
Mexico. The note of Secretary of State Buchanan
of August 19, 1848, carefully avoided any approval
of the British assertion that a jurisdiction of a na-
tion can extend only one marine league into the sea.
[7 Manning, Diplomatic Correspondence of the
United States, Inter-American Affairs, 1831-1860,
at 31-32, 294.1] When it is necessary to choose be-
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tween a clear treaty provision and later interpreta-
tions of it, the clear text ought to prevail. The burden
of proof in such a case is on the party arguing that
there are some valid reasons for interpreting the pro-
vison otherwise than in accordance with the natural
sense of the words. [See, e. g., the case of the Inter-
pretation of the Convention of 1919 Concerning the
Employment of Women during the Night, where such
a departure from the clear meaning was not proved
to the satisfaction of the Court despite a considerable
amount of contrary practice (Permanent Court of
International Justice, Advisory Opinion of Novem-
ber 15, 1932, P.C.I.J. Publications, Series A/B, No.
50, at 373, 376-82) ; International Court of Justice,
Advisory Opinion of May 28, 1948, on Conditions of
Admission of a State to Membership in the United
Nations, 1.C.J. Reports, 1948, 57, at 63; Interna-
tional Court of Justice, Advisory Opinion of March
3, 1950, on the Competence of the Assembly regard-
ing Admission to the United Nations, I.C.J. Reports,
1950, 4, at 8.] It may also be noted that the various
statements made by the United States related to
jurisdiction of other nations over adjoining waters,
and that the United States did not hesitate to assert
“extraterritorial” jurisdiction as soon as its own
interests were involved. For instance, in a series of
so-called “liquor treaties” the United States forced
other nations to grant to the United States the power
to seize foreign vessels within an hour’s sailing dis-
tance from the coast. [See, e.g., the Convention with
the United Kingdom of January 23, 1924, U. S.
Treaty Series, No. 685.] The Anti-Smuggling Act of
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1935 established customs-enforcement areas extend-
ing at least 50 miles beyond either the ordinary 12-
mile customs waters or the one-hour sailing distance
provided for in the liquor treaties. [49 Stat. 517. See
also Jessup, “The Anti-Smuggling Act of 19357,
31 American Journal of International Law 101-6
(1937).] On the initiative of the United States, the
American Republics established a neutrality zone
of 300 miles around the countries of the Western
Hemisphere. [U.S. Foreign Relation, 1939, vol. 5, at
35-37.] In 1950, the United States established air
defense identification zones extending in some areas
for a distance of over 300 miles from land. [50 Fed-
eral Register 9319-21 (1950); 20 idem 8184-87
(1955). See also Murchison, The Contiguous Air
Space Zone in International Law 18-77 (1956).]
Though all these extensions of jurisdiction seem
reasonable in the light of the modern developments
in transportation and armaments, they certainly are
a far cry from the above-quoted statement by Secre-
tary of State Fish (and similar statements of later
Secretaries of State) that “no nation can rightfully
claim jurisdiction at sea beyond a marine league
from its coast.” The cumulation of special zones,
though disguised by labelling such an exercise of
jurisdiction as extraterritorial, makes the notion of
a three-mile zone of territorial waters but an empty
shell. If the claim of Texas to a three-league zone
of control and jurisdiction over the subsoil and sea
bed of the continental shelf is compared with the
other claims, its reasonableness can no longer be
contradicted.
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16. Conclusions. On the basis of the foregoing an-
alysis, the following conclusions may be reached:

(a) The delimitation of the boundaries of Texas
by the Act of 1836 did not constitute a violation of
any rules of international law prevailing at that
time.

(b) The United States, as a successor to the rights
of Texas, inherited in 1845 jurisdiction and control
over a three-league belt of territorial waters and its
subsoil.

(¢) The United States not only did not repudiate
this right to jurisdiction and control, but confirmed
it by the treaties of 1848 and 1853 with Mexico.

(d) The protests made by Great Britain in 1848
did not invalidate Article 5 of the 1848 Treaty, be-
cause they were not followed up despite an ambig-
uous United States reply and the repetition of the
provision in the 1853 Treaty.

(e) No other protests were made and such gen-
eral acquiescence would have confirmed the legality
of the three-league rule in the Gulf of Mexico, even
if the British protest were effective.

(f) Later interpretations by the United States of
the 1848 situation did not conform to facts, and can-
not prevail over the implied acceptance of the three-
league rule in 1836 and its clear approval in 1848,

(g) Consequently, the act of the Republic of Tex-
as in establishing a three-league boundary in the Gulf
of Mexico was not contrary to any rules of interna-
tional law prevailing during the period 1836-1845.
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EXHIBIT II

Memorandum on International Law Issues Involved
in United States of America v. State of Texas

C. John Colombos, Q. C., LL. D,

1. I propose dealing in the present Memorandum
with the main points of international law arising in

this case, and principally from the standpoint of the
State of Texas.

2. It appears essential, in my opinion, to examine
in the first instance, the legal status of Texas at the
time she joined the Union in 1845,

3. By a final Act passed on the 2nd March, 1836,
Texas declared her independence of Mexico and
adopted a constitution as a sovereign Power under
the title of “Republic of Texas”. Her independence
was so recognised, at a very early date, by the
United States, Great Britain, France and the Neth-

erlands, and similarly by several other States short-
ly afterwards.

4. In his message to General Almonte, Mexican
Minister at Washington, the Secretary of State of
the United States, Mr. Upshow, made the official
declaration that the “United States regard Texas as
in all respects an independent Nation, fully compe-
tent to manage its own affairs and possessing all the
rights of other independent Nations” (quoted in D.
Gardner’s “A Treatise on International Law” (1844)
pp. 98-101.) The right of the Republic of Texas to
conclude Treaties with foreign Powers was never dis-
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puted. See, for instance the “Treaty of Friendship,
Navigation and Trade” concluded with France on the
24th June, 1840 (30 B. F. S. P., p. 1228).

5. The seaward boundaries of the new Republic
were fixed as follows by a Statute of its Legislature
passed on the 19th December, 1836; “Beginning at
the mouth of the Sabine River and running west
along the Gulf of Mexico three leagues from land,
to the mouth of the Rio Grande, thence up the prin-
cipal stream of the said river to its source, then
due north to the 42° of north latitude, thence along
the boundary line as defined in the Treaty between
the U. S. and Spain, to the beginning” (Gammel’s
Laws of Texas, vol. 1, p. 1193).

6. The validity of this boundary does not appear
to have been contested by any State during the life
of the Republic and so far as can be ascertained, I
am not aware of any protest being raised against
the limit of “three leagues from land” fixed by the
Republic of Texas for its belt of territorial waters.

Breadth of the Territorial Sea

7. Asregards the right of the Republic of Texas
to fix its maritime belt at three-marine leagues, soon
after the declaration of its independence in 1836, it
is necessary to point out that there has never existed
a unanimity of view in international law on the
exact limit of a State’s territorial waters. There iis
unanimity of views as to its minimum of three miles,
but no unanimity as to its maximum. This becomes
obvious from the examination of judicial de-
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cisions, diplomatic correspondence and opinions
of experts in international law.

8. In the judicial field, the divergence of views is
well illustrated by the conflicting judgments given
in 1876 by the British Exchequer Division (Crown
Cases Reserved) in the Franconia Case (Queen v.
Keyn) (reported in Law Reports, Exchequer Di-
vision, vol. II, pp. 63 to 239) where seven judges were
divided as against six. The decision of Sir Robert
Phillimore—himself an author of an authoritative
treatise on international law—in this case is partic-
ularly instructive as it contains an exhaustive re-
view of the leading British and American precedents
and authorities on the subject of territorial waters.
There is a similar comprehensive review of this
“diversity of opinion” in the judgment of Cockburn,
C. J. (at p. 193).

9. A similar conflict of opinion is to be found in
the writings of the most authoritative authors on
international law.

This divergence of views dates at least as far
back as the latter part of the 16th century, and
it has continued up to the present time. Thus the
celebrated French jurist, Jean Bodin, states in the
first edition of his famous book, published in 1576,
that:

“But forasmuch as the sea it selfe cannot be
preper unto any priuat man, the right thereof
belonging unto such soueraigne princes as
dwell thereby, who may lay impositions there-
upon thirtie leagues off from their owne coast,
if there bee no other soueraigne prince neerer
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to let them, as it was adjudged for the Duke of
Savoy”.

Io Bodini Andegavensis de Republica Libri Sex.
Paris, 1586. English translation by Knolles, London,
1606.

10. An identical view is traceable in the books of
two of the leading modern authorities on internation-
al law: Thus in his International Law, Oppenheim
states that:

“No unanimity exists as to the breadth of the
maritime belt or the point on the coast from
which it is measured . . . Since at the end of
the 18th century, the range of artillery was
about three miles or one marine league, that
distance became generally recognized as the
breadth of the maritime belt. But no sooner was
a common doctrine advocated than the range
of projectiles increased with the manufacture
of heavier guns. Moreover, technical develop-
ments in sea transport and communications, in
the range of guns and other changes have not
been altogether without effect upon the three-
mile rules” (8th Ed. by Lauterpacht, Vol. 1
1955) pp. 488 and 490). This opinion was upheld
by Prof. Hyde in his last edition of his monu-
mental work on International Law, chiefly as in-
terpreted and applied by the U. S. (2nd Ed.
1945) Vol. 1, sec. 142-143,

11. The same pronounced degree of divergence is
reflected in the discussions which took place at the
meetings of the International Law Commission of
the United Nations from 1950 to 1956, and at its



—1756—

recent Conference at Geneva on “The Law of the

Sea”, from February to April 1958, which, like the

Hague Conference of 1930, failed to reach an agree-
ment on the extent of the territorial sea.

12. In his comments on the 1930 Conference the
late Prof. J. L. Brierly, Chichele Professor of Inter-
national Law and Diplomacy in the University of
Oxford, states:

“On territorial waters no convention could
even be drafted because no agreement could be
reached on the fundamental question of the
width of these waters. The reason was simply
that nations have different interests in this mat-
ter and they were not willing to make the con-
cessions which a convention would have called
for. There was therefore no agreed policy for
the Conference to translate into law.”

The Codification of International Law: (47 Mich-
igan Law Review (1948-49), pp. 5-6).

13. In other words, the same uncertainty which
over a century ago was emphasized in the official
communication of Count Nesselrode, Vice-Chancel-
lor of the Tsar of Russia, to Lord Durham, British
Amabassador at St. Petersburgh, persists today. In
that communication, Count Nesselrode wrote that
if reference is made to the authority of publicists,
one acquires the conviction that there never exist-
ed a geenral rule for determining the jurisdiction
that any State is entitled to exercise on the sea sur-
rounding its coasts. On the other hand, if one con-
sults the former agreements concluded between
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various Powers, one finds again the evidence of the
same divergence of views, and the same uncertainty
of principles on this question. (Case of the British
vessel “The Lord Charles Spencer” in Foreign Office
Records, F. O. 181—Correspondence Russia, 120
(1835-38)).

14. The Report adopted by the International Law
Commission at its eighth session at Geneva in July,
1956, affords a further illustration of this diverg-
ence of view on the breadth of the territorial sea.
Article 3 of the Report, reads as follows:

“l The Commission recognizes that inter-
national practice is not uniform as regards the
delimitation of the territorial sea.

2. The Commission considers that interna-
tional law does not permit an extension of the
territorial sea beyond twelve miles.

3. The Commission, without taking any de-
cision as to the breadth of the territorial sea up
to that limit, notes, on the one hand, that many
States have fixed a breadth greater than three
miles and, on the other hand, that many States
do not recognize such a breadth when that of
their own territorial sea is less.

4. The Commission considers that the
breadth of the territorial sea should be fixed
by an international conference.”

15. The commentary to this article reads as fol-
lows:

“(5) At its eighth session, the Commission
resumed its study of this problem (of the
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breadth of the territorial sea) in the light of
the comments by Governments., Those com-
ments showed a wide diversity of opinion, and
the same diversity was noted within the Com-
mission. Several proposals were made; they
are referred to below in the order in which
they were put to the vote. Some members were
of the opinion that it was for each coastal State,
in the exercise of its sovereign powers, to fix
the breadth of its territorial sea. They consid-
ered that in all cases where the delimitation of
the territorial sea was justified by the real needs
of the coastal State, the breadth of the territor-
ial sea was in conformity with international
law: this would cover the case of those States
which had fixed the breadth at between three
and twelve miles. Another opinion was that the
Commission should recognize that international
practice was not uniform as regards limitation
of the territorial sea to three miles, but would
not authorize an extension of the territorial sea
beyond twelve miles. On the other hand every
State would have the right to extend its juris-
diction up to twelve miles. A third opinion was
that the Commission should recognize that
every coastal state was entitled to a territorial
sea of a breadth of at least three, but not ex-
ceeding twelve, miles. If, within those limits,
the breadth was not determined by long usage,
it should not exceed what was necessary for sat-
isfving the justifiable interests of the State,
taking into account also the interests of the
other States in maintaining the freedom of the
high seas and the breadth generally applied in
the region. In case of dispute, the question
should, at the request of either of the parties, be
referred to the International Court of Justice.
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A fourth opinion was reflected in a proposal
to state that the breadth of the territorial sea
could be determined by the coastal State in ac-
cordance with its economiec and strategic needs
within the limits of three and twelve miles,
subject to recognition by States maintaining a
narrower belt. According to a fifth opinion and
proposal, the breadth of the territorial sea
would be three miles, but a greater breadth
should be recognized if based on customary law.
Furthermore, any State might fix the breadth
of its territorial sea at a higher figure than
three miles, but such an extension could not be
claimed against States which had not recogniz-
ed it or had not adopted an equal or greater
breadth. In no case could the breadth of the
territorial sea exceed twelve miles.

“(6) None of these proposals managed to sec-
ure a majority in the Commission, which, while
recognizing that it differs in form from the
other articles, finally accepted, by a majority
vote, the text included in this draft as article 3.

“(7) The Commission noted that the right to
fix the limits of the territorial sea at three miles
was not disputed. It states that international
law does not permit that limit to be extended
beyond twelve miles. As regards the right to
fix the limit between three and twelve miles, the
Commission was obliged to note that inter-
national practice was far from uniform. Since
several States have established a breadth of be-
tween three and twelve miles, while others are
not prepared to recognize such extensions, the
Commission was unable to make a decision on
the subject, and expressed the opinion that the
question should be decided by an international
conference of plenipotentiaries.
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“(8) It follows from the foregoing that the
Commission came out clearly against claims to
extend the territorial sea to a breadth which,
in its view, jeopardizes the principle
that has governed maritime law since Grotius,
namely, the freedom of the high seas. On the
other hand, the Commission did not succeed in
fixing the limit between three and twelve miles.”

Report of the International Law Commission (1956)
General Assembly Official Records, 11th Session,
Suppl. No. 9 A/3159.

16. It cannot, of course, be disputed that both
the United States and Great Britain have advocated
the “traditional conception” of a three-mile limit of
territorial waters. The general application of the
doctrine suffers, however, two main exceptions:

(1) As result of an International Convention.
The principle that the breadth of the territorial sea
is susceptible of being regulated by an international
agreement binding on the contracting parties, is
strikingly illustrated by the proposals made at the
Geneva Sea Conference of 1958 by the United King-
dom for an extension of the territorial sea to six miles
and by the United States for a similar extension but
with an additional six-mile zone for the regulation of
fishing and the exploitation of the living resources of
the sea. (Speech of the Hon. Arthur H. Dean, Chair-
man of the U. S. Delegation, on April 16, 1958—
A/Conf, 13/L.) The American and British propos-
als provide a clear evidence that both countries were
prepared to renounce their traditional policy of a
three-mile territorial sea if an international agree-
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ment could be reached. It is true that both pro-
posals failed to obtain the required two-thirds ma-
jority at the Conference’s plenary session on the 28th
April, 1958, but they provide, in the words of the
Hon. Arthur Dean, “an honest effort to find a com-
mon ground in a spirit of compromise”.

It is beyond the purpose of this Memorandum to
enumerate the various international agreements ex-
tending the contracting parties’ territorial sea be-
yond their ordinary limits. It is sufficient to refer
to the Anglo-French Convention of the 29th Septem-
ber, 1923, under which the two countries agreed to
provide for the regulation of their fisheries in the
open sea adjacent to their territorial waters. (Smith,
Great Britain and the Law of Nations. A Selection
of Documents, Vol. 2, pp. 144-164). I am not aware
that any protest has even been raised against this
agreement (or the previous or subsequent agree-
ments on the same subject) by any foreign State.

17. (2) By Custom. In specific circumstances,
international law recognises the validity of claims
by the coastal State for an extension of the ordinary
limits of its territorial waters, based on custom or
on prescriptive or historical rights. It is sufficient
to refer on this point to the pleadings and judgment
of the International Court of Justice, in the recent
Fisheries Case (1. C. J., Reports, 1951, p. 116), for
a comprehensive review of the authorities on the
subject. It is now generally admitted that the asser-
tion of such customary or historic rights by a coastal
State, are entitled to recognition by other States,
and that they do not violate any principle of inter-
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national law, although they might infringe, in some
minor respects, the freedom of the seas.

It is important in this connection to point out
that the main reason for the reluctance of the United
Nations and Great Britain—the two great champions
of the three-mile limit of territorial waters—to ac-
cept a wider breadth of the maritime belt, is based
on a strict conception of the freedom of the seas (to
which the present writer is also an adherent), and
the infringment of this doctrine which an extension
of this limit may ocecasion.

It does not follow, however, that this doctrine is
so rigid as not to admit of any reasonable excep-
tions. This is clearly evidenced by the observations
submitted by the United Kingdom Government to
the International Law Commission in 1953:

“It has hitherto been the policy of Her Maj-
esty’s Government to oppose any claims to the
exercise of jurisdiction outside territorial
waters. Many countries have, however, claimed
to exercise jurisdiction for certain limited pur-
poses beyond territorial limits. For the most
part these purposes have related to the enforce-
ment of customs, fiscal or sanitary regulations
only and the jurisdiction has been exercised
within modest limits, generally within a “con-
tiguous zone” not more than twelve miles from
the coast. Her Majesty’s Government have not
themselves found it necessary to claim a con-
tiguous zone, and wish to place on record their
emphatic opposition as a matter of principle to
any increase, beyond limits already recognised,
in the exercise of jurisdiction by coastal States
over the waters off their coasts, whether such



—182—

increase takes the form of the extension of ter-
ritorial waters or the exercise of wider forms
of jurisdiction outside territorial waters. Her
Majesty’s Government are satisfied, however,
that on the basis of established practice, the
article proposed by the Commission is accept-
able provided that: (i) jurisdiction within the
contiguous zone is restricted to customs, fiscal
or sanitary regulations only; (ii) such jurisdic-
tion is not exercised more than twelve miles
from the coast; (iii) this article is read in con-
junction with another article stating that the
terriorial waters of a State shall not exceed more
than three miles from the coast unless in any
particular case a State has an existing historic
title to a wider belt. (A/CN, 4/76, p. 70 and
Official Records of the 8th session of the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations, Suppl
No. 9 (A/2456).”.

Somewhat similar considerations must have in-
fluenced the statement of the U. S. Secretary of
State, Mr. James Buchanan, when in answer to the
British protest against the three leagues belt of
territorial waters adopted in Article 5 of the Treaty
of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848, he replied that “if,
for the mutual convenience of the two countries, it
has been deemed proper to enter into such an arrange-
ment, third parties can have no just cause of com-
plaint. The Government of the United States never
intended by this stipulation to question the rights
which Great Britain, or any other Power, may
possess under the law of nations” (Moore, Digest of
International Law (1906) vol. I, p. 730). The
United States thus threw on Great Britain the bur-
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den of proving that Article 5 of the Treaty infringed
the rules of the law of nations as then understood.

18. No other protest is on record as having been
raised against the three leagues limit agreed upon
by the United States and Mexico in the 1848 treaty.
Nor does there appear that any foreign Power did
ever protest against the 1836 Statute of the Republic
of Texas, fixing its limits at “three leagues from land
to the mouth of the Rio Grande”. This boundary
must equally have been known to the United States
at the time of its recognition of the Republic of Texas
in March 1837. Such recognition implies, according
to the judgment of the International Court of Justice
in the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. Case (Jurisdiction) in
I. C. J,, Reports, 1952, at p. 107, a knowledge of
the Texas Statute. A similar implication can be
drawn from the diplomatic correspondence ex-
changed between the two Governments from 1836
to 1845 which does not contain any recorded objec-
tion by the United States to the Texan boundary.
Indeed, Mr. Daniel Webster, writing to the U. S.
Minister at Mexico in 1842, stated, in part, as fol-
lows: “Her [Texas’s] limits are defined and peace,
with an opportunity of improving her resources are
much more important to her than any chances of
territorial acquisition” (text in Manning’s Diplo-
matic Correspondence of the United States. Inter-
American Affairs, vol. 8 (1851-1860) pp. 108-109).
Moreover, the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848
fixing the boundary line in the Gulf of Mexico at
three leagues from land, leads to the inescapable
conclusion that the United States not only did not



—184—

consider this boundary to be contrary to any princi-
ple of international law, but, on the contrary, ex-
pressly acknowledged it as binding. The annotations
of Mr. Hunter Miller to the treaty link the term
“three marine leagues from land” to the 1836 Statute
of Texas and establish beyond doubt that one of the
purposes of the treaty was to recognise the Texas
three-league limit of territorial waters. (Treaties
and Other International Acts of the United States
of America, vol. 5, p. 8315 note 1).

19. In its treaty with the Republic of Texas of
November 1840, the British Government recognised
the independence and sovereignty of Texas, without
raising any objection as to its maritime boundary
(Foreign Office) (F. O. 75/1. Records in the Public
Records Office, London)~—That such boundary was
known to the British Government appears clearly
from the Report given by Mr. Dodson, the then
Queen’s Advocate, to the Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs, in connection with the “engage-
ments undertaken by Texas” and which reads as
follows:

“A State which voluntarily and without the
pressure of necessity, thinks proper to annex
itself to a Foreign Power, can only do so subject
to the encagements which it may previously have
contracted with other Powers” (Report, dated
May 15, 1844, F. O. 83/2382, Appendix No. 15
in Public Records Office, London).

20. It thus appears clear that no objection was
ever validly raised against the adoption by Texas of
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the three leagues extent of its territorial waters, both
during the period of its existence as an independent
Power from 1836 and 1845, and equally in the sub-
sequent official pronouncements of the United States
Government.

The Doctrine of the Continental Shelf

21. There is an additional relevant ground, in
my opinion, why the claim of Texas ought to succeed
in the present action. Whatever may be the divergent
views regarding the maritime boundary of a State,
there is no dispute as to the right of a State to exploit
and explore the natural resources of the seabed and
subsoil contiguous to its coasts beyond the limits of
its territorial waters.

22. The exclusive right of the coastal State
over the resources of the seabed and subsoil of the
continental shelf and other submarine areas, consti-
tutes a recognized principle of international law,
and is irrespective of, and does not depend on, the
traditional limits of the territorial waters upheld
by a State. Thus both the United States and the
United Kingdom, whilst supporting as a general
principle the three-mile limit of territorial waters,
have departed from this limit under the provisions
of their respective legislative enactments.

23. In the case of Great Britain, such legislation
goes back to the Cornwall Submarine Mines Act of
1858, which declared that ‘“all mines and minerals
lying below low-water mark under the open sea adja-
cent to, but not being part of the County of Cornwall,
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are vested in Her Majesty the Queen in right of her
Crown as part of the soil and territorial possessions
of the Crown (21 & 22 Vict. c. 109, S. 2). This Act
was followed by several similar enactments—down to
the Petroleum (Production) Act, 1934, (24 & 25 Geo.
V c. 36) which enacts that the Crown shall have the
exclusive right of searching and boring for and get-
ting petroleum existing in its natural condition in
strata. The Rules applicable to the Act cover marine
areas outside the territorial waters. In the case of
the United States, the main provision is the Procla-
mation of the President of September 28, 1945, sub-
mitting to the jurisdiction and control of the United
States, the natural resources of the subsoil and sea-
bed of the continental shelf contiguous to the coasts
of the United States.

24. The view that the rules regarding the extent
of the State’s territorial waters do not apply to the
subsoil of the sea is further reflected in the replies
submitted by several Governments to the Inter-
national Law Commission of the United Nations.
(Docs. A/CN 4/99 and A/CN 4/99 Add. 1, 2 and
8), and by the adoption of specific provisions on the
subject by the Commission in its Report of 2nd July,
1956, and by the Geneva Conference on ‘“The Law of
the Sea” of April, 1958.

25. The development of the doctrine of the con-
tinental shelf, of which the Submerged Lands Act
of 1953 is an offshoot, found its first support
during the Second World War, when the United
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Kingdom concluded a treaty with Venezuela in
February 26, 1942, regarding the submarine natural
resources in the Gulf of Paria. Under this treaty, the
two countries agreed not to interfere with one an-
other in the exploitation of these resources beyond
a boundary line about 70 miles in length and 35 miles
in breadth in the waters between the island of Trini-
dad and the Venezuelan mainland (L. N. T. S., Vol
205, p. 122 and S. R. & 0. (1942, Vol. 1, p. 919)).
The purpose of this treaty was clearly to exclude
third states from the exploitation of oil in this area,
viz, to assume an occupation of its seabed in the form
of an extension of the land territory of the two
countries. The two Proclamations of the President
of the United States which followed on September
28, 1945, and to which reference has already been
made, extended in substance the territorial range of
American maritime jurisdiction beyond the tradi-
tional three-mile doctrine in relation to the natural
resources of the subsoil and bed of the continental
shelf, and of the conservation and control of the fish-
eries contiguous to the coasts of the United States.
The American example was followed by several Arab
Sovereigns and Chiefs in the Middle East, by British
Orders in Council extending the territories of West
Indian British possessions to the sea-covered shelves
of the Islands and also by many States of Central and
South America, although in the latter case their
declarations go much farther than the British and
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American legislation. It thus appears that an ever
increasing number of States have asserted jurisdie-
tion over areas lying beyond the limits of their
territorial sea.

26. The International Law Commission of the
United Nations has discussed the problem of the con-
tinental shelf at its several sessions at Geneva from
1951 to 1956. Its work represents the accumulated
study of one of the most authoritative bodies in inter-
national law, and was substantially approved by the
Geneva Conference on the “Law of the Sea” in its
Convention on “The Continental Shelf”’ which, in so
far as is relevant to the present case, includes the
following article:

1. The coastal State exercises over the con-
tinental shelf rights for the purpose of explor-
ing it and exploiting its natural resources.

2. The rights referred to in paragraph 1 of
this article are exclusive in the sense that if the
coastal State does not explore the continental
shelf or exploit its natural resources, no one may
undertake these activities or make a claim to the
continental shelf without the express consent
of the coastal State. (Article 2 in A/Conf. 13/L.
55, 28th April, 1958).

3. The rights of coastal State over the con-
tinental shelf do not depend on occupation,
effective or national, or on any express procla-
mation.
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27. 1t is, of course, within the power of the U .S.
Congress to pass legislation on the rights of the
United States over the natural resources of its con-
tinental shelf, as it is within its powers to apportion
these rights amongst the States comprising the
Federation. And as held by this Court in Alabama
v. Texas (1945) (347 U. 8. 272), Congress has the
power “to dispose validly of federal property”.

28. It follows that by virtue of the grant in-
corporated in the Submerged Lands Act of 1953, the
State of Texas is entitled to the said lands and
natural resources.

29. It should be added that this conclusion on
the right of the State of Texas to a three league
maritime belt is not, in my opinion, contrary to any
rule of International Law. Although the Gulf of
Mexico is too wide to be considered in its entirely
as a “territorial” bay, there are certain portions of
it, not exceeding nine miles in extent, which could
be made the subject of prescriptive or historic rights.
In my opinion there were special circumstances jus-
tifying the adoption of the three-league limit by
Texas in 1836, such as the physical characteristics
of the sea area adjacent to the coasts of Texas, the
shallowness of its waters, the very limited use made
by international navigation and fisheries of this
area, and the fact that it did not trespass on any
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vested rights of other States. Texas was accord-
ingly entitled, in my view, to fix in 1836 her mari-
time boundary at three leagues and this boundary
has now acquired, after a prescriptive period of over
a century, the character of a historie right entitled to
recognition both under the Submerged Lands Acts
and under the new doctrine of the Continental Shelf.

Conclusions

In conclusion, I am of opinion that:

1. The Republic of Texas as an independent
Power from 1836 to 1845, enjoyed the ownership
and jurisdiction of all lands, minerals and other
natural resources underlying the sea three marine
leagues seaward from the ordinary lower-water mark
and from the outer limit of inland waters on its
coasts.

2. These rights are expressly recognised by in-
ternational law and have also been recently in-
corporated in the Convention on “The Continental
Shelf” adopted by the United Nations Conference
on “The Law of the Sea” held at Geneva from
February to April, 1958.

3. The Submerged Lands Act of 1953 granted
to the State of Texas the ownership and jurisdiction
of the lands, minerals and all other natural resources
within the distance of three marine leagues seaward
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from the coast of Texas, and that such grant does
not offend any principle of international law.

/s/C. John Colombos

The Temple, E. C. 4.
14th July, 1958.
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EXHIBIT I
b De Mayo 32412 Telefono
Mexico, D. F. 13-90-18
SANTIAGO ONATE
Abogado

July 26, 1958

Memorandum Concerning the Three League
Boundary Between Texas and Mexico and
Between the United States and Mexico

By Santiago Oiate, Abogado.*

In the preparation of this memorandum, which is
based upon the Constitution, Laws, and Treaties to
which Mexico has been a party and other docum-
tary records in the archives of the Republic of Mex-
ico, my principal research has been related to the
question of the Three League Boundary between
the Republic of Texas and Mexico and the United
States and Mexico, rather than that of “Internation-
al Territorial Waters” in the family of nations.

* Graduate, University of Mexico, with the degree
abogado “magna cum laude; Professor of Law and Pro-
fessor of History in the University of Mexico; author of
“la Novacién en Derecho Privado Mexicano”; commission-
ed by the Supreme Court of Mexico to prepare a work en-
titled “Homenaje de la Suprema Corte de Justicia a la
Constitucion de 1857;” publicatiéns in the Revista de la
Escuela Nacional de Jurisprudencia and in Boletin de la
Informacion Judicial, ete.
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1. On the 19th of December, 1836, the Republic
of Texas, after it had seceded from Mexico, passed
an act, by virtue of which it defined its boundaries,
in the following terms:

“Section 1. Be it enacted by the senate and
house of representatives of the republic of
Texas, in congress assembled, That from and
after the passage of this act, the civil and polit-
ical jurisdiction of this republic be, and is here-
by declared to extend to the following boun-
daries, to wit: beginning at the mouth of the
Sabine river, and running west along the Gulf
of Mexico three leagues from land, to the mouth
of the Rio Grande.”

TREATIES

2. On the 1st. of March, 1845, a resolution of the
Congress of the United States approved the in-
corporation of Texas to the Union: the Congress
of Texas gave its acquiescence to the aforemention-
ed resolution on the 13th of October, 1845, and Pres-
ident Polk ratified the incorporation of Texas by
treaty on the 29th of December, 1845. (The inter-
national agreement thus consummated is fully re-
ported in 4 Miller, U. S. Department of State, pp.
689-739, Treaties and Other International Acts of
the United States of America.)

3. President Polk sent Mr. John Slidell as Amer-
ican Minister to settle the difference or controver-
8y between the United States and Mexico, and
gave instructions to Mr. Slidell which are dated on
the 10th of November, 1845, and which were signed
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by Mr. James Buchanan as Secretary of State. By
virtue of these instructions Mr. Slidell should ob-
tain from Mexico acknowledgement or acceptance
of the boundary line “fixed by the Congress of
Texas, and approved by President Polk in 1845”.
Mr. Slidell was not accepted by Mexico, on the
grounds that he should exhibit credentials as Extra-
ordinary Minister, instead of Resident Minister.

4. Mr. Nicholas Trist was sent by President
Polk to agree on a Treaty of Peace with Mexico,
in accordance with Instructions dated on the 15th
of April, 1847, and with a projet or draft of the
Treaty. Article IV of this projet of the Treaty reads:
“Art, IV. The boundary between the two Republics
shall start in the Gulf of Mexico, three leagues from
the mouth of the Rio Grande.”

5. Don Pedro Maria Anaya, President of Mex-
ico, gave instructions to the Commissioners of Mex-
ico in the terms of the document dated December
30, 1847, to try and obtain that the matter be set-
tled by arbitration, and in case this was not possible
to fix the limits designating natural boundaries,
which should not surpass the following:

“4th. The divisory line between the two Re-
publics shall start in the Gulf of Mexico, three
leagues from land, in a point in front of the
mouth of the Rio Bravo del Norte.”

6. In the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848,
the boundary fixed in Article 5, is the following:

“The Boundary line between the two Repub-
lics shall start in the Gulf of Mexico, three
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leagues from land in front of the Rio Grande,
also called Rio Bravo del Norte.”

I may point out the fact that immediately after the
approval of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, its
constitutionality was questioned by eleven members
of the House of Representatives of the Congress of
the Republic of Mexico, but that the Supreme Court
of this Country dismissed the action without hearing
the merits, because any ruling by the Courts would
constitute an invasion of the power of the other
branches of Government.

7. 'The Treaty of Mesilla of 1854 also known as
the Gadsden Purchase, entered into by and between
the Republic of Mexico and the United States of
America, ratified and confirmed the three league
provision of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo.
Subsequent treaties have ratified and confirmed
the three league boundary. It is pertinent to as-
sert that on the 13th of April of 1937 the Govern-
ments of Mexico and the United States amended
Article 8 of the above-mentioned Treaty of Mesilla
of 1854 and thus recognized the validity and force
of said Treaty.

8. By several treaties Mexico has acknowledged
that territorial waters comprise at least three
leagues, the following should be mentioned:

a) Treaty between Mexico and Norway and
Sweden (October 10, 1886) Article VIII declares a
territorial sea of “three leagues.”
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b) Treaty with Ecuador (10th of July, 1888)
speaks of twenty (20) kilometers of territorial
waters.

¢) Treaty with Great Britain of 1889 considers
“three leagues”, but refers only to customs vigilance.

d) Treaty with Reptblica Dominicana (19th of
June, 1891), declares “three-leagues” as territorial
sea.

e) Treaty with Italy (July 28, 1891) fixes twenty
(20) kilometers as territorial sea.

f) Treaty with El Salvador (November 17,
1893) recognizes a territorial sea of twenty (20)
kilometers.

9. The Mexican Constitutions, including the Con-
stitution of 1917, now in force, do not declare the
extent of territorial sea. The Constitution of 1917
only mentions that Mexico has sovereignty to the
extent fixed by International Law.

10. The Ley de Bienes Inmuebles de la Nacién,
dated December 18, 1902, declared:

“Art. 4. The territorial sea to the distance
of three maritime miles, measured from the
line of the lowest flow in the coast or on the
shores of the islands that form a part of the
national territory.”

The above-quoted Ley de Bienes Inmuebles de la
Nacion, did not intend and could not under Mexican
Law, supersede, invalidate, denounce or amend pre-
vious International Treaties, such as that of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo, that of Mesilla and the others cited in
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paragraph 8 of this memorandum. (Article 126 of
the Mexican Constitution of 1857, applicable in the
year of 1902, established the inviolability of said
Treaties.)

11. President Cardenas enacted a decree (Aug-
ust 31, 1935), by virtue of which Mexico declared
its territorial sea equivalent to nine maritime miles
(three leagues). It is important to point out that
in the preamble of this decree the followinng rea-
sons were expressed:

a) That the Constitution of 1917 in Article 27
states that territorial sea should extend to the limit
approved by International Law.

b) That the Hague Conference of 1930 for the
Codification of International Law revealed that
there was no uniform criterion, nor a custom, in
International Law, with respect to territorial seas.

c) That Mexico has signed no Treaties declaring
that territorial waters comprise less than three
leagues (nine miles).

12. The Ley General de Bienes Nacionales (3rd
of July, 1942 and 26th of August, 1944) declares
that territorial waters comprise nine maritime miles
(three leagues) or 16,668 meters.

Conclusion

My opinion according to Mexican Law is as fol-
lows:

I. The three-league boundary between the
United States and Texas on the one hand, and
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Mexico on the other, had its origin in the act of
the Republic of Texas (I Laws of the Republic of
Texas, p. 133) and was carried forward in the Treaty
of Guadalupe Hidalgo and subsequent treaties and
conventions between the United States and Mexico.

II. By a number of treaties Mexico has acknowl-
edged that “territorial waters” comprise at least
three leagues.

ITI. Mexico has fixed its territorial waters in ac-
cordance with the three-league limit on the basis of
the treaties it has signed.

IV. There presently exists between the Republic
of Mexico, on the one hand, and the United States
on the other, a boundary that starts in thé Gulf of

Mexico “three leagues from the land in front of
the Rio Grande . . .”

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Lic. Santiago Ofiate.
SO)mjm
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EXHIBIT V

Table of Sea Measure Equivalents

Degrees Marine Marine

of Latitude Miles Leagues Meters

Degree 1 60 20
Leagues
Marine 1/20 3 1
French sea league 1/20 3 1
Spanish sea league 1/20 3 1
Mile
Marine, Nautical,
Geographical 1/60 1 3333
U. S. Stat. (land) 1/69.054 .8684  .28947
German sea 1/15 4 1.333
‘Norwegian sea 1/15 4 1333
Swedish sea 1/15 4 1.333
Roman (ancient) 1/7547 795 .265
Italian 1/60 1 3333
Myriameter 1/11.1132 53989  1.7996

Toise .00016 .0002  .00003

111,132.0

5566.7
5556.7
5556.7

1852.2
1506.347
7408.9
7408.9
7408.9
1472.6
1852.2

10,000.0
1.6700
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Appendix A

TEXAS BOUNDARY ACT, ANNEXATION AGREE-
MENT AND TREATY OF GUADALUPE HIDALGO

1. Republic of Texas Boundary Act, December 19,
1836, 1 Laws of the Republic of Texas, p. 133.

“AN ACT, to define the Boundaries of the
Republic of Texas
“Sec. 1. Be it enacted by the senate and house

of representatives of the Republic of Texas, in
congress assembled, That from and after the

passage of this act, the civil and political juris-
diction of this republic be, and is hereby de-
clared to extend to the following boundaries, to
wit: beginning at the mouth of the Sabine
river, and running west along the Gulf of Mex-
ico three leagues from land, to the mouth of the
Rio Grande, thence up the principal stream of
said river to its source, thence due north to the
forty-second degree of north latitude, thence
along the boundary line as defined in the treaty
between the United States and Spain, to the be-
ginning: and that the president be, and is here-
by authorized and required to oven a negotiation
with the government of the United States of
America, so soon as in his opinion the public
interest requires it, to ascertain and define the
boundary line as agreed upon in said treaty.”

2. Joint Resolution for annexing Texas to the
United States

Joint Resolution of the Congress of the United
States, March 1, 1845, 28th Congress, 2nd Session,
5 Stat. 797. ’
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Resolved by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress as-
sembled, That Congress doth consent that the terri-
tory properly included within, and rightfully belong-
ing to the Republic of Texas, may be erected into a
new State, to be called the State of Texas, with a
republican form of government, to be adopted by the
people of said republic, by deputies in Convention
assembled, with the consent of the existing govern-
ment, in order that the same may be admitted as one
of the States of this Union.

2. And be it further resolved, That the foregoing
consent of Congress is given upon the following con-
ditions, and with the following guarantees, to wit:
First, said State to be formed, subject to the adjust-
ment by this government of all questions of boundary
that may arise with other governments; and the con-
stitution thereof, with the proper evidence of its
adoption by the people of said Republic of Texas, shall
be transmitted to the President of the United States,
to be laid before Congress for its final action, on or
before the first day of January, one thousand eight
hundred and forty-six. Second, said State, when ad-
mitted into the Union, after ceding to the United
States, all public edifices, fortifications, barracks,
ports and harbors, navy and navy-yards, docks,
magazines, arms, armaments, and all other property
and means pertaining to the public defence belong-
ing to said Republic of Texas, shall retain all the
public funds, debts, taxes, and dues of every kind
which may belong to or be due and owing said repub-
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lic; and shall also retain all the vacant and unappro-
priated lands lying within its limits, to be applied to
the payment of the debts and liabilities of said Repub-
lic of Texas, and the residue of said lands, after dis-
charging said debts and liabilities, to be disposed of
as said State may direct; but in no event are said
debts and liabilities to become a charge upon the gov-
ernment of the United States. Third, New states,
of convenient size, not exceeding four in number, in
addition to said State of Texas, and having sufficient
population, may hereafter, by the consent of said
State, be formed out of the territory thereof, which
shall be entitled to admission under the provisions
of the federal constitution. And such states as may
be formed out of that portion of said territory lying
south of thirty-six degrees thirty minutes north lati-
ude, commonly known as the Missouri compromise
line, shall be admitted into the Union with or with-
out slavery, as the people of each state asking admis-
sion may desire. And in such state or states as shall
be formed out of said territory north of said Mis-
souri compromise line, slavery, or involuntary servi-
tude, (except for crime), shall be prohibited.

8. And be it further resolved, That if the Pres-
ident of the United States shall in his judgment and
discretion deem it most advisable, instead of pro-
ceeding to submit the foregoing resolution to the
Republic of Texas, as an overture on the part of the
United States for admission, to negotiate with that
Republic; then,
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Be it resolved, that a State, to be formed out
of the present Republic of Texas, with suitable
extent and boundaries, and with two represent-
atives in Congress, until the next apportionment
of representation, shall be admitted into the Union,
by virtue of this act, on an equal footing with the
existing states, as soon as the terms and conditions
of such admission, and the cession of the remaining
Texian territory to the United States shall be agreed
upon by the governments of Texas and the United
States: And that the sum of one hundred thousand
dollars be, and the same is hereby, appropriated to
defray the expenses of missions and negotiations, to
agree upon the terms of said admission and cession,
either by treaty to be submitted to the Senate, or by
articles to be submitted to the two Houses of Con-
gress, as the President may direct.

3. Joint Resolution Giving the consent of the exist-
ing Government to the annexation of Texas to
the United States.

Joint Resolution of the Congress of Texas, June
23, 1845. 9 Laws of the Republic of Texas, Extra
Sess. 1.

Whereas, the Government of the United States
hath proposed the following terms, guarantees, and
conditions, on which the people and territory of the
Republic of Texas may be erected into a new State,
to be called the State of Texas, and admitted as one
of the States of the American Union, to wit: [Quot-
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ed here was all of the Joint Resolution of the Cong-
ress of the United States of March 1, 1845, except
paragraph 3.] And whereas, by said terms, the
consent of the existing government of Texas is re-
quired,—Therefore,

Be it resolved by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the Republic of Texas in Congress as-
sembled, That the government of Texas doth con-
sent, that the People and territory of the Republic
of Texas, may be erected into a new State, to be called
the State of Texas, with a republican form of Gov-
ernment, to be adopted by the People of said Repub-
lic, by Deputies in Convention assembled, in order
that the same may be admitted as one of the States
of the American Union; and said consent is given on
the terms, guarantees, and conditions set forth in the
Preamble to this Joint Resolution.

Sec. 2. Be it further resolved, That the Procla-
mation of the President of the Republic of Texas,
bearing date May fifth, eighteen hundred and forty-
five, and the election of Deputies to sit in Convention,
at Austin, on the fourth day of July next, for the
adoption of a Constitution for the State of Texas,
had in accordance therewith, hereby receives the con-
sent of the existing Government of Txaes.

Sec. 3. Be it further resolved, That the President
of Texas is hereby requested immediately to furnish
the Government of the United States, through their
accredited Minister near this Government, with a
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copy of this Joint Resolution ; also to furnish the Con-
vention to assemble at Austin, on the fourth of July
next, a copy of the same—And the same shall take
effect from and after its passage.

4. Ordinance of the Convention of Texas.

Ordinance of the Convention of Texas, July },
1845. 9 Laws of the Republic of Texas, Extra Sess.
4.

Whereas the Congress of the United States of
America has passed resolutions providing for the
annexation of Texas to that Union, which resolu-
tions were approved by the President of the United
States on the first day of March one thousand eight
hundred and forty-five; and whereas the President
of the United States has submitted to Texas the first
and second sections of the said resolution, as the
basis upon which Texas may be admitted as one of
the State of the said Union; and whereas the exist-
ing government of the Republic of Texas has assent-
ed to the proposals thus made, the terms and condi-
tions of which are as follows,

[Quoted here was all of the Joint Resolution
of the Congress of the United States of March
1, 1845, except paragraph 3.]

Now, in order to manifest the assent of the people
of this Republic as required in the above recited por-
tions of the said resolutions; We the deputies of the
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people of Texas in convention assembled in their
name and by their authority, do ordain and declare,
that we assent to, and accept the proposals, condi-
tions and guarantees contained in the first and seec-
ond sections of the resolutions of the Congress of the
United State aforesaid.

5. Joint Resolution for the Admission of the State
of Texas into the Union.

Joint Resolution of the Congress of the Uniled
States, December 29, 1845, 29th Congress, 1st Ses-
sion, 9 Stat. 108.

Whereas, the Congress of the United States, by a
joint resolution approved March the first, eighteen
hundred and forty-five, did consent that the terri-
tory properly included within, and rightfully belong-
ing to, the Republic of Texas, might be erected into a
new state, to be called The State of Texas, with a
republican form of government, to be adopted by the
people of said republic, by deputies in convention
assembled, with the consent of the existing govern-
ment, in order that the same might be admitted as
one of the states of the Union; which consent of
Congress was given upon certain conditions speci-
fied in the first and second sections of said joint
resolution; and whereas, the people of the said
Republic of Texas, by deputies in convention as-
sembled, with the consent of the existing govern-
ment, did adopt a constitution and erect a new State
with a republican form of government, and in the
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name of the people of Texas, and by their authority,
did ordain and declare that they assented to and ac-
cepted the proposals, conditions, and guaranties con-
tained in said first and second sections of said reso-
lution: and whereas the said constitution, with the
proper evidence of its adoption by the people of the
Republic of Texas, has been transmitted to the Pres-
ident of the United States and laid before Congress,
in conformity to the provisions of said Joint Resolu-
tion:

Therefore—

Resolved by the Senate and House of Represent-
atives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled, That the State of Texas shall be one, and
is hereby declared to be one, of the United States of
America, and admitted into the Union on an equal
footing with the original states, in all respects what-
ever.

Sec. 2. And be it further resolved, That until the
representatives in Congress shall be apportioned
according to an actual enumeration of the inhabit-
ants of the United States, the State of Texas shall
be entitled to choose two representatives.

6. Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgoe (Mexico), Feb-
ruary 2, 1848, 9 Stat. 922, 926.

ARTICLE V.

The boundary line between the two republics
shall commence in the Gulf of Mexico, three
leagues from land, opposite the mouth of the Rio
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Grande, otherwise called Rio Bravo del Norte,
or opposite the mouth of its deepest branch, if
it should have more than one branch emptying
directly into the sea; from thence up the middle
of that river, following the deepest channel,
where it has more than one, to the point where
it strikes the southern boundary of New Mex-
ico; thence, westwardly along the whole south-
ern boundary of New Mexico (which runs north
of the town called Paso) to its western termina-
tion: thence, northward, along the western line
of New Mexico, until it intersects the first
branch of the river Gila; (or if it should not
intersect any branch of that river, then to the
point on the said line nearest to such branch, and
thence in a direct line to the same;) thence down
the middle of the said branch and of the said
river, until it empties into the Rio Colorado;

thence across the Rio Colorado, following the
division line between Upper and Lower Cali-
fornia, to the Pacific Ocean.

The southern and western limits of New Mex-
ico, mentioned in this article, are those laid
down in the map entitled “Map of the United
Mexican States, as organized and defined by
various acts of the Congress of said 'republw,
and constructed according to the best Authori-
ties. Revised edition. Published at New York,
m 1847, by J. Disturnell.” Of which map a copy
is added to this treaty, bearing the signatures
and seals of the undersigned plenipotentiaries.
And, in order to preclude all difficulty in trac-
ing upon the ground the hmlt separating Upper
from Lower California, it is agreed that the said
limit shall consist of a stralght line drawn from
the middle of the Rio Gila, where it unites with
the Colorado, to a point on the coast of the
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Pacific Ocean distant one marine league due
south of the southernmost point of the port of
San Diego, according to the plan of said port
made in the year 1782 by Don Juan Pantoja,
second sailing-master of the Spanish fleet, and
published at Madrid in the year 1802, in the
atlas to the voyage of the schooners Sutil and
Mexicana, of which plan a copy is hereunto
added, signed and sealed by the respective pleni-
potentiaries.

In order to designate the boundary line with
due precision, upon authoritative maps, and to
establish upon the ground landmarks which
shall show the limits of both republics, as de-
scribed in the present article, the two Govern-
ments shall each appoint a commissioner and a
surveyor, who, before the expiration of one year
from the date of the exchange of ratifications
of this treaty, shall meet at the port of San
Diego, and proceed to run and mark the said
boundary in its whole course to the mouth of
the Rio Bravo del Norte. They shall keep journ-
als and make out plans of their operations; and
the result agreed upon by them shall be deemed
a part of this treaty, and shall have the same
force as if it were inserted therein. The two Gov-
ernments will amicably agree regarding what
may be necessary to these persons, and also as
“to their respective escorts, should such be neces-

sary.
The boundary line established by this article
shall be religiously respected by each of the
two Republics, and no change shall ever be made
therein, except by the express and free consent
of both nations, lawfully given by the general
governments of each, in conformity with its own
constitution.



—235—

.usoamng porddns srseqdumy
‘sisoqyuared £q pajou aSIMIOYIO SSa[un s3jeqop puv ‘sirodax ‘sSurresy oy) woxy suorpejondb 03aIp SaB 53AIAOXI [[Va

« 958D SBX9J, SIY} UI £8P I9Y)0 9y} 31
Ausp jou pIp 3ano) swaidng oYyJ, ‘sendes] ¢ Ino s303 Aie
-punoq Ino jey3 ‘svels pojrup) ayj Aq poziudooal ‘sexay, Jo
9838 9Y3 Aq SaBAK (O] JI9A0 I0J pauIeR)SNS Uddq SBY 3,

(requay
9933IWIUI0) PUB I0YINYy-0))
[stuR( JI0j3BUSS

80g °3sd

« P uon
-ejwl] InJed[-g © SBY ‘SBXOJ], ‘YoTym JOo T ‘sajeIs g 9yl
03 s 3dedxo §o3e)s I8 0} 9ov]d Araas ur Ajdde pnom yorym
‘se[Tur pu®| GF'g ST 1BU3 JBYJ MOUS 03 PIOIAI Y} OYI] pP[nom
1 pue ‘se[iwt d1yder3098 g LIS} OY) PISN d9ABY 9p *°°,,

PUE[[OH 10}eUds

09 93=d

“«

*(BURISINOTT 03 SB UOIJOOLIO0D I0F GGLZ 99y '3uo) 66 998)
«'POSN U8sq SBY UOIU[) 9Y) 03Ul AIJUs JO dUWII} 9} 98 IO dI0F
-9( paysIjqelse sB JIul[ anJed[-g 9Y) ‘sesed Ia)je] oY} U]
*JSBOD JINY) BPLIOL] pue ‘eursmmo] ‘sexs], j3dedxs so3w)s
[le I0F JTUAI[ S[IX-g Oy} YjIM 9PIOUIOd JS|YJ, °pasn uaaq
9A®Y salIepunoq 9)ejg [RUISII0 A[UO ‘edie BIS [RUISIBW
oy} 3uunly uy,, (:S99IBIS °[qR} 3Y) 03 Sjoujooy Axojeuerd
-Xo 9YJ,) 'SoI0e Ul possoxdxy ‘SeLrepunoq 9)els UIYIIM
spue| peldiewqns yo seale ojewrxoxddy ‘g LIGIHXM,,

(pusIIOH)
g IqIXH

qg @3ed

o«

« "' EPULIOL] JO
958D 9} Ul puUe ‘sIIW JIey-ouo pue uadj L[1gou Jo ‘sandedf
-291y) o3} sarpdde sexoJ, Jo aS®d 9y} Ul pue ‘om} Jnq S9je)S
II® Jo Burd] esae Ul So[Iwr 93xy) A[uo o3 peajsur sardde
3 Anq° °C JPYS [ejULUIIUO) Iy} JOo uoruod 3IsBA JBU) JO
swajqoxd ayj Jo Aue YIm [e9p JO0U SSOD INSBAUI SIYJ,,,

(royiny) puelioH I0jeudy

SONIYVHH TALLINNOD HLVNAS

‘yg 98ed “ssog
18T ‘ssaxduop) pigg djruUAY
§93818 POJIU[) Sireye Jems
-U] pU®B IOLIdU] UO J3YJIW
-wo) 9y} axoyaq s3uireay

‘AYVANNOT ANHVAT-ATYHL OIHOLSIH S1I OL LDV
HHL SAANNA SLHOIY SVXAL INVID OL LNHLNI TVNOISSHHYINOD ONIMOHS HLVNIS
ANV dSNOH JHL 40 SALVIAd ANV SLY0ddY ‘SONIYVIH AALLINIWOD WO SIJYIIXH

g xrpuaddy



—236—

s93uly  pojrur) juesard urgira 31 dooy pue sofrul 1edyy
~“Neu J3IY]} UIYILA UOIDIPSIANL 93njosqe woayil 03 wreoymb
10 9AI8 PNOD NOA ‘SI2jEM JO SOOI SUIU 9Y3 Ul SIVINOSX
9y} seXdJ, °AI3 03 SI JUSIUL OY) JT i Aem Sl 31 o[puey
Jou Aym ‘Les y og - Aorjod O o8Iy} S938YS POjIUN
JO ddueLIRA 9} ST PIOAR 0} jUuBmM OM JBYM ‘ABM JUSIIIP
N © 3umyy ewres oy} Jupynd sy eyl IVIY YW
4 UOTU[) 33
palojus sexoJ, oW} Y3} jB SBXO], SEM JBYM ‘L[9jBAnode
erow ‘oaxd® jou ok pmom U0 "ITHHONN YOLVNES
‘sondwol daa)
107 SIojem 98U} PU®B SIDINOSHI O} WISYJ 0} UWINIOX PINoM
g Pue[[0OH oY[ "’ '4Lem JUSISJIP ® Ul SUOp 8g P[nod
Jey} uoy} ‘sex9], JO 9sBd oy} ur se ‘owryy jeyy o3 Joud
JI0 UOIU[) dY} OjUI SOUBIIUD JO SWI oY} 38 SOLIRpUNOq
J19Y} SI9mM Ppaug[odp A3y} 4BYM 0} pPoIojsex oq plnoys
Loy} yey3 s[eey ss918u0) o3 JI “10jeusy ‘ON TVHY “HI
Juoru(] oy} JO SIaquIewl auwredaq A9y} owir} ayy
je pBy £8U) uByj} S$$9] $931¥)S oY) 03 9I0)S8d 0 UOIIUUI Ue
aoulA® odendur| jey; JuLys Aq noL PInop ;Uorup) aY3
JO IoqUIDWI ' SWLIS(Q 93T)S Yons sw} 8yjy e ‘sfenlue] oYy

ajeunuld 03 esodoad nok op AyM "THHONM HOLVNIIS

uony
~g0ssy oAneradoo) s uew
~IsYsid oy} J03 Lowiony
pue Je3eurpy ‘[gey ‘L uyop
I ‘sseujImM B pue  (doq
-WoW 99RIUIUIN)) [oydny
J10jBUOS Udomjeq onojelq

L18-918 °3ed

“

« Pedesans Areniow arom
4ay3 ‘TTET ul ‘I93B[ [[I}S "OIIXOIY JO J[NL) U3 UI 210YS WO
sonded] ¢ qurod oy3 Suisn Ajeal], UOPSPeH) OU} Ul PowLIy
~U0d J9UJANJ 9I0M SBXSJ, JO 9381S 9Uj JO SIwiI] yong,,

[eIug( I0j38USS

612 ©3sd

[4]

«'N0& 03
pear snf aaey T jeq} 9g8T JO 2jep OY3 §9AL3 41 pUy—souIe
-punoq syj suyep 03 PV ue Aq POYSIqLISS ST SBXJ, JO
sarrepunoq 9yj) JuIuosse] a0J opraoxd Lvwl YoTUm ODIXIN
Y Ajesr], Aue esoddo 0] pojonIjsul J9yIny ag s10jeUg
ano 1eyYy, :8p8T Ul® ' uolnjosay IJumoljoy 9yz possed
aanje[sLdory sexa], oy3 ‘o3jepry-ednjepeny jo Ajeal], oy}
Jo jyeIp sy} yo ewy oy3 38 ‘ySnoyy ‘quedyrulys ST 41,

[etuR I0jEUsg

813 o8ed

Ly

« (226 *¥81S 6) "~ 910N [P OABIZ OLY PoI[Ed
OSIAMISYI0 ‘epuray) Ol oY} Jo yjnowr oay) 9jrsoddo ‘puep
WOaF $9Nn3BI[-091) ‘0OIXIJ JO JINL) Y} Ul SOUSWWOD [[BYS
BoI[qndox om3} oY) usomiaq SBurh] Arepunoq 9YJ °*‘ SIPIA
-0xd Apueoyrudrs yorym ‘gpgy ‘p Anp ‘oSrepry odnyepenn
Jo Ajea1], 9U} Ul OOIXOy puw s9jeq§ pojIur) 9y} Aq paziu
-80001 sem §EX9], Jo Arepunoq premymnd anSeo] g oYy,

[erueq xojeusg

412 oled

&

QIANNILNOD SONIUVHH THALLINNOD HLVNAS-—SHADVAT ATYNHT OL SEONTUTIHY



—237—

*(111q Surpuad oyj Jo SULId} oYy
YA 80UBPIOdIB Ul UMBIP 9q 03 aul] dBwl ¢ 0} SuLIIofey)
«BPMOL JO 9SB0OD 3SoMm OYj Pue §BXS], JO 9SBO 9y} U
3ds0Xs ‘Ino so[TW ¢ 9q PInom duUl[ SIY) 3BY3 SI ‘[rejep jeazrd
ojur 3urod InoyjimM ‘1ojeusg ‘A[erdusd Jy3noyy InQ,,

[exsusy) Lswro)3y “If (1@
~UMOIg JI2GISH :SSoUIM Y

126 °3ed

&&

«SBXaT,
J03 pIemeos (S3[IW [edIjneu g) sended] ¢ pue BILIOII[R)
pue BUBISINOTT J0F SI93BM PUB[UI JO SJIWI] pABMBOS 39U} pue
OpI} MO] UBSW JO PIBMEIS SI[IUWI [BOIINBU g 9q 0} PowInsse
aue ‘podex spyy jo osodind oy3 103 ‘YoIym ‘sariepunoq
9je)g Jeuo}IpeI) 8Y3} JO PIBMEIS pur piempue| uoronpoad
a0ys 03 poje3oales oxe BIRDP [[V ‘OQIXdIY JO J[nH Oy} ul
Sp[eY puel-peliswiqns 2A13onpoad ([ J0F uorponpoxd 9Alye[
-nwnd pue uoionpoad A[lep JULLIND oY) SMOYS T S[qBL,,

“I01I23U] *yj} Jo yuswaeda(
‘faaing (edo130[09n) sIEIS
pajIuf) ‘UoIStAlg uol}
-BAIISUO) ‘Youeag Iuisea]
Se) puB 10 ‘Joryy  ‘uoj
-1eg ‘D "H I :sseujm

199 93ed

« BPLIO[ pue SBX9J, SI
Jey] ‘aIs ‘sanof sB IrJ Se ‘sonded[-g UBSWL ] "POUISUO0D SI
(uodax(y) oye3s AW §€ JBY SB JTWI] o[[WI-g °Y) UBIW J,,

APy Axe)a100g

639 @8ed

&

« 89S 0} sondeol-¢ “Yey} UO SBXAT, UM we I
"Aes 03 pajuesm [ jeym ST jey], ‘AVYPI AUVIIIDES
Arepunoq engesl-g SXeaJ, oY) Jo Surpue)s
-1opun S[q jnoqe Suiglolos Avs pinom oy eqirw jy3noyj I
“Juowejess yeyy o3e[durod oy Ae “JHINVA YOLVNES,,

oIuR(q J0jRUSg
pue ‘AP Se[8no( IoLia}
-U] 9y} JO AIrjoI09g ‘ssou
-} 9y} uvamleq ondojei(q

9zg o3ed

«' 3L pusisispun
1 5% ‘St j[ey-auo pue ud} SI jey] "TTIH YOLVNHS
*89n3ea|
=921y} SI JBYj} puBjiSIopun [ °SBX3J, JO 93¥)S 9Y} JO 9S®D
oy} axe} sn 39] Oypads oq 0F, ‘SNIMLVM JOLVNHIS,

(qusuod
-do) [IH JIojeudg pue (13q
-WBW 923TWW0))) SUD{IBMA
Iojeusg usemiaq on3ojer

90% 93ed

"

« " TIUSH ST jey) is9x TVHY U
i3ed Awr uo juswraje)s Irel € JBY] ST ‘UOIUf)
oy} pereojus Ao9yj owr} oyj e A[(els] pey A3y} Yomym
Jey} AJUO UOTUf] UBOLIBUWIY 9y} JO §93)S 9y} 03 [[1g SIy3
ur yoeq 9ald om jeyy ‘PYler ‘10 "THHONN HOLVNIS
*5®Xa]J, JJo sonded| 29ay) a1e
$BX9J, JO S0LI1BPUNO( 91} ‘PaUIdOU0D SI 3RS PaJIU[) 9y} §B
dey S2 jey} s93edIpul 41 09ye Ul asneddy “IVHY YW
©r 0§ UOTUN Y} JO JoquISWwk B aWIRddq 9)ejS yYons
eurr) a3y} je, se aSendue] yons SUNBUIWI[D AQ PIoURAPR
8q juawindie Imok ued Moy ing “THHONN YOLVNIS
**** 590IN0SOI BOSQNS JO SO[IW XIS [RUOIIIPPE UB UOIJR[SLID,
$TY} Ul U0Ad WOy} 0} WIB-3Inb A[[eoymads usyj pue Ad1[0




—238—

-de sem jey} pue ‘axoys wosy sondeol ¢ no oI pnoys Lie
-punoq s3I ‘opIs IojRMMO[[BUS 9y} SI JBY} ‘OPIS 98'0D JINDH
ay) wo qeyy popracad ‘Xep\ [IAID) 8y} J9Yye ‘UOTINIIISU0D
831 ‘epLIOL] JO ojels 9y} 03 5V "IFINVA YOLVNHS
“1038U9S ‘81008
JBY) U0 UONUIU0d Aur Jurjew jou we | HLVI UKW
{1 SI ‘suonjeu Jo Ay 9y} Jo dIysiaumo sy} ojur
Yoeq 03 soITW g oy} JO OpISINO SoYILI 9sayj 99 pue Liw
-punoq ,SBXsJ, U0 PIOM S} U0 OB( JUSM UOTIBN JINO S93818
pojuf) ay3 ojur Surwod Aq JBY) UOTIUIIUOD INOA J0U ST I
‘urede nok yse 03 juem 9suf [* ' THINVA JOLVNIS»

4

8L0T o8ed

L]

« TYBH ST 1Bl "ALVIL W
430U 31 ST 303109 ST ey ], “"THINVA HOLVNHS
'so4 fqurod Y} IV ULV "G
43931100 10U B3 ST ‘FINy) oYY
ur gno sended] ¢ uoyeu JUSpuddOpUl UB St PIWIIB[I SBXA],
jey3 Arepunoq awes ayj) Jureq sw S93vlg PojIu[} oy} pue
0DTXaIy Uoomj)aq Axepunoq e Jurzrulooax Ajwaa) Aq serels
pajiuf) 9y} oary op 9 uayy, "THINVA YOLVNUS,

els Jo Judwjredaq oY)
Bunjueseadax ‘eo38], ‘g qorl
XN ‘Ssoujlm ayj puw [aturg
I0jRUSS USIM)Sq ensdofel(]

LLOT oded

“«

«d SOTTW AI09N3e)S FHOT IO SO[Iw
[eonIneu ¢ st yorym ‘sondes] saay], IRINVA YOLVNES
.

1800 T 5% So[IW ¢ ‘oadI[oq I ‘e 408 sem Arepunoq ayj amﬁ
sem od[epry adnjepeny ui pausddey jeym “ALVI UN»

‘jelg Jo
juowryarda(y ‘IasIApy [edo]
Lnds@ ‘ejel, 'd Yorp "IN
‘SsaujImM B pue  pue[[oHg
Iojeusy usamileq onlofel(q

180T 93ed

“

«'SPK "TTANMOYL TVIUNID XHNIOLLY
¢ SUOTINJIISU0D oM) 9s0Y) Sutaoxdde ssorld
-uop Jo wonoe ayy supd ey, 'ANVTIOH YOLVNUS
*J1 01 uonR[eI Ul Ssorduo)) 9y} JO UONRE
ayy snd “euy, "TTANMOYTI TVIINTD AANYOLLY
{ OOIXAIN JO JINX) 9Yj Ul BPLIO[] JO ISBOD jsom oY)
Suole pur SBX9J, SSOIOR I®O[O JIWII[ dY3 ST JIWI] dSI0YS-JO
angeor-g 243 48y} opraocxd BPLIO[] pPU® SBXSJ, JO SUOTINIIISUOD
ayj ey} Surpuejsiepun anok SI 31 9sneodq SI suoldedxe
om3 osoy3 oyew nod woseal oy, ‘ANVTIOH YOLVNHS
‘[reasad L[jessuad pnom sandedy ¢
2I9YM ‘EPLIOT] JO 3ISBOD JSaA oY} pu® SBXOJ, JO S)ISBOD
oy} oy 3dooxe ‘oul] O[IWI-g 9Y} ST PUIW UT SARY 3M JBUM
Supyeads Arjereus8 ‘Surpuejsiopunsit ou o¢ ABW I}
ey} a9pIo uy "TITANMOYL TVIANIAD AANYOLLV,

e
-umoaqg [elaudl) hoﬁoﬁ—d
‘SsoujLA 9U} pue pUE[[OF
Jojeusg usamidq ousoferq

196 a3ed

a“

QIANILNOD

SONTHVHH HHELLINNOD HLVNAS—SHADVA'T HHUHY OL STONTUTITY



J
|

103 Axepunoq jey) ozrudoosx 0} Jured aa8 NOL J1 ‘soprm
duULBW ¢ 0} N0 pdojueid ore s[erduUIW (e JO juadtad (QF
Paje3s 9 JeY} 9InS OBl USY) pue ‘Qul] o[ru-g ® 03 Lels
plnos om 3By} UmeIp 0 9q prnoys a3endue] AU} 1Y)
9]qeIISOp OWI 03 SWIASS 91 ‘passed oq 09 axom [[Iq PUBR[[OH
U} JI NUIY} I ‘Ul S[Iw-g 9y} jnogw suorjsenb owos sey
91elg Jo ATejeIddg oY) puy "NOSUHANY YOLVNIS
‘A130ex0 Aydoso]
-lyd 9ey3 jno seLued [[Iq SIYL ‘NOQUOD AOLVNIS
BT
JejUBUUO) 9y} Ul JNO—SILIBPUNOY JLI0ISIY oY) va%Mm
I9A9)eUM  USALS oq [[BUS o)} OU 98y} PoOPUSWUIOIII
sa®y [[e ‘eor(d 1XoU 9y} Ul ‘NOSYHAANY HOLVNIS,

(zoyany
-0) pur ueunrey) 3unpPy)
UOpIO) PuUB UOSIOPUY SI0}
-gU9g Udam}dq endorel(q

q871 o3ed ‘sseg
3T “8uop) pigg ‘ejeusy
sajelg pojuf) ‘sireyy Ig[
-nSU] pur JOLIdJU] UO 393
-IuuIo) 9y} aIoyeg Suors
~§08 9AIJIWAXY UI SIULIBIY

« % % x opuriy ory ayjy 9jrsoddo ‘pur] woay sanIea]
921y} ‘OdIXAIY JO J[NY) SY} Ul SOULWIWOD [[BYS (OJIXI
pue sojelg pojrun) oy ‘)so pr) sorqnday omg 9y} ueMmj
-3q 8uj} Arepunoq oyJ,, :A 9[P1AY Ul soplaoxd ‘@81 ‘7
Arenigaq ‘(3z6 18IS 6) 0S[epIH edujepeny Ljesry, o:A,H
(926
18IS 6) « % * % OIEIS MIU B 03Ul PAISId 2 LB ‘seX9], JO
orqndey o3 09 Sursuo[aq A[[nIIYSM pue ‘UlILM Papnpoul
Apradoad A10jL1Ia, OY3 Je) JUISUOD YJoP,, 1 PaIe[oap ssa1d
-uo) Yyigg AU ‘GYST JO UORINOSdY UOMBXauUUy Sy} uf
« PPUBLY) OTY 213} JO Ynowt a1} 0} puej WoIy
sondea] 991y} OIIXOJY JO FInr 9yj Juo[e 4som SUUUNRI pur
“IBALL duiqes 9Y3 JO yjnouwr 9y} e Juruurdaq,, :SMoO[[of Se
POqLIdSIp sem Arepunoq wreyjnos oyf, *(sexaJ, jo orqndey
‘smer] 1) oqndey oUj Jo seLrepunoq 9y} Juruyep 3or ue
possed ssa13uo)) sXeaJ, oY} ‘9¢8T ‘6T I8qUIada( U0 PUr ‘9ggT
‘z yoaey pawreooxd sem sexa], Jo o1qnday oY —Sexdl,,
[
UoIU() 9y} PIISUD * * * §9JBJS [BISBOD SY) YIIYM Japun sjoe
Surjqeus 9y} UI SILIBPUNO( ©aS 0] Joadsax yjIm suolsiaoxd jo
9]qe} SuIMO[[OF Oy} JTuIqnS T ‘O0UISfal JUSIUAAUOD 10,

(« SOLITPUNO( pIBM
-B98 93B}S QLIOISIY,, U0 ‘[9S
-unoy) 8IPIUWWOD  ‘Youaryg
Jemdls A¢ WNPUBICWSIY

€821-3821 °8ed

“

«'894 f0s uiy) I "HLVL "IN
{ IS ‘091100 j0U jBY)} SI {9J0US WOIJ ST ¢ UBY)}
0UBYSIP J998a18 © OJIXa JO J{NH 9Y} Ul SALIBPUNOY PaZIu
-30021 seY UOIJOR [BRIPO AQ UOIEBN INo YdIyM Ul Seouw)s
-ur oM} ode 38ed] B 21y} o "THINVA HOLVNIS
‘894 londaj aq 03 Jey} purjsiopun I ‘HLVL N
$ 30U oA axe ‘4ey) Ym
JEITWEY oxe NOoX °sserduc) £03e)S pajtup) 9y} 4q paaoxd




—240—

B3 woxy saIux (edigqdexB0os3 g Alepunog S31 puajIxo oy ou
2UOP 30U SBY ey} 93elqy AUB O} UOIIDI@ ULR ‘PUOIBS ftworwy
91} ojul SWED LIY) UIYM SIIRVIF OY) JO solavpunoq oYy Jo
Jey} st yowoadde sxy ayy, ruoijedsrdde s31 Jo ease ayj) jJo
UOIFRUIULIIGRP ' 03 soyoeoadde omiy sey [[I1q STy} 38y} jxod
-3X 93} Ul UMOUS 9q 03 pojdadxe sI I ‘SpIom Jayjo uj,,

TOPIODH I01EUIG

TLSY °3ed

€

- UOTU[) By ojur dwed Aoy ULy
oy} 3¢ Arepunoq oy} SBA AJBPUNOQ OLIOISIY dY}‘ ‘',

Suory xo0jeusy

Lagy 93ed

[

«Sondes] ¢ puofaq 3uryliue I9A0D [[Im OB SIY} ur
Buryjou pue ‘eins a0y ‘ssndes] ¢ puodeq oI jou Op ‘uorUf)
oY} O0jUl dWEBD M USYM ‘soraepunoq JewSLI0 Ino ‘ss0d
$BXaJ, 03 s® uonrjexdisjul Aw sB8 Xey st jey) Les [a I,

Plued 1038Usg

0981 93ed

(OI9Y]} uonejwail 4By} ur nd 03 pejuBm I ‘©Ioyogavy,
*§15800 2YBJ pue OSTUB[IY 2y} Jo wves usdo 9y} uey}
HURISYIP JEYMOWOS ST 00IXOJ JO JIn) 9yl jeyy juryj y

*S3UT[9] JUBISJIP dUI0S 3Ry Aot
vweqely pue 1ddississiiy ing -sordde mou g1 oovjd Ajuo
oY) 9q Arvw jey) Yuryj [ ‘BpLIoly pue sexsJ, 03 A[uo Adde
1BUS 31 ABS j0U Op T 'SonSeo] ¢ PoodXd PINoM [[iq STy} JO
o3enlue] oyj 1opun 93e)g Aue Jo AIBpUNoq oyj 38Y) pepusl
-U02 SBY SUOAUER 9Ad[[a] JOU 0P ] Inq ‘A[npun so3elg 9803
JOIIISaX 03 48U} AQ UBOWL J0U OP T ‘OIIX3IY JO JF[n¥) 9Yyj ur
sanZBO] € UBYJ SI0UL IOU ‘ISBOD IYWEJ 9Y} I0 dJUB[IV 9y}
U0 SO[IWL @ Po9IXd 94B}S OU) JO AIBPUNO] 9Y) [[BYS JUGAD
ou ur 48y} 219y} uo oseyd SunIWI] © Ppe 03 jJUBM ] oSnwd
-aq OYREJ PuB IRUB[IY OY} Opnpur o} oI p[noa I,

UOSIOPUY 10)BUSE

8yer eded

“

«'SEXaY, puz BpLIOL] Soydeal jey) adenSue]
oY) s1 jey], ‘ssexfuo)) Aq pesoxdde JI9jyretdy SI 10 dI0F
~0}210Y udeq SBY 91 JI IO ‘UOMI[) Y} JO JoqUIOWI ® SWELI
-3¢ 9JB)§ Yons 2w} 2y} 1¥ Jo 0} Jorad SME[ I0 UONINGIS
-u0d s} £q popraoid os dyoM ) JU soprur [edryderdoad
¢ puofaq Arepunoq pIBMBOS §,918]F Aug JO 90USISIXd
oy} Sumipnfexd seuuewr Aue Ul 1o Suruorsenb se peniys
-U0Y 9q 0} SI uoPds sy} ur Jurygiou jeyy sepraoad 91,

UopIo)) I0)BUAS

8181 oded

4

& FUISUOD §,27818 FeU} oYM
o18)g Aue jJo somepunoq 9y} uldrseper 0} Ajuoyjne dyj
aa®y jou se0p pue uopsod B Ul J0U ST $AABUO) OYJ,,

Topao) aojeusg

9631 93ed

“

«& ! ST 38UyAM X0
‘ouyy gey) Suoe Sunpjdue Op SIY} SOO([ *BPLIOLY PUE SBXOJ,

GIANILNOD SONIUVIH HILLINIWOD HILVNES—SHAOVHT THYHL OL SEONHYTATY



—241—

«JBIS B JO selepunoq ayj jou jnq ‘uodn sjoe
[11q STy} 3By} eaar oy} Jo SHWI] oYy} s3uryd ued 1] aSuryo
jouued S$S3I3U0) SIY} ‘93Blg B JO aul] AIpunoq Sy,

uopIo) 10j8UIg

QIvY 93ed

[

«'111q 9Y3 07 9dus[01A Op j0U
§90p SIY3 ULy} Q091102 ST 38Y3 JI '[[Iq SIY} JO aosuods ayj
JO juswialels oy} Sem JRYJ, dWI} 9y} JB JBY} pIUOI}SON
1 pue ‘seouelsur Iayjo ul se[iur g papraoad {1 jey) Ing
‘BpLIO[] JO 1SBOD }SoM 9} PUEB §BXSJ, JO 9SBI 9} Ul sopiu
01 Jo serrepunoq paplaoid [[Iq PUB[[O °Y3 MOy 3noqe
pres [eep jea1ld T seM 219U} 3By} sem jurod Ajuo L[y,

UOSISPUY JI038Ug

qIyT ©8ud

« OIXSIY JO JInp ayy ojur
sendeo] sulieW ¢ UBY} SI0WL 10 UBSD(Q 2PYPRJ Y 10 UBID(Q)
NUR[IY SUj OJUl SI[IW ¢ UBYJ SI0W PUs)Xe 3jejs Lue jo
S9LIBPUNOQ PIBMEIS U3 [[BYS JU0AS OU Ul sA®s jsnl siyyg,

*** JUBWIpURWIE
UOSISpuUy 913 uo mou y3noiyj [[eo o3 Surod we 7J,,

uopIo) lIojeusg

PIFT °3ed

[

- so3e)
esoy} jo @ordoed ayj} o7 SBuojpq jou an:m .ovapo_ow
I0 ‘Burwodp| ‘epeasN JO §9318)S oY} Surd[Ispun S[ereulw
8} 10 OOIXe]y MaN JO 9je)g AW jJo spur] Surlzspun
Slersurn oy} jey) Aes o} piey 43jead sy 91 ‘ussdo oyy
Suo[e oI ey} S9IBIS BY3 03 Juo[eq |[eyS S[eIdUIW ISOY}
11e 03 Y311 3y} I8y} LS pur UB3D0 wado oY) 0JUI N0 SI[IW
Jiey © pue ud) 3urd] Jo uwrado usdo aY) ojuUl N0 SOIUI
¢ 3ur4] sreseurwr 9y oxe3} 03 Jurod aie am JU UIY} I,

UOSIIPUY J0)euss

g0yT oled

uuouuwww

18391 31 pue [11q ay3 yo Aydosoryd syy ST 3BY} Jey) Ie3[d
Apjoozrad aq p[nOA JI OS §BY} POJBIS}IAI UBULITRYD OYJ,

“[11q 3y} uy asusy

quasazd oY) UT PaqIIOSap ST WLID) 9yl Se ‘ourjysrod quasoxd



 AIEPUNOG PAEsA
~e98 ST~ 40T € YIIA UOTU[) SYj OJUI JUIBD 91 JeY) SIIOSEE
SBX0J, 00UIS ‘S03e)S oY) Suotnw soprijenbour UL J[NSOL PINOM
‘A0999] SIY} ULl POSSTOSIP ApBai[e ,Souepunoq euisiuio,,
‘osmayd 9y} JO osn oY) PUY ‘UROV0 oY} JO poq oyy oy
o[t Jd9jJBM. Ppue[Ur Y} PUSIXd pInom [{Iq JId3BM OYT,,

(13

121 e3ud

“"

« BUBISTNO] JO d3e}g Suntoqulreu s91
uey} Bes 0} N0 JIOYIRY SOW} 92IY] voxs poliowgns e §%
~X9J, 8AI8 pnom ‘Arepunoq, 10f dmysieumo, Jupmyrisqns
‘I I8 OYJ, ‘so[tw pue] Q] J0 ‘sondeaf 9vay) jo Aie
“punoq e pawre[d ‘Uotuf) U} OUL SWBD } USIYM ‘SEX9],,

yodey Ajuouryy

721 93ed
‘A m@&@

“

« " (LLE odroyy, T) (o3repry odnpepeny
Jo Ayeod]) ,°'opusipy oIy oy} Jo nowr ayy ojsoddo
‘pue] wioIy Sendeo] svay) ‘OIIXOI JO JINK) oY) UI SOUIUIULOD
[1Bys sorjqndey o) oY) usamjaq aul| Arepunoq oYL, —8p8T
—Sexo[, ' ' * (9901 SeXoJ, JO smw] SJewrwieq 1) (dnqndey
Jo 2amyB[SL3O] JO 30V) ,pUB] WOIF SONSBS] g OJIXSIY JO
Jno oYy Suore 9sem Buruuni,—9ggT—sexo—soIN3eIs pue
‘SUOMNYIISUOD ‘SIVLIBYD [BIUO[OD WIOIJ UIYEB) §8dS 9y} Jo
sosuedxo 0} SWIB[? 981§ DMIOISIY, Jo BuysI [ered,,

soqelg I0Y3Q JO
SWIRP ,OMOISIH,, JO S[qBL

9, o8ed
‘A xmpusddy
SMaTA LjLIourjy
‘G Wed ‘gel 'ON
jr0doy ejBULS

(¢ *  ruomup)
ey} ojur Aue Jo SWIR oY) 9B J0 BI0JAq DPOYSI[GBISd
s quy] onSwvel-g oy3,, U0 poseq SI SIY} surepdxe ojou
-j00]) 'SR 099°99FG—VHS TVNIDIVIW—SVXIL

*(seaoy
ur passaadxpy) serrepunog
838)8 UM Spuery podiaw
~qug Jo vale ojewrxoaddy,,

olqeL

9, 93ed
Jd xipueddy

«Juswaorde uoryexouur oY) £q gHQT Ul
uoLU[) dY} 0} PIPIWIPE SBM } W) OY) B OIIXOI FO FInH
8y} ojur sonSwo] oulBW ¢ POXY Sem AIepunoq SeXd],,

*(310dox gge61
oy} ur qny ur pojerodiod
-u[) ‘gl uoumnjossy jurop
ojeUSS YA souelsqns
ur [ednjueptr st yomym [Jiq
wreynb oy ‘geeT ‘g uo
‘§82a8U0D) YI(8 ‘9993IwImio)
Areppng 9jsueg Jo jrodey

q9 a3ed
H Xrpuaddy

[

« "'t S93elg 9Uj 0} pousSisse PUB UL PYSOA BT S9jElS 9AN
-0odsax 8Y} JO SOLIBPUNOY OLIOISHY OV} UIYJLM SIojem o[qe
-S1ABU Y}BoUS( SO0IN0SAX [RINiBU pue spue] Jo dIysIoumo
Jo syySu oyy geyy sepraoad () (8) § uomeds ‘-,

‘UOTIROSOY Jurop
Y3 Jo sisf[euy Jeuoljdeg

‘01 o8ed ‘gr ‘say
r 'S Auwdwoodrw o3 ‘sirey
-JV JIB[NSU] puB JoLmeju]
uo  99jWwWIo) Oy} WO
88T "ON 3r0dey  ajuudg

SLY0dHY THLLINNWOD HSAOH—SHNOVIT HHYHL OL STONHITATH



—243—

(' PoINdSTp jou sem §93B)S 9Y3 JO SalIBpuUnoq
[EUI9)XD 9U) ade S99} Palluf) Y} JO SOLIBPUNO] [BUISIXd
9y} 9ey3 ‘s139SnydesseIy A I ‘Y PUB piBI[[eY ‘A }INodIel
JO S9SEO 9U} JO SULIPOP 9Y3 SWI} IBY} IB—OIXIJ JO
Jino oyj ur sonded] ¢ JO SHWI[ I9Y pauysp pey SBXI],,

*gURISTNO] WIOIY DAI}BIUIS
-aadey JowrI0} “ap ‘aped
-1e] " AIUSH ‘sseuim Y

z.7% o3ed

“

« "' {Epulo[d pUE SeXaJ, JO W] d[IuI-24 0] 9y} pue ‘sejels
3U} JO Jlway[ O[IWI-g Oy} 0} Yorq sIojel odendue] jeYL,,

UOS[IM UBWSSaI3Uuo)

66T 33ed

3873 qnoqe uorisenb Luw sy
9I9yj} 3UIy) jJou oOp ] ‘Selrepunoq diojsyy d1e Isoyy, drqnd
-9y ® se Ajeor) © AQq ul owed A3 ‘SBX9J, YHM ‘I
ul dwed oM jey} uoljdLIosap oY) YILm UOIu[) Sy} ojul dwred
oM uayM ‘sIeaf pg JOF 9)e)] AWl JO 9SBO B} UI ‘S93BIS
oy} Aq pezru3o0a1 Ued( 9ARY SILIBPUNOq IMI0)SIY YT,

AePW I

96T 93ed

[

(Son8eo[ g SI BPLIO[ 9ASI[aq | ‘san3ed] ¢ SI SXd], 'So[IW
¢ oIe $9)8)S 9y} JO SOy ‘UOTIBN oY} Ojul SWed I UsyMm
PBY °jBjg 8} JsAvjeym uwewl T ‘XYVYOW XYV.ILIIDIS
LSO[IUI Z4QT 40 SJ[IW (] UBOW NOA ‘SILIBPUNOq [BIAOISTY
30 Yeads nof ueym 31 oYel I 'NOSJWOHL SSIN.

Aoy
O] AI1e}21098 ‘SSoUlLM B}
pue uosduroy J, UuBWIOomMssard
-uop) udamjisq ando[eig

g1 o8ud

[

«Inoqe Surnie)} 9Xe oM JBYM I SILIB
-punoq [BOLIOJSIH 'S91e3S dY} JO IS1 dY} I0F SIIW § pue
‘gpLIO[] PU® SBX9J, JO Sa[Iwl Z4(1 JO_S31Irpunoq 33e}s 9y}
opisyno 03 predax Yym Aprenmonded Supjeeds sem I,

UOS[IM UBWSSAIIUO)

881 23sd

@

«5anJwI ¢ ‘95In0D JO ‘ST J1 dIdYM ‘epLIo]
pus sexay ul 3do0xa ‘ges 0} SO[IW € SI 9I ‘s9jBlg 9SoU}
JO £9SBD JSOW UJ "SALIBpUNO( OLIOSIY dY} Jo ‘IIs ‘sax,,

Touraquy

ay} Jo Axejproeg ‘AepPIN
sei8no@ Iy SSeUWIM Y

‘187 aled
‘ST IB[TWIS  pU® 8§63
" ‘H uo ‘'ssag 7Sy ‘ssaad
-uo)) pIgg ‘seanejussaxdey
JO 3SNOY ArepIpnp ayj3 uo
fapIumo) ‘1T "ON_99j3IW
-wod-qng ol0jaq s3uLedyg

SONTHVHH FHLLINWNOD ASQNOH—SIANDVIT THHHL OL SHONIHIAHY



« ' IDATY dpuein) OIY oY} JO YINOW Sy} 01 ISB0d
J[nH Y3 punoxe pue BPLIOLJ JO W0)10q Y} 0} ISLOI 45BO
9y} umop osulely Jo doj 9y} uULIO 9oquUI O[3l AIoAd jJmo
Bunjerray Jo qof oyyuesi8 oyj aje[duwrod 03 saead s1omelp
dgw yo sparpuny simbax pnom 31 JeU} ©913TWWOD )
£q Ajsnowres udye} St yoroadde Jo poyjourl sTyy FI Uiyl |

I (1]

Jo sanded] g o pnom 9swOD 9seM ST Uo BpHIOL] 3doaxe
‘YIBULIOJEM-MO] OY} WIOIF SO[IW § O P[NOM jI UOIU[) OUp
JO 91Blg [BISEOD I9Yjo AI9AD JO 9SBO O} Ul ‘SA[Iu Z4Qf
40 SoN3ud] ¢ 9q P[NOM SEXd], JO 98BI oY} UI yoIyM ‘eur|
Arepunoq [eoLroisty oy} Suimoys umeap oq pnoys dewr UOS[IA\ Urwssazrduoy) gLe o8ed
€ JEy} [eI9Udn ASUI0)Y OY} JO juswdIeIS oY} ‘OSTY,, “

QAANILNOD SONIHVHIH HELLIWKO) HSAOH—SANYVIT HEHHYL OF SHONHYIITH




—245—

(¢ "7 uoTu()
oy ojur Axjus Jo awy) dY} B JI0 AI0Jaq pOYSI[qBISd
se qrur onSeol-g 9y}, Uo poseq sI ofworor siy3 sure[d
-X9 9j0u3004) ‘095'99%‘2—VHS TVNIDUVH—SVXHEL

*(soxoy ur passaxd
-xg) , seuepunog ajelg ur
-3 spue] padiswmqng Jo
vory ojewixoxddy, 9[qe],

19 93ed

* BRI (T SI SBXJT, JO 988D
oY) Ul YOIyMm ‘SOlIBPUNO( [BOLIOISIY Po[[e2-08 JI[oU} UIYM
Buis] Arojunrdy jeyy [[e pojurid usoq davY 80lelS IO
*pOpIeIA ST W[ S[IW-g Y3 PuB JIBW ISBM-MO[ Y} UM}
-9q Burd] pue[ jBY) Jo [[& ‘BIUIOIE) JO 95TO 9Y} U,

(8617 " "H uo)
podey AjLtouiy

1T 288d

Jlusmwreaade uoyyrxauur 9Y) Aq Gp8T Ul
uoruf) 9y} 0f PIJIWPE SEBA J1 duIy) dY) IT OIIXSJY JO F[nH
oy} ojur sandea] sulewl ¢ POXY Sem AIepunoq SeXST,,

‘sgog pug “Suod Y308
‘gLLT "ON Jodoy ‘xrpuaddy

gy a8ed

“"

L Tt :Q.-HGD
9y} ojur 93e}s I3 Jo sdurIjua uodn srom Lay) sv ‘soyer]
Jeaxr)y oYy yo Aue Jo ‘Od[XOIy JO FInH 9y} ‘ugad( dywed
9y} ‘uesd( ONUB[IV oY} UI £9381g 9y} JO SOLIBpPUNOY piem
-gds OLIO)JSTY Oy} SIpPNJOul SOoLIepuncq, wias) oY, - 519}
-gM 9[qediaru jeausq spuey, oseayd sy} Jspun papnjd
-ur SI goIe yons sofiux [eorydeidoold g oy} puoddq spuvIxd
ssoaduoy Aq posoxdde oq [[ByS JI0 Uds(Q SeY JO UOTU[} O}
palsjua 91 oW} 9y} 38 AIBpunoq 9jelS 9Yj QXYM " °,,

swonuye(q ‘I
SMLL ‘IIIg oY} Jo sisApeuy

‘p a8uvd °ssag 38T
“Zuon piggs ‘geIy U 'H
Aueduroodorw 0} ‘soAnBIULS
-2xdoy Jo osnoy ‘Arerorp
-np oY} uo OIPIWUWOY) B}
woay 91g ‘ON 310dey Isnoyg

SLY0ATY HILIINIWOO HSAOH—FHENDVIT HHYHYL OL SHONTHEIIARY



—246—

& TABW I9jeM-MO[ OU3 WOAT Sa[Iw 40T Burpus)xs pue]
Jo 312q ® SI §I ‘seXoJ, JO 95%d 3Yj UJ °‘SOlIBPUNOq [BILIO)SIY
polIed-os apyjl urgiim Surld] spur| poliswiqns [[B8 PSpolA
ale §918)F I9UJ( ‘SIOYSPO JIWI] d[IW-E 8y} pUB HIBW J99
~BM-MO] Y} Udsmj)aq Surd] spug| padiawmqus [[€ BIWIOFI[BD
Jo 93e35 9y} 03 A4 03 sesodoxd ‘86T¥ 'Y "H ‘19 SIYL,

JI9S8010) UBWSsaIIU0)

0895 °3ed

“

« OQIX3Y JO J[n) 93 ojuI sanJed] ¢
3urpus)xd SSLIBPUNOQ UOIINGIISUOD X197} ISPUN JABY 533818
YoIyM JO Y30( ‘SBX9], JO JSBO0D 9U} PUB BPLIOL JO 1SBOD 1SoM
AYY, 4 03 ‘89SED omj} A[UO UI N[ O[IW-§ ¥y} pPuoAaq
Spug] sxoysyo o3 sv9e[al [[Iq SIY3 Jey} pajou aq ([ 3,

s1080y urwssaiduoc)

9.9z °3ed

[

*ss213u0) oy} £q poaoidde pue ‘pajoeud A
-[eUI3 110 SUOTINYIISUOD 8381S Aq ‘Sme| £q ‘sa1jeal) £q ‘syuowt
-OOP OLIOISIY A( PRJBOID BIDM [IIUyM SaLIBpUNO] 3SOY] ‘ST
jey) (SSeLIBpUNOq OLI0ISNY dYy3 Juleq Se S93BIS OY} JO SILIE
-punoq 9y} Ysi[qe3ss 03 s)99S {[Iq S} ‘wewnarey) I,

sjoorg uewssai3uo)

¥.93 °8ed

[

«'PIEMBIS SI[IW 24T pUsIXa
S9LIEPUNO J1I0)SIY INO PUB ‘SUOCIJIPUOD PUB SULID] JUIIIT
-JIp Jopun uoluf) 9Yj3 0jUl AWBD O9M 9SNBIA( ‘Sore)s IAYI0
JO jey) WOy ‘JUSIoyIp o131 B SI SIN( ‘ased SBXIJ, oY) 03
AyoLiq J[oSAW SSAIPPE 03 MOU USIM ] ‘UBWLIIRY) ‘I,

Joys1y urwssarduo)

g99g a8ed

&o°

«'SON3e3[ ¢ ‘BPLIO[ )SOM PUB 5BXJJ, JO asBD oY} Ul
~£9[IWl € JO 22UB)SIP B JOF AIOYS WOIJ plemeas Surd] spue]
2y} aar esayy Aes Aoyl ,/Spue[spl}, WId) 9Yj 03 Sururour
Mmou e 9A13 03 asodoad [[Iq SIY) JI0ABI oym 8soy} Ing,,

s9jex ueuwssariuo)

L29z o3ed

«'Bonged] ¢ s 03 PO[3IIUL ST UOIuf) 9} PaIdRUd
M YIIYM Iopun £jeaaj3 9y} JO uoswaxl Aq SBXAJ, JO 93818
a2y} 9eyj 99a8r [ pue ‘so[l ¢ jno Julpuejxe ‘sariepunocq
SLI0JSIY J19Y3 09 PO[3IIuUs oIe Soelg Y3 ey} 231de I,

g urwssarduo)

q197 93=2d

“®

«'S3[Iux 2407 Jnoqe Jo sanIea] auwx
-ew ¢ seM AIRpunoq pIemess 9y} aIdym ‘BpPLIOL] JO 1SBOD
459M oY} pue SeXaJ, JO osed ayj ur 3dedxs ‘4IWI[ o[Mu-g oy}
48 POXY 9I0M 938} [BISTOD JO SOLIBPUNO] PIBEMESS AT,

IowsoH urwssailuo)

"Ly8g 99y *Buop
66 'sseg 35T “Juo) pagg
‘POV spuery paldiswmqng
9Y3 uo ssABIUssoIday
JO 9SNOY pur JeUSS §918I1S
pojuf] ey} ur sejeqeQ

SHILVEId—SANOVHET HAYTHYL O SHONANIITH



— AT

JO ‘axem soLIBpUNOg YOTUM ‘93B)S B SB UOLU[) S} 03Ul dured
£BX9Y, Jo orqudeyy 9y} owilj oy} e pIjsIxo Loy} $B §BXIJ,
Jo 3e)g 9Yj JO serrepunoq 3y} 0} N0 I3 pue dIysIsumo
oy} FBXOJ, JO 93818 9y} $OAL3 UOIN[0SAI dY} JBY) SVASI[q
Appjrugep Axea sexs[, Wwoly lojeusy oyl "IHINVA YW
iseqmu 4401
10 san3ed] ¢ 03 jno drysisumo pur [} UIEPD 0} I
oY} SeX0J], 0} S0Al3 A[SAIJRULIIJR UOIIN[OSOI 9Y) JBY} 9A9[]
-oq SEX9L, WOMJ I0jBURS oY} Seo(d ‘SVIDNOA UMW,

‘erueq pue sei8no(]
81038U9S UsaIM]aq andofer(]

q69z 23sd

« OI0YsS 9y
woay rwy] ondeol-g oY} 1@ poxXy 93vlS 9Y3 JO SoLrepunoq
9U) 9ABO[ ‘pouroduocd we J se aey os ‘sesodind pue sju9)
-ul [[& 0} ‘pinom uomnosax syj Jo odwssed 9Y) USYJ,,

udyIy 10jeuUss

6692 93ed

“

Aepo} sjyeusg oy} aaoyeq Jurpuad uolgsenb oyjy jo
UOI}RISPISU0D Y] ul sorjdde SISISUL SBXA], YoIym Adepunoq
oY} SI 31 PU® ‘UOIU[) O} PaIOIUd SVXJ], dUll} 9Y) }' sexXy],
Aq powre[o Arepunoq sy} sem 3BUJ, '9E8T °90UIS pey sdes
-1e Sey sexa], AIepunog oy} SI oI0YS WOIJ $9n3ed] ¢ 0§,,

‘uoru[) 9Yj) 03 PjHWIPL SBM SBXIJ,
awi} 9y} je 9)BUSS 9} 0} poule(dxe urede sem puB ‘SEX9],
Jo douopuodopul oY) pozIudooal so3elg Ppojlu[) 9Yj oIo¥
-8Q 9jBUSE AU) JO IOO[) 9y} UO UMOUY SPBW Ses 3] "9E8T
ur sexaJ, Jo arqndoy oy} &q poxy sem Arlepunoq jeyf,,

‘SI[Iw NIvIs 401
10 ‘so[wr durrew ¢ 0} [enba ST YoM ‘axoys woay sandvd ¢
POISIXa UOIU[) A} PAIDJUD JI dUIL) 31} J® SBXI], JO 91&}F Yy
Jo Liepunoq ayj jey} Les Lvw ] ‘sondes| g puossq popus)
-Xo UOTU[) Y} 0} UOISSTWPR $3I JO dur} 9y} Je Asgpunoq sjt
48y} WIB[D JOU $90p SBXIJ, JO 938l 9y} Jeyj} Uleped ajsur
0} SOYSIM SIOU[[] WOIF I0jBUSS AU} jey} oq Lvwl 3,

PlUBQ I10jBUS

0292 ©8ed

«'Pedueyo jou sey Arepunoq jeyy, "$ejels pejiuf) 9

Jo Sey ayj dn wex pur JvY UMO Iy umop pefnd A[Lrejunfos

oUs USYM SBXSJ, JO 9Jel§ Oy} Jo Arepunoq 9YJ, '9jeuUey

9y JO IOOY dY} UO SBXJJ, JO 2)vlS oY} punoq o} jdwajje 03
Juro3 jou s1 uoo1() WOIF I0jeULS Y], ‘NOTIOD TN,

{ SBX9J,

JO 9S®O QU) Ul UBSWL J1 SI0P JBYA SBX9], Jo Arepunoq

a3 03 500p uorstaoxd SIY3} JBYM 0} SB U0ZII() WOIY J03BUSY

paysi3unsip oy} jyo Jurpuwisiopun Sy} SI jeUM ‘A11ed
-gads yse 0} oY p[moys I°°° §VIDNOA YOLVNIS,

‘uopiod) pue sednoqg
gI0jeusg usIMIaq Anbofjo)

0292 o3ed

‘"




—248—

D DPWIE WOVD DUALY DYI uﬁ‘ﬂvﬂﬁmmﬂw h@ﬂ”«ﬁﬁ BILAVPREATROG DN
©3 I8 WSU} SIIWIIL 41 G0 ‘93815 AUE JO SINALPUNOG DLAGYELY
OYj X 03} SHEDPUN JOoU SIOP UOTIN[OSIA  JUIol JYXL,,

IBTWECL AOYBUDET

VLGZ °3ed
“

«®°tuoun) oyy yo
JoqUISU B SWIBDIQ 93BT Yons W} 9Y3 J€ AIEpuUnoq e yons
1 9avd 9ERT JO 93n3EwIS S3I JBY) PUNOLI OSY) UO ‘SeXd], ‘48Iy
‘JO S9SBO Y] UL ‘BI0YS WOoIF SI[IW 40T 10 Saneva] ¢ 03 N0
W] S[fwWI-¢ Oy PuUoksq spur[ peSiawqns syj Jo 10a3uod
pue diysioumo souo je Iaysueil 03 sjpusuodoad Fomyo syt Aq
popuojur Apaee[d swees uornjosax jurof Surpued oY,

sg[dno( Iojeusg

o163 28ed

«“

LJuorsenb ou aq uwd 81aY) 9)NJERIS BYY JO 0B OY} JNOqY
*SOfW pue] %4 (T 10 saNed] £ JO SOULISIP B IOF JSBOD Y} Yo
BX9JBM OU} I9A0 [0IJUO0D 2ABY 0} SBM SBXOJ, 18U) Poassy
A[peoyroads sem 91 ‘9egQT Ul SeX9T, JOo oIqndey ouy Aq po
-ssed 93n3e)s B Ul JBU3 J0BY Oy} 0} POI[ed SBM UOTIULNY,,

(yuauoddo)
sgi8no(d J0jBuUSy

168% o3ed

1

« QIOYS Woxy sondea] ¢ sem ‘Jies)l

Juaurjreda(y 93818 $038I1S POIIU[) 9Y} JO SPI0DdI Oy} WOIF

‘Alaedp Alsa ‘yoIym ‘uoruf) oyj poIejuUd SEXQJ, SWI} OY3

3e PoIsSIXa A9y} s» SBXOJ, JO 918)§ oY} JO Sourepunoq oyj ur
“Ujim spuel 03 pajruul] ST sanswow SIYY, "THINVA UMW
"JoBF Jey) djepaxdde 1 TIIH Y.

“Jou $90p A[UIBIIOD

3] ‘POUIUOI ST SBXIY], SB JIB] 0§ ‘Arepunoq ongdwol-g

oy} puodeq pue] Au® SI9A00 uornjosai jurol Surpuad a1y

woiy Z0jgusg ayj 03 Les swr [ g THINVA UM,

‘TITH pu® [srueq
jey) Ajdwl 0} UBSUI J0U S90p I0jBUeg oyl adoy | BWEqR]Y SI0jBUSS Usamleq ondojel(

1887 93ed

3

«'OIOYS WOIT SO[TUL
€ 90 PUNXS $IBIS 15RO FNY) JOUYJ0 Y} JO SoLIBPUNO(
oY} o[y ‘oroys wioly sonIed[ ¢ oIr SEXIJ, PUB BPMOLL JO
SoMIEpUNOq 8y} ey} pejou oq [IiM 3 3sE0d FNI3 oy} uQ,,

[Plue( I0j2Uds

9183 #3ud

“«

('ISB0D OU} woIy sangea] ¢ oIe SLLILPUNOy
[euonIpea) oYy ‘sexa], yo osed dyj Ul ‘ANVTIOH “HIN»

L SO[TW Z4(QT IO SO[IW ¢ ©q 0} }I purjsiopun
9y s90( [ Sexa], JO OSed 9yl Ul 9[qe} SIY} Ul SoLIEpunoq
9Jels [RUONIpTI) JO UOTIUYLP OY} JO BPHIO] WOIY I0JEUdy
oyp jo Suipuejsispun dy3 ST UM SVIDAOA "YW,

‘puejof pue sgidnoq

SI0JBUSS U2MJOq SnIo[RI(]

€0LZ 9ded

“

‘Jusux
~UIDA0N) §93BIS Polluf) oY} 4q pozrulodar uda(q .uou.mmw»wﬁ
9ABY puU® UdY} POZIUSO0I3L OF dIom pur ‘sanded] ¢ ‘9SInod

TIANILNOD

SILVARA—SIAADVAT AHYHYL O SHONTUYHEIAYT



—249—

<o pU
woxy sondee| g, pojeoo] Burq s¥ SBXdY, JO :muav%d%ﬁm
piemess oy} pouyep sexa], Jo drqudsy oy} jo sso18U0) SU3
‘9e8T ‘61 JoqUIedd( JO 0T 9y} Ag °uopexouue yo ssadoxd
o1} yBnoay} uopu() SYj OUI UOISSTWIpe s3I 0} Joud s1eask ¢
Areyeurrxoadde xoy orjqudey juspusdapul ue SeM SeX’], 18Ul
polledsr oq [ 31 ‘sexa], 0} predal Uy ‘pres I sy,

(3usuoddo)
IH I0j8uey

0438 eded

“

Laery
~u0d 9y} 0} wire Aue oyew 0} duolue IoF ﬁsomum £xoa
91 9YBW I9)Jedlay [[IM 9IOFaIoy} pue ‘AI0)STY SA}EB[SL3I]
eInjrisuod 03 s JuoIls A[JUSIOLYNS DI8 UOTIBIOPISUOD Ispun
A0U S[[Iq 0M] 3} YIIM PIYIUSP! USd(] dABY oYM SBX9J, pue
TPLIO[] WOIJ SI0jBUSY Oy} JO sjuswaje}s oyl Juryj I
*+ Ma1A 9By} Jroddns pnosm Sy PpoYeOIpul SBX9], wWoly
J0JRUSS AU, "0OTXIJ JO FInY) 9Y3 ur sInBed| £ 0) pue 5ISBOD
oypeJ puB dljue[ly 9y} U0 SI[IW g 03 pARIWl aq pnoys
1 gey} 3s088ns ] pue ‘queurjiwwiod pususdo us SI uow
-des Alepunoq oy} y3noyy I Jey} pres Asnowaxd saeq I,

UOSIIPUY I0}BUIS

za0g ©3ed

({1

«TIM T S9X *NOSHAANYV "HI»

LO09IX3J JO FIND oYy ojul sen3ed] § SOLIEPUNO( PIEMEIY

$91 Poxy Sexo], Jo oyqndoy oy} ‘9g8T UI INq ‘@JEp JUDAT JO
ST J0U ey} 9paJU0D I0jeusg oY} IIM "THINVA U~

‘HOSISPUY pue [sTue(y
sI0jeURS Wdom}aq dndofel(f

9gog aded

“

(—BeouR)SUL
J8Yjo Ul SO[IW ¢ 3S®S] 38 PUT ‘BPLIO[ JO 9I0US 1S0m oy}
PUE §BXd], JO 9580 oY} UI So[IW %401 JO pooyroqyIreu ay3 ur
SI9YMAUIOS O 0} UOTINOSIIL 9Y3 Ul POWINSET JARY M YDIUM
§2]e1g oY) JO SIIEPUNOQ JMI0ISIY Y} PuoLaq EvaIB UM
A[U0 S[gep JuUOWSITIS SIY} PUB—JI[AYS [EJUSUUOD oY} 0}
§3U100 31 UAUM B} PIIAGUIOWISL S 0} §P3dU 31 Jnq " *,

(quauoddo)
UOSISPUY I03BUOG

q00g o8=d

[

(’QIOYS UXOIF SO Z4 0T 4O ‘Ssandwa| ¢
WOIJ JudIdyIp Suryihue sem Jey) JBY} PI0odad 3] UL dIyM
-fue 99USPIAd OU S[ 2I9Y) pue ‘UOTU[} O} POIAIUI SBVXIJ,
QW) 9y} JE SOLIBpUNO] PIEMEdsS INO UIYIM dIoM £ Spus]
yons Auo sexaq, 0} swie[oyinb g4 “surie} s3 £q sn sjruayg
uonynjosax jurol pug[ol 9y} ‘Sexs], Jo 8jelg 9yl 031 &8
anq ‘gey) suop Apweile jJOU dATY S)ELIG BY} SED UL SIIW
¢ 0} Jno seuEpunoq oy} JO UOISUIIXS sjrumaad § UoI3oes
‘sojelg oY) JO S[EPIPO UTelIod Jo jsenbal sy 1y “dL0ysd
woIF sopIu Z40]—sensudy ¢ STA dwWn jey) e L1epunoq
prempnsd sexs], ey} ondsIp ou ST dISY], ‘UONI() Y} PaId)




—250—

jurof oy3 3o suoistacxd ous Aq porpnisid’ oq_qou . pinos
23838 € Uyons Jeyi—AIepuncq andesi-¢g B pPEY YOTUM SEXO],
JO 93B3S dY) L[PWrRU ‘93e3}s SU0 ATUO JO BNXY ST YOTYM-—4NO
E9]TW § UB(] SIOUI SBM AIBRPUNOg ST 3B} 2W} ey} d1o0Faq
PeleIs SMel J0 UOTINIIISUOD SSOoYM ‘UoTuf) 913 ojur ydnoxq
SEM JBY3 93e)8 Aur JO 95BO 9} Ul ‘SUBSW 3T JBY} SZI[BdX
BIOSOUUIIN WIOXF JOJBUSE 9Y3J 30U SO00p ‘quowrdle)s Ay
Jo jxed 3say oyj 0} SdusieFAr YIM "ANVIIOH .wmvﬁma

WOLy I03eUdy oYy 03 PRI [ T XHUHAWNH dN»
ijurod eyl 9

PR 10jeusg oYy [[I4 ‘yueplserd IW ANV TIOH "dN»

{ ueout jey) so0p 1BYM,,

*ssea8u0)

Aq pesoxdde axoyojoasy usdq Sey 91 JI IO ‘UoTuf) Y}

JO JAOqUISWI B OUIBdaq 9)B1F YONS AU} 8y} 98 0 03 JoLid

SMP] JO UOIINIIISU0d S Aq papraoxd oS Sem 91 JI so[nu

1eoryderSoe3 ¢ puodeq Argpunog pivmees £,03e1g Auw

Jo ooudysixe oyj Jumrpnfead Jouurw Aue ur Io0 Surgor

-sonb sB ponIjsuod a9q 0} S UOI}0es SIY3 Ul SulqioN

‘uornrosax qurof

oy3 woxy pvar 03 anunuod I°°° "XHIHIWOH "N,

puejioH pue Asxydwnpy
£I0jJBUdS USOMIaq andorel]

1998 oded

“

' ° T SUOTIBU JOYJO YA SUOREdI[dWod 98N8y puw
‘sejelg pojIu[) Oy} JO SSLIEpUNOq B} SJEBJOIA pINOM IBW
Jojyem-MO] By} puodsq SI[IW Z40[ 03 SBX9J, PuB BPLIOLY
JO SAMEpUnOq 9y} JO UOISUI)XDd oY) “I93jewl STY3J U0 dYmads
9IoM @ UOIN[OSOY JUIOL dPBUSY JFI USAD Jng -9jluysp
§59] JBF ST 3] 42y} LS J0U S0P T UOIIN[OSIY JUlof 9jeUds
‘oBy Ul ‘g °so[Iul %401 9 [[I4 3[2q OY} oIoUM ‘SBX9J,
pue epLrol g 1deoxa ‘93838 (815800 AI9A9 J0F }[9q S[IW-g © Ul
-y Aqulterasos ajesg dn 8398 [[Iq SIY) 1ey) £ UOHNOSSY
qurop 9jeusg Jo siajroddns a38Uag Aq pioj Sureq axe 9M,,

Aoxyduinyg aojeueg
£q sajeqop ayj Suwnp pxo
-9y oyy ojur ind ‘gT 'p ‘S
Buisoddo szojeusg woxy
jusprsald 9yjy 03 JIPeY

zeag o3ed

L

«'593838
I9Y30 oyj JO OWON PIp UBY} WIB[D 10399q J[NPI € prY
seXa), JO 0jelS oY) Yury3 I Jey) Aes ow 39 ‘ssouirey uj,

ISANBIOY] J0}RUDS

69ee oded

"

('UOTUN [BIOPA]
oy} parojue Aoyj USUM SOIUB)SIP JOIBAI3 UONS pPoOWIB[D
S8 5912]G UONS JOF OOUBISIP 4948al3 ¥ JO SIIUWL] SULIGUOD 3
4nq ‘ruIT] S[TW-g {ENSn Sy} 03 £93vYS [EISL0D JO SALIEpuUnoq
PIEMEOS 9Yj SWAYUCd SN OI0Jq uUopn[osex jurof OYf,,

AQINNILNOD

IDANBIOY I0jBUDS

STLVENA—SHNOVAT HIYHY OL SHONUNHITY

063¢ o3ud

“




—251—

FOLIEpPUNO( JLI0)STY I1oY} UIIIM S19jeA 9I0YS

-Jo pue pue[ul J[qeSiaLU YjBoUsq S2DIN0SAX pue Spuel [[e
0} sySu I2Y} JO §93B)S OUJ 0} UOIFEI0)sal IOABF SM,
:payeys AIedpd g6l Jo uurozye[d uwonqndey 9yL,

138, I038USg

2668 o3ed

“

« o passaxd

-Xo oavy ] yoryam sojdrourrd oyj o3 [eopuiul jou saoxdde

few 9)BULS 9Y) SjUPWIpUSIE Aue )M ] Uomnjosay juiof
ejeusg Jo 9jeusy oyy A&q o3essed jdwoad dyy Ioazy I,

"uonye[sI39]

oy} SULIGPISUOD S99JIUMWIOD JINOA pUB djeuUdy oY} dI0%

-aq sSuureay oy} Ul SaAljejuesexdar uoljedjsIUWpe 9y} Aq
poyrdwe Jeyjny sea 9] ‘Aepoj ures 9y} sf uonised A,

*OOIXOIA JO wsv oy} Ojul piemeas

sonSes] ounew ¢ SUIpusjxe vaa® poedrewqns dyj Suipn

-uf ‘spug[ JO SeI0B UOI[[IUX (0Z S 3d9Y 3] 'drqnday oy3 jo
9qep uol[Iur OT$ oY} Jo pred sBXS, JO 2)¥lS Y} 05 puUy,
*§521.3U0)) JO §708 YoNS JOARF P[nos Hu

‘Juapisarq 9y} £q peojeA udaq oaey ssarduo) Jo 5308

@sey) @oIM, 'SeAIe podiawrqns 9sdyj Jo dIysioumo d3mg

Jo jdoouoo [euojIper} °yj 9ZILB00eI 0} PIjOA 3ABY SSa1d
-uo) Jo sosnoy yYjoq sanLIofBwl [BIjUBISqNS Aq OOIMJ,

3313 pue dIYsIoUMO JO SISJFEW dY) Y}Im [eap 03 sssrduo)

30 ySw oy} peziwdooor A[sseadxd jano) oY jng ‘seale

asoy) ur sjydur [eropd] junowrered UIB)ISD 818 BISY} eyl

81804 U909 AI9A U] POJE[IAD §BY jino) eweldng oqy * °

:SMO[[OF S2 Speal pue ‘ABpIa)sod UM

geM Jog)9] O ‘' uonunosax julof oy} uo uorjisod sy

J0J Bup{se ‘IoMOYuesly juspiseig 0} 9139 B Ppassaipper
§10jeUSS JO Joqunu & oJe sAep owos ‘JuApIsaId ‘I,

(‘Iomoyuasty jusp
-1591J JO Jo339] ¥ woay 3ul
-peea jxed ur) 3ye], I0jRULS

q98g 33ed

« ' SEX9], d0 uoynjosal 8y} 4Aq jes Axepunoq
oy} 9q Lew YITyM JwI] anded[-g 9y} puohaq s3I XX JO
7N BYj ur [0 voSqNS pejewysd pue pasoid jo uonrod
Jofeur o} Jeyj J0vF U} 10A0 I)ndsIp [[eWS S AIayy,,

9SIO[] I0jBUdS

9288 @3ud

“*

« BPLIOTH
wIajsom pue seXa], Jo §95200 dYj Jo sapiur 401 0} sIojem
BLIOJILI2) INO PUSJXD PINOM g UOINIOSSY JUIOL 9)BUIG,,

uosnu3el] I03BUSS

189¢ a38d

« OOTXOIY JO JIND 9y} 03Ul 35BOD
§)1 o so[iu %401 Jo j[°q ondea[-g ' Sey ‘punoldoeq S
Jo uoseaa Aq ‘AI0)SIY 3L JO_uOs®Al Aq ‘SBXAT, U} jurod
S1 passal)s sey ([dIue( ") SBX3J, WOl I038USS YL,

Aamqdwunyg Iojeusg

L19g e3ud

[




—252—

eRChB LGl eUa Sand O3 Ol DIaom  Aotn  awor .%Uﬂﬂw@ S
03 ‘wornjosex JUrofl eyl Jo sxiojaoddns uvLg VARY VAOYM JO
ewxos pue ‘sjusuoddo Ussq IABY WWOYMA JO SUAOS ‘SPUdLEy Aux
Jo suopse3d3ng oyjy joowr 03 Burm Aoezaod we 1 ng,,

ST UL 3sea
J933eaxay Arvw ssox8uon) ayj se odduelsul aw&am uﬂogm u@ﬁ&
QW] SIY) I8 son3eo] ¢ S )08 pinosm Ije)g Y3 g UOI}OIs
Jo esne[d JurlseA Y} JSpuUn 4BY} UBdW jsnux A9yj ‘xsyjeld
-03 WAy} BuIPraI ‘SUOT09S 0M7) SSIYY 998 | S8 ‘IOAIMOY,,
"UOTIEN)IS JUSIDPIP B o pInosm Jryj ‘sseaduo)
Aq aoje] poaoadde aq 03 aABY pInOM ‘BPLIO] PUB SBXA],
JO 9580 9Y} Ul SO[IW B4TT IO ‘sonBed] g 0} 4N0 UOISuUd]
-X0 9y} 9By} OF ‘posn axem JI0,, prom oy} JI ‘ssaxluo) Aq
poaocadde J9JeaIdy X0 910J0jaxsy Arepunoq dyj} JOF SIpIA
-oxd osi® 9] *uoluf) Y} JO IIqWLW B dUILdaq 9)BIS Y} QW)
9} )8 PIJSIXd AIepunog Yans udya Jrury] ojrw-g 3y} puofeq
1o 8303 I 995 ] sB ‘Yotym ‘(Z) (B) g uorpes pue (®) ¢
uoi}oss ele ‘uoruido Lwm up ‘suorjoss jueliedwy syl O§,,

(UOTU() TeIapaJ oy} Surajus 0} Jorxd sivad owros
Joy orqndex juspusdepur ur uUsaq IJurarYy 3 ‘pBRY SBXIJ,
Jo 931BIS oY} Se ‘UOIU[} oY} 03 pojIwupr drIam Loyy axoj
-9 9ousIXa djuredss pRY UsAD OUM 931 PIITWIPE-Ia3ye
oy} yo Aue Jo mouy [ Op ISYIION ‘UOIU[] 9Y3} 03 UOISSIWpPE
s91 03 Jorxd sme[ IO UOIMIIISU0d &)1 Ul uoistaoxd v yons
peY SABY 0} SWIB USAS UOIym 93e}g Aur JOo mouy jou op
I pue ‘Iejjew S1y) JO Apnjs 9[(RISIPISUOd ' dpBUW 8ABY J,,
JUOTU() 81} JO JoqUIewWl ¥ dwIrddq 2)evjS Yons owrg
oy} 3¢ 10 0} Jolxd sme[ JO UONNIISUOD §31 Aq poplaoxd os
gem 91 71 soprwu [eotydeaBool8 g puodeq Aiepunoq paIsmeas
503219 Aue Jo 00udisIxa oyj Jupipnfexd rouurw Aue Ul I0
Buuorsenb s PonIsU0d oq 0} SI UOISS ST} UL SUTION],
ISMO[[0] §8B
spged jey} puw ‘sexs], o3 Luo orqeordde S auo IsIy OY)
‘Mouy | S JBJ OF ‘90uUejuUas 9y} Jo SUIpBdI B WIOLT 998
ugd 10jeUag OUY} St ‘UOISIACId JUIISYIP OM} 918 ISV,

PUEOR Joyeusyy 691y oled
I9ANBISY I0}BUSY L60v-960% o3ed
[
*(uornjosax
jurof eqy jyo y *oeg 03 Sur
-LI9JaI) PUB[[OH I03BUOS 560y o3ud

“

(' SEXa], JO 988D 9y} Ul Jusweare UoIjeXouus oyl
Jo uosBax Aq ‘senIws] dUIIBWI § 0} PIUNOWR SOLIBPUNOQ
311081y SBX9J, OU} UOIPUU0d JBY} UL JeY) pue ‘selw
~punoq 31109s1Y JIOY3 UIYIA SPUB[ 8Y) 0] PA[HJUD o8 Sa38ly
ey} Jey} Joreq SIy A[ABe[d dI0W UdA® pojels pus ‘Nuerd
48U} pPOSIOPUS JoMoOyUoOsIy [erdusy ulredwed oy} uj,

QIANILNOD

SELVEAd—SIADVAT HAHHAY O SHONTHHIAY



—253—

« SSe18u0n oYy Aq paaoad
-@e 210303910y 5% x0 ‘uotu() o9y} perojus SYeIS daljoadsex
OU} UsyM DPOISIXO SOLIBpUNOq oy} 8%, ‘Avs 0} SI UOHHUYSP
JO suBow Aq OLIOISTY, PIOM BY} SQUIOSIP 04 JO MOUY | ABM
A[u0 oy, *SaLILPUNOq JLIOISTY oYF unpIM PuUe| LU0 PIISA0D
3 JeU}—1004° S 9q pinos Buole [[& PIesS 9Avy sIoyjne
9} jeym uopn(osex quiof oyy ojur Apeoyreds ejlIM
0} SBAM UOJJUUL o3 ‘ples ©pLIO],f WOi I0}eUdg O} §V,,

[otue( J03eUsSy

SLTy efed

@

« SOl ¢ ‘S93B1Y 18ISBOD JOY}0
8y} e 0} pur {so[IWl %(T ‘158D 3$0M $I1 UO ‘epLIolg 03
fsoftm 2401 Surpuelxe puel 03 O[31} SBXSJ, 0] JuBL3 oM USYM
Wea)s ISNUL 9M YoTym ojul sI9jem [wonriod snoxaduep ouj
pue ‘uorjisod & yons Jo Aoefreg ayj moys 03 Surdxy we I,,

KAsuoruoyy xojeusgy

29Ty 8ud

“"

« 5 ssexxeq
W9 I9))e[ (1A QASIBq I YOIIUM Ipouspred oSuerjs pue
aernoad Axea e Buiysiqeise oq [[eYs om—oe}g oYy Jo
opls uxe}ses 9y} uo ves uado oY) OJUI SOITWE ¢ pue ‘ejels
oy} JO opIS WId}som 93} U0 8Os uado oy} ojul So[IW 34(T
pusgxe 03 syySw Ajredoad sjr jruared 03 ePLIOLY JO OSBO
oY} ur pue ‘ess uado aYj 0juUI SAIUI Z{Q] puelxd 0} sIYSLL
Ayredoxd sy jruaed 0} S8 05 ‘seXa, ‘Alowieu ‘ere)g o81e]
auo Joy epew suopdooxo oyweds Jo 98Bd oY} Ul JIIYI0 YR
pue {8dS oy} OJUl SO[IW ¢ SUIPUSIXI ‘S9jel] [BISBROD OO0
9y} pue ‘sweqe[y ‘IddISSISSI{ ‘BUBISTNOT ‘BIUIOFI[E) JO
9580 9y} uf auo—sjydx Ajredoxd o sjes ojeredes om) Jo
uopBoId U3 Aq 9By} SwW 03 Swass I ‘eor[d 9say eyj uj,,

Lauoauoly I0jeUIg

691y o8sd

“

«'§97838 omjy esoys ur syl Ajredoxd meu
93vaId snyj3 pue ‘gos uado 9Y} 0UL SA[IW %[ (T popusixe °q
pInos souy] A1epunoq osoy3 ‘BpLIOl] JO ISBOD 9S9M Oy} JO
958D 9Y3} UL pUB SBXAJ, JO 938} OY) JO @swd 2y ur°* -,

(3usuoddo)
Louoauoyy x0jyeussy

691y o3ded

o

« ' SoNIeIl ¢ urYy CXIXOW
Jo JmH oy} ul pojurid oq pPINOd IO POWIB[D oIB SILIB
-punoq 1938043 YIIYM Jopun uorpenyIs sqqrssod ou jo smouyy
ssoaduo) SIY) JEY} pur ‘OgypRJ oy} IO 21jUB[IY 9YJ J9YYIO
ur sopu [egorydexdosd g puodaq sorrepunoq juril 03 Io9ad
-0SJBYM UOIJUolUl OU S oI97) JBY] 091y oY) 03 ‘arnswow
jeursuo oy3 ur sem I uryz 3no poJeds ALpesd alowmr




—264—

T T eop OF BO80doad ET UOIgnNIOESY 3UIOr - @44 T e o T
«"OP OF SFOdoxd ET UOIINIOSOY JUATOL S9)BUOT s - i - BT

S8 ‘BpLIOL] PU® SEX9J, FJO S3SBOD °9U} JO SO[IWL %4 QT soure
-punoq piemeos SUIPUS)Xe Ul PaA[0AUL Suorjeorduil oAead

oy3 uo yjSus] swos 38 Jomp I ‘gg [HUdVy ‘Aepsinyl, UO,,

uosnuIBI I0FEUIST yLYY o3ed

o JTUWLI] S[IWi-¢ DLI0)STY
a3 puokaq 03 03 ®pLIO[] PUB SBX9J, MO[[B P[noM yolym
uorjnjosal jurof ayj Jo uorIod oYy}. ejepleAul Aoy ‘spiom
J9Ujo Ul W] O[IW-§ 9yl 0} uonniosal jurof pue[joH
po[[eo-0s oy} JIWI[ SJUSWIPUSUIE OM} O} “poge uj,,

" (payeayop
SBM JULWIpUdWIE JYJ, "So[lul
g 03 893e3s e i 03
sjuswpuswie JULIOPo “Que

, do]s am Op dI9YM ‘spaq
puey osoy} ul ‘sges 9soy} ul siemod Axoyen3os pue sjyIux
pu® 9313 [[¥ UeAL3 oq 0} 9B $9)B}F 950Y} JI—EoS uodo 8y}
ojul 4no SI[IW Q] ‘SBXd], pue BPLIO[J JO SOsED 3} UI ‘pue
-—S8os. [RULSIBW Y} Yjesuwrapun spur| 8y} o} 9[In uoall
aq 0} @212 TPLIOL] PUB ‘eTuiojl[e) ‘BURISINOTT ‘SEXd], JI,

 QUI[}SBOD SEXI], 9} JO SA[IW
2407 Pue ‘OUI[}SLOD BIUIOFI[E) dY} JO SO[IUL § ‘SUI}SBOD
RUBISINOTT 9Y} JO SO[IW § ‘OUI[}SBOD BPMO[ 9y} JO SO[MU
2,0] UIY}IM S90INosai asoyj o3 LemedAl3 9y} JO JuIIXe
oy3 xy o3 pue pesodoxd pue[[oH 8Y} JO pud uado Ayejerd
-utoo o9y3 ‘A[Lrerodurag 3sBO[ JE ‘9S00 03 PRJOA SEBY 91BUSF
oy} jey) [nJe3eid oq PINOYS SN JO 9SaI A ssoddns T,,

. OJTXAY JO FNO) OUj} Ul AIepunoq pIemeas ayj §8 ssarduo)
Aq pezruSooox ofe Suo] sem—soyut 0T A[1edu—saqiua
sULIBW ¢ OIoUM ‘EPLIO[] JO 3SB0) IS9M Y} puB SBX9J
Jo seseo oy} ur 3deoxe ‘oI0yS WOIy SIUX g SoLIBpUNOq
presmess pazrufodal Y} puokoq Lyradoad Aue 0} puej
-X9 40U Se0p oInseowr SIY} ‘sejels [e)se0d Ig OY} 03 SY
-s1eof QT Uey} oiow 10F pado[essp puw pasn ‘passassod
oAy §93818 °U} UDIUM SpuB[—Sdjelg 8 9yl JO Selrepunoq
LI0JSTY O} UIYIIM SIojem SqeS[ABU [Bauaq Spue 8y} A[uo
S10A00 @] UOMN[OS9Y juUlof ojeudy jeyy sI I} Syl

-(pejeojop Sem juswpudwe ASUOIUOTL L) . ’Se[fw ZT 3O
pEBeJSUI SS[TWL ¢ 03 SBX9, Jo ATepuUnoq PIemess oy JIul] oOsTe
prnoa 3] < * 9304 Terjur)sqns e Aq Ppa309[a1 Sem JUsSWpUSWER
teyy (SVIHNO0A "YW) SIOUI] WoI lI0jeusy Sy} 4q
AepI1o)soA o10Jaq Aep 9y} PIISHO JUSWPUIWE 3Y) £ oures
oy Aem Aload ul ‘oouejsqns Ul ‘ST JUSWPUSWE SIYT,,

-uodd() uosnuley I0jeuUay mbg:ownn
uBwWya] I0jBUdY cpmw:w&dm

(pusuoddo) ,
uBwWYef I0j8USS mw@:wman
pue[oH JIojeuss , wmmﬂzmuam
3Je], 10jBUSy 203y °3ed

“®

. QIANILNOD

SELVIId—SINOVAT AFYHL OL SHONHHAATY



—256—

« BPLIO[] pue SBXd], JO
§91B3§ 2y} J0J JWl] S[IW-%4 (] B PUR JLUI] S[IWI-G BY] SIpPN[D
-UI puelsIspun J ‘YoTym ASIoaoIjuod SUIISIXD SIU} OABY oM
UOoIyM JOAO SI)elS U} JO SOLIBPUNOQ BU3 YSI[qEISS 03 ‘M
03 ‘ysrdwioode 03 gno pojaess A[eurSLio em yorym 3ey)
03 A[OAISN[OXO POUYUOD 9q PINOYS SINSBIW juelodwr siyy
o Jume[SL3e] UM UOIJISUUOD U SOTYIAIOR INO furyy I,

Stoury jo
SBUOf UBWSSIIIUO)) 688y 93rd

“

« PTEAROS SO[Iur 74 popus)xd Liepumoq [euorjipery ai)
‘epLIO[] JO 9SBOO Fnd oy} pue SBX9J, JO 9s®d dyj uj,,

(s2qudpy 29y rmwop)

«'POMO[[0F pur PozIUI00ax SeM 98T
30 PY Arepunog Sexof, oy, 'S9jelS POJIU[) O} 0} OOTXSIY
4q poped udaq pey odIXOJY MON I9)JR ‘SBXS], JO 91e1S oY)
FO. SJTWIY WISISSM-ULIOU B} IDAO0 SBX9[, pue §9)83g PojIuf}
9} usdMIaq 2ndsIp ® UM UoIosuuod ul urede pue ‘gegy
ur £3ea4J, 95BYINJ USPSPRL) Y} puk §HRT UI o3repr-adny
-8peny) yo A18oa], oy} pesordde 91eUSg 9y} USYM SUOD SBM
¥BUJ, "OOIXSI JO Ity OY} UL S9)8)g PojIuf) oY} PuB 0K
Jo orqndey oy} usemjeq Arepunoq onfes[-g oY) pue SBX9],
Jo Axepunoq oan8ed[-g oy} poaoidde sey sojelg poIuUn
93} JO ojeusy Oy} ‘QUIpISAIJ ‘I ‘TT6T Ul opewl KLeAxns
renjoe oy yo dew juswirede( ojels & ST dewr 3Byl
< PUB[ WIOI} soNIBS[ g SUIFeq LILPUNO(Q [VUO[IBUISIU],
‘spaom Jurmor[oy
9y} aI1B dUI pal 38U} UQ ‘FN3 9y} ojul Juruuni SuI[ paI ®
Aq uUMOUS s® ‘O0IXSJ PUB §938)F PIJIU[} OY} Udemjaq Fn3
9} ur Arepunoq jussaxd oy} ST YIIyM ‘Argpunoq jeyy 03
s1oyar dewr STy} 38y} PUy [[IM Sondea[oo AJ{ ‘9I0YS wroxy
sonded] ¢ ST sBX9J, JO AIBPUNO( 9Y} }BY} SMOYUS AOAINS Clig}
‘juepIsarg I ‘ON §OIOUS WOIJ SI[IM g SBM SBXS], JO
Arepunoq oy} Jey3 Moys AoAINS JeY) SO "OITXBIY JO Jno
oy} ur Arepunoq siy3 yo LeArns oy Summoys dewr JuswlIed
-oq orelg ® o8ed jeyy oysoddo puy [[m A9y ‘ysep yome
U0 SWNOA USDLS Oy} ‘GT UOIIN[OSOY JUIOL 9)RUSS UO 98I
-Wo) SIley JB[OSU] PUB IOLIAJU] ojeusg 9} aIoFeq sSur
~1edy pojulid 9y} yo T o8ed 03 Winy [[IM SI0}RUSS I,

«'SO[IWE % (T SPUS}XS ‘OdIXeIN
Jo JInH oy} Iuole 3ISBOD JSOM SII UO ‘BpPLIO[ FO 93elS
9y} JO AXBpUNOQ 9Y) PU® {SIIUL. 240 10 ‘saN3Ied] § SPUSIXD
SEXJ, JO ©3e3q 93 JOo Axepunoq paisaynd ayj ‘esanod JoO,,

SUD[JBM J0}eusy 6L¥y o3ed
[

leruBg J038URg LLYR e3ud
[}

[oTuRQ JIojeuss - L.vy ©3sd

T L m — - — . -



—256—

« iy onseal-g
oy} Jo jnuy Sfw-g 9L °SIONITII J0 AIAY "UN.
3| d[iw-g dY3} J0 JWI] S[W-§ 3}
Jo apisjno sugswl jeY] ‘VINIDYIA 40 HLINWS .w..wmmwn
Z UOIjo9s Ul pauysp Se ‘siojem ojqeslasu JOo yjeausq
spug[ JO ®ale 9y) JO 9pIsIno pue piemess Suwh] JPUS
[B1USUIjUO) By} JO paqeas pue [losqns ay} jo uorprod jeyy
JO S90Inosal [BIN)BU 8y} 03 £93B}S pajiuf} 3y} Jo ‘Aue savy
om JI ‘syySux oyj oS Aue Ul JP3ye 0} pawasp oq [[eys
Jey} ‘sn a1ojaq mou SI jeyy [[Iq 943 ‘st ey ‘pe siy} ul
Sunyjjou st azay3 sugawt 3] "SIONITTII 40 QHAY "UN»

BIUISIIA JO YjwIg pue
SIOUt[[I JO pody udwssaid
-uo) usam3aq 4Lnbor[od 168y e3ed

QIANILNOD

SALVAAd—SANOVIT HHYHL OL SHONTUHAHYH



—267—

* " (6881
‘gT) Arenigag 3O uONUAAUCO oY} pur -’ (Z88T ‘62) AN JO UOIJUSGAUOD BU} JO
sjuauraSedus 9y} 9NIOXI 0} JUIPISaId Y3 2[qBUD OF, :00IXaY pue s8je}g pajIuf}y
‘Aoarng Arepunog [euoljeUIsiU] 3G 'd 38 " suonjerdorddy Jupjew PY Uy

$08 1®IS 92 ‘9311 "deyD
‘uorssag 35T ‘sseaduo) IST9

0681

*(288T ‘62 A[nf) °* ° JO UOIIUSAUOD 313 JO SjUSW
-08e3us oY) 93N09X9 0} JUIPISAIJ oy} S[qBuUd O, :0JIXOJy pue S3je}§ Pajiuf)
‘foains Liepunog euonyewIajul :g81y ‘d 18’ - suorjemdorddy Sunfew PY Uy

8Lv
‘e g2 ‘09g ‘deup ‘uors
-sag pugz ‘sse1duc) YIgy

G881

(. Aeang,
uspsper),, dY}—egSe8l ‘0g '99() * * U0 OIIXBY JO L3I0 BY3 3B Popnjoucd Emﬁa EDEY
Jopun ‘0d1XeJy JO oiqndey oY} pue S$93B)S POjII[) 9y} USAMJIq Jul Arepunoq
oy} Supjtewl pue Suruuni Jog :199 'd 3e- -’ suonjendorddy Supew Py uy

199 'd
38 ‘gp9 "1e18 01 ‘GLT "deud
‘uo1ssag pug ‘sserduo) pIge

G98T

- - - 081epryg odnepeny) jo Ajeai], oyj 0} Sul
-pI000® ‘0OIXST PUEB S)Ely PejIU) oY} usamiaq sull Alepunoq sy} SulIeuwl pue
Sumuunz o :.T ‘d e suoipelrdoaddy oy} ul sepusys( Addus 03 PV uy

LT d
38 ‘el ‘jelg 0T ‘99 ‘deuyd
‘uorssag 951 ‘ssa13uo) puzg

2981

*03epIH odn[epeny je popnoucd ‘OdIXIJ YA Ljed], 9y} Jo SPRIY
Y3jems o} ‘e JayjpIny Ul ‘UOIINIDXF OjUI SUIALIEd JI0J Burpraoad PV uy

2 '1e3s 01 ‘8 "deu)
‘uoIssag 38T ‘ssarduo) puzg

298t

"0318pTH
adnjepeny jJo Ajess] oY) JOo opPnIe UYiXIs oy} £q pojejdwrsjucd suoljeurure
-Xo oy} SuryBw ‘0OIXAJ PUE S93BIS POjIU(] SY} ULdm}Sq dul Arepunoq ayj 3ul
-yrew pue Supuuni ul sesuadxe 1o 19 'd je* * * suonenrdorddy Surjew PV uy

19 d
e ‘86G ‘183§ 6 3¢ -dEud
‘uorssog ST ‘ssarduo) 1518

1481

“031epIH
adnjepenn Jo Ajeai], ayj Jo 9[oIE UIXIS oY} £q Poje[durojuod SUOIJBUILIEXS
2y} JUP{BW ‘0d[XPJy PUE S9Je}s paju[) SY3} Uusamjaq dul] Arepunoq oy Suryasw
pue Suruuni ur sesuadxe Joq :1pg ‘d qe - - - suonpeidorddy Supjsw PY Uy

178 d
1 ‘gzg "1¥IS 6 ‘06 "deuy)
‘uoyssog 45T ‘ssar3uo) 9sIg

098T

-03eprg odn[epeny) 38 POPNOU0d OIXI YIm A£3BAI], 9U3 JO SPILY
IFPMAL oYl ‘[ed JI9ylany ul ‘UonddX{ Oojul Surdired a0y spwoid 03 PY uy

gLy 18IS 6 ‘gL 'deyd ‘uols
-sag 3ST ‘ssexduo) 9SIE

0481

-03[epr (ednrepenn) odnpens) je popnouod ‘OoIXd] Yilm £jeal], ay}
¥0 OPPIMY YFeM], OY3 ‘Hed Ul ‘UOTINOSX] ojul Jurdireo 10y aptaoxd 0} PY uy

898 118 6 ‘TL 'deyD ‘uors
-sag pug °‘ssar8uo) Y30¢

6781

‘SHILVIYL ANV

SNOILNTANOD HOSSAIONS YIAHL ANV XLVAYL NAASAVY THL ‘0D TVAIH

FINTIVAVAD 40 ALVAYL THL ONIINIWATINI SSTIINOD A€ SNOLLVINdOdddV

0 x1pusddy



—258—

‘00TXIA pue £93218 PIJIU) ‘UOISSITIUIO))
Arepunog (asyem) [euorjewrdsjuy :16z ‘d e suonrvirdordde Juljew oy Uy

163
‘987 1e18 ¥g ‘Lggg ‘dey)
‘uoIssog 8T ‘s8913u0) Y169

9061

‘OOIXOJ PUE §9383S PIJIU[] ‘UOISSIWIWIO)

Arepunog (a9jem) [BuoljBUILIU] :6I6 °d’ - suorjemdordde Supjew PV Uy

616

‘a16 1818 g8 ‘LOp1 "deyd
‘U0ISSOS pag ‘ssaaduo) YI8g

G061

*0OTXOJAl PU® $998)S PIIU[) ‘UOTSSTUIIO))
Aiepunog (I9jem) [euonpewrdguy :zy ‘d je- - suoneumdordde Bunyrw oy Uy

gL ‘L9 '183S gg ‘gyg dey)
‘uorssag pug ‘ssaaduoc)) yigg

¥061

‘0OTXA\ PuU® §938}Y PAjIU[] ‘UOISSTUIULO))
Arepunog (a9jem) euonjeursjuy :[1g ‘d e suoneudoadde Supjew Py uy

118 ‘L08 3815 28 ‘08g "deyD
‘uoIssog pug ‘ssarlduo)) YiLg

8061

‘00IXIIN pue $93e38 PajIU[] ‘UOISSTIIINO))
Aiepunog (ge1em) [euorjeurojuy :0g ‘d je’ - suopeudoadde Supjewl PV uy

08 ‘9L "181S 3¢ ‘gLg deyd
‘UOISS9Q JST ‘ssaaduon) YiLg

2061

‘0OIXO PUR §97B1S PIJIU[) ‘UOISS[UWIO))
Axepunog (193em) Teuoneursjuy 488 ‘d je - suonendoidde Sunjrw oy Uy

L88 ‘288 1¥IS 18 ‘08 "deyD
‘UOISSOF pug ‘SSAI3U0)) Y198

1061

‘OOIXO PUB $3383S POIIU[) ‘UOISSTWIUIO])
Aigpunog (a93em) [suoneuraqul :y9 °d 3e ‘- suorjemdoidde Suppw PY UV

¥9 ‘09 1®1S 1€ ‘65T -dey)
‘Uorssog 98T ‘ssaxduo) Yioq

0061

*ODIXIY puUe $938}S PAjIU[) “‘UOISSIUIUIO))
Arepunog (as3eM) [euoljeursjuy :2z8 'd 3e- - suonriadoidde Supjewt oy Uy

Lg8 ‘€28
Jelg 08 ‘831 ‘deyp ‘uols
-58g pag ‘sseaduo) Yyigq

6681

'sQelS pajIUf)
3y} JO dJBYS 8Y} 999w 03 ‘OJIXSJY pPUR §238BIS PojIUf) ‘UOISSTWIWIO) Alepunog
(19g8M) [BUOIIBUISIUL AYY d[qeue o, :997 ‘d- * * suonrudoidde Juprpw PV Uy

993
‘393 ‘838 08 ‘qg "deyD ‘uors
-89g pug ‘sseaxduo) 131qQ

8681

*OJTXO PUB $238IS PIjIU[) 9Y) Udamjaq
Arepunoq 9yj3 Jo Suprewal pue Aealns 9y 919[duiod 03 * ** (6881 ‘Y1) Arenigoq
pue - (2881 ‘63) A[np jo SuonueAucd sy} Iepun pajutodde ‘uorsstmwo) Aie
-punog [euorjpuxajuy 9y3 dfqeud o, :81 d 38 * * * suonendoidde Jurjerw PV Uy

8T °d 3¢
‘LT 7838 63 ‘ge 'dey)d ‘uors
-898 9ST ‘ssaaduo) YpQ

9681

‘PamoIe 2q [[BYs ** * (6881
‘81) Axenaqsg pue ' (88T ‘63) AL FO UOTJUSAUOD SY} opun ‘uorssiumio)) Aie
-punog ayj} yo SIdqUIdUL Y} 0} SPBW SJTUSWSSINGSIP 9Y) Jey], :4Lasing Arepunog
UBOIXO[y pue sajeys pajrupy :pgy d e suoneudorddy Supjew oy uy

vy
181§ 8% ‘L0g -dey)y ‘uors
-89§ pug ‘sseaduo)) piIgg

¥68T

* (6881
‘81) ArBnaqeg Jo UONULAUO0D 9y} pue - (ZSST ‘63) AINf JO UOIIUDAUOD dY} JO
§]uawadedUd dY) 9JNVOXD 03} JUSPISHIJ dYJ S[qRUS O, :00IXAJ PUEB Soye)g PoIuf)
‘Aosrng Arepunog [euoneuiaiul :6yg 'd 38’ suopeudorddy Supjew oy Uy

678
elg L3 ‘08¢ ‘deyp ‘uors
-S9g 4ST ‘ssealduo) pugg

3681

THANILNOD

SHLLVAYL DNILNHIWTIIN SNOLLVIHAOYddV



—259—

*00IXO pue §9}2)8 PIIU[) ‘uols
“sfuwo) Arepunog [euonewisiuy :6zgT "d 3e  * - suorjeLidoadde Jumjew PV uy

6581
‘egeT 1e1s 0 ‘g3l “dey)
‘uoIssag pag ‘ssarduo)) Yigo

6T6T

*OOIXaY pue $9383Q pPajIuf) ‘uols
-sluwo) Lrepunog [euoljewraquyr :g¢gg 'd je- - - suoneudordde Suryew joy uy

€38 ‘619 "1®1S8 0¥ ‘3¢ "deyD
‘uoIsseg pug ‘ssarduo) ig9

8761

*OVIX3N Pue $oje1] PajIul) ‘uols
-Syuwoy) Axepunog [euonjeurosuy :1goT 'd 9= * suoryerrdoadde Supjrw Py Uy

TS0T

‘LP0T 1e1S 6g ‘191 'deyp
‘u01SSag pug ‘ssAL3U0)) YIF9

LT6T

*ODIXOI PU® §93838 PajIu[) ‘uols
-sTuro) Arepunog [euorjeureju] :9gz ‘d je - - suonemdoadde 3upjew 0V Uy

992 ‘293 '1¥1S 68 ‘803 "dey)
‘aorssog 48y ‘ssaaduc) yiyg

9161

*OIXON Pu® $838)Q PajIu) ‘uols
-spwo) Arepunog 1eucnewrsiuy :0z1y ‘d 3e - suonpedoxdde Surjewl Py uy

0311
‘9TTT 3818 88 ‘GyT ‘deud
‘uoissag pIg ‘ssaaduo) pagy

ST6T

‘OJIXON pue 593838 PajIu[) ‘uors
-spuwo) Axgpunog [euoijeursiu] 9y 'd ge - suonemdoadds Jurew Py uy

9v¥ ‘3vy "1eIS 88 ‘geT "dey)
‘uo1ssag pug ‘sserduo)) pIgg

14018

*0DIXOIN PuR §81818 PaIUf) ‘UOISSTUIUION
ALrepunog (a03em) Jeuoljewrsjuy :g¢9 ‘d je - suongeumdordde Suiyew oy uy

369
‘889 118 Lg ‘98 "deyp ‘uors
-sog pag ‘sseaduo) pugg

8T6T

"OJTXOIN PUB $9481S PIIIU[) “UOTSSTUWO))
Arepunog (asjem) euopBRUIOI g °d je’ - suonendordde Sunjew PV Uy

66
‘76 1038 Le ‘L6 "deyp ‘uors
-§80g pug ‘ssarduo) pugg

31671

*0OTXOIY PuUR §9)]F POIU[) ‘UOTSSTIIO))
Arepunog (a93em) [BUOTIBUILiUY :Zg0T ‘d e * °* suoneldordde 3umyjew oy uy

2801
‘2Z0T 1% 9¢ ‘80Z ‘deyp
‘uoisseg pig ‘ssarduo) 1879

TT6T

‘ODIXIP PUB §93RIS PIJIU[) ‘UOISSIIIOD)
Lrepunog (a99emM) [euonyewrajul :zpg °d je° - suonjerrdoadde Sumjew Py uy

2ve ‘Leg '¥EI8 98 ‘661 "dey)
‘uorssag pug ‘sse1duo)) IsI9

0161

"OJXOI PUB $338IF PAjIUf) ‘UOTSSTWIWIOC))
Arepunog (a9jem) [euoneuwrajuy :4.9 °d je -’ suonjenidoadde Sumew 0y uy

LL9 ‘L9 *¥e1S S ‘6g3 "deup
‘uorssag pug ‘ssaxduo) 409

6061

*0J[XDI PUBR 539838 POU[) ‘UOISSTUIO))
Arepunog (asjem) feuonBurejuy :9.7 °‘d 4 suoneudordde Juryew Py uy

94T ‘TLT "2 gg ‘g8t *dey)
‘uo1ssag 9ST ‘ssar3uo) Y109

8061

*OOTXOJ puUe §9183S Pajmu() ‘uorssimruroy) Lxepunog
(19j8M) TRUOTJEWISIU] (036 Pus ¢gg °dd je’’:suopreudordde Supewr PV

026 ‘916 ‘988 'oE18
7 ‘7811 bue ZIig "sdey)d
‘aorssog 48T ‘ssea3uo) Yi69

Lo6T




—260—

*0O[XOIY pue §998}S pajIu[) ‘uols
-sTwuIo)) Axgpunog jsuorjeurajuy :gqg ‘d je - - suonrmdoidde Surew oy Uy

qgg *d
J8 ‘8% ‘1818 g9 ‘081 "deu)
‘uorsseg pIg ‘ssarduo) YigL

8661

*OJIXJIY pu®B S9383S pejruf) ‘uols
-sfwwoy) Arepunog [euoljswaaju :89Z ‘d 98- - suoneudoadde Suijew 0y uy

893 d
38 ‘19 ‘18IS 09 ‘658 "dEUD
‘uorssag 3sy ‘ssaaduo)) yigy,

Lg6T

*OOTXIJ\ PUR S93B]S Pajluf) ‘Uols
-sTwo)) Livpunog jeuoryewrsiuy :L1eT 'd je - - suoneldordde Supjew Joy Uy

LIET
‘6081 18IS 6% ‘cov dBuD
‘uoIssag pug ‘ssaxduo) Yyl

986T

*OJIXOJ PUB $33B38 PotIu[) ‘uols
-stuuio) Arepunog jsuoljewsauy :§) ‘d 9e - - suorjeurdoadde Junjew Y uy

VL ‘L9 ¥e18 67 ‘6¢ "dey)
‘U01SSag 98T ‘ssar3uo) iyl

gger

"OOIXDI. PUB S0}l PojluN ‘uolssiuro) Alepunog [BUOIIBUIAIU] ‘UOT}
-095 UBOWISWY ¥} JO sasuadxd 9y3 Surfergep 10F sprlaoxd 03 uonnjosay juror

¥g 1e1g 67 ‘L "deyn
‘uoIssag 3sy ‘ssar3uo)) iyl

g86T

*0OIXAJ{ pue $93e)8 PajIuf) ‘uols
-srwo)) Arepunog [guonjeursiu] :pgg “d je - - suoneudoadde Sunjew PY uy

788 ‘639
1818 8% ‘po1 -dey) ‘uors
-S9§ Ppug ‘ssarduo) pigy

V861

*0JTXaIY pue S898)Q pojIuf) ‘uols
-stwo)) Arepunog [euoneurojuy :9LeY °d 98- * - suonperidoxdde Supjew PV Uy

9LeT ‘TLST
‘18318 LY ‘pPT deyp ‘uors
-80§ pug ‘sseaduo) pugl

8861

‘uolsstwiwo)) Argpunog uwdIXoly :¢g1T ‘d 9e - - * suonjeridoadde Suryew Py uy

S8TT
‘BLIT 1918 ¥ ‘681 -deyd
‘UoISS9g pug ‘ssar3uo) 1169

LZ6T

‘uorssiwo)) Aigpunog uedlxoly :9¢¢ ‘d ge -’ - suoiyrmdordde Supyew OV uy

988 ‘08¢ "38I8 V¥ ‘61 "deyy
‘uolssag 3sy ‘ssax3uo) Y39

9261

"UoISSWULo) Alepunog uedrxsy :6T0T ‘d e suonjrudoadde Buppew Joy Uy

6101
‘PI0T ‘3038 €7 ‘pog -deyp
‘uorsseg pug ‘ssaa3uo) Y189

418

*OJIXSI PuB £3)®)Q paju[) ‘uols
-sturwo) Arepunog [euonjeuwisjuy 11z d 3e - - - suonyenidordde Surjew PV uy

113 ‘903 "¥%3S §7 ‘703 deu)
‘uorsseg 9ST ‘sseaSuo) Ig9

¥261

*OIIXITN] PUL §93818 pojru() ‘uols
-sTwo) Arepunog [suonisurajuy :60zT d 38 suoneLidoadde Sumerw PY Uy

6031
‘9021 ‘1815 1P ‘gIT “dey)d
‘uoissag pag ‘ssax3uo)d) Y399

1361

*0dTXa]y pue §31®)S pojuq) ‘uols
-S[wo) Arepunog [euoljeurajuy :gpl d 9e - - suopendoadde Supjew oV Uy

7L ‘68L "18IS 17 ‘g33 "deyd
‘uoissag pug ‘ssexsuo)) Y99

0261

IANILNOD

SHILVIYL DNILNTWHTJNI SNOILVIHJIOHJIdV



—261—

*ODIX3IY PUB §9)E}S POJIU[] ‘UOISSTIUIO))
I9)eM pue Arepunog [euoljRWIdiUI :1T9 4%’ ° suopeLdoxdde Sunfewt PV uy

119 ‘669 ¥EIS %9 ‘968 *dey)
‘uorsseg pugz ‘sssaduc) 3SI8

03961

*0DIXOT pur §971S PAUN ‘UolsSsTIIIO))
I33eM\ pug Arepunog [euoneuasjuy :1gy 'd g * * ° suoneudoxdde Sunjew 40y uy

16¥ ‘Ly¥ 18IS €9 ‘yeg “deyD
‘uoisseg St ‘ssexluo) JSI8

6761

*0JIXIJ{ PUE $91B}S PIJIU[) “UOISSTHIWO])
1918 A\ pue Arepunog [euocrjeursjuy :0rg ‘d 9% * * * suorjradoxdde Surjewt oy Uy

01¢ ‘208 1218 79 ‘00¥ "deyD
‘uoIsseg pug ‘ssaaduo)) Y08

8761

*0OTXOIN PUR $99®]§ POJIU[) “UOISSTWIO0))
1032 M pue Arepunog [euoljeursjuy gz ‘d 3e - suonryemdordde Suryew oy uy

¥82 ‘6L 3818 19 ‘113 "dey)
‘uorssog 98T ‘ssaaduo) 43igs

Ly6t

*0DTXOI
pue s93ejg PojIUf) ‘UOISSIWIWIO)) J91BA\ PuUB Arepunog [euoljeursiul :g-yGp °d
je* * suoneLidoxdde Julyewl 10y UV {0JIXdIy PUB $9)B1S POU[] ‘UOISSTWIO))
Axepunog 1euoneuUroquy €Y1 °d 3e - suonrlidoadde [euonippe Jumjew oV Uy

S-¥97 ‘9vv ‘SIT ‘80T
181§ 09 ‘TIve ‘gpI ‘sdeyp
‘uorssog pug ‘ssarduo) U6k

9¥61

*OOTXOJ PUB §9981S POJIU[) “UOISSTW
-wop) Axgpunog peuonjewanuy 8¢9 ‘g1 ‘dd je - suonpemrdoadde Surew s}V

£99 ‘289 ‘9LT ‘691
18 69 ‘689 ‘631 sdeyD
‘uorssog 98T ‘ssoarduo) Y36l

V6T

*ODIXOJ PUB 593BIg PojTU() ‘UOISSIIMIO) Arepunog
[guoryewIdiUl QL8 PuB ‘ZI9 ‘g0% ‘gL °dd e suopenrdoxdde Sunyew sV

o, 0.8 ‘838 ‘319 ‘169
80¥ ‘968 ‘ELT ‘0ST I35 8§
1099 ‘708 ‘v63 ‘gqT 'sdey)
‘uoIssag pug ‘sseIFuod UIRY

761

"ODIXAY PU® 593818 PoIU[) ‘UOISSTIUUIO!)
ALregpunog jsuonyeuraiul : Ly pue ‘gLz ‘o¢ ‘dd je - - - suonpemdordde Suryew s}V

Lvy ;mv. ‘8Lg ‘ILZ ‘08 ‘13
8IS L9 ‘813 ‘28T ‘L1 'sdeyp
‘uorssag 4sT “‘ssoa8uo) I8l

gv61

*03TXOI PUE $93B1G PAYIU() ‘Uols
-stmo) Arepunog [euonrursiuy 6Ly °d e - suonemdosdde Surfew JoV uy

aLy *d
18 ‘g9y "1eIs 99 ‘gLy ‘deyD
‘U0ISS9g pug ‘SSOIBU0D) YILL

(4448

*OOTXIN PuU® §938)S PojIuf) ‘uors
-sruo)) Axepunog [euonjeruxajuy :gL7 ‘d ge - suonerrdoadde Suryew 0y Uy

gLy d
12 ‘g9z '3eIS 99 ‘geg ‘dey)
‘uorssag 48T ‘ssaxduo)) YLk

V6T

"0DIXOTY puT §9381S PajU() ‘uots
-sTwo) Axepunog euoljeursjuy 681 *d 9e° ' suonjedordde Surjewr oy Uy

681 d
38 ‘I8T ‘3838 ¥9 ‘681 ‘deyp
‘uorssag pIg ‘sserduon) Y9l

0v61

“0DIXSY PUE §0781g PIIU() ‘Uors
-surmo)) Axepunog jeuopjeuadzul :geg ‘d g * suonerdoadds Sunjew Py Uy

£68 d
e ‘gRg "I¥IS g9 ‘8¥3 ‘dreyd
‘uorssag 9sT ‘ssaxduo) YI9.

6€6T




—262—

*ODTXAJ PU® §97B1S PIITU[) ‘UOISSTIWO)) X938 M pue L1e
~punog [euonpewrajuy 1T ‘d je - suorperrdoadde [ejusworddns Jurjewr PV Uy

1T
‘g 3818 L9 ‘T1 AeT dnqng
‘uo1sseg ST ‘ssarduc) pigy

(82
TRIN)
8961

*0DTXAIY puU® $938)S PAJIU[] “UOISSTIUWO)
932 M pue Arepunog [euoryeuasjuy 1eqg °d je - suonjelrdordde Burjew Joy uy

T4Q ‘6¥8 1218
99 ‘gey 4T onqng ‘uors
-sog pug ‘sseaduo) puzg

3961

*00TXIJ{[ Pu® §B)S PajIu[) ‘UOISSTUWIO))
a9je M pue Arepunog [euorjewrsiuy 849 ‘d 3e° ** suorjeurdordde Suryew Py Uy

8.9 ‘GL8
‘ye1g 69 ‘88T AT ANqnd
‘uoTssag 95T ‘sserduo) pugg

1661

QAANILNOD !

SHLLVAYY ONLINANAIINI SNOLLVIHJOHddV



—263—

& SOIIUWL F4(T ST JIWI] 9Y) SIOYM. ‘BPLIOL,] PUR SEXD], JO §18800 J[0y)
oy} Suoe 4deoxo pIEMBOS SO[IL 991y} PUSIXD SOLIBPUNO] 9}€}S DLIOISIH,,

T 'd ‘g86T ‘63 YoIEI
LSOd NOLDNIHSVM

% % % "SOIIWL 4(T SI §I SI9YM ‘SeXa], Pue BPLIO[] WIdIsoM Yo jdoeoxa
“gdS oY} OJUl SI[IW ©aIY} PU)XA SSTIBPUNO( OLIOISIH ' * AIBPUNO( pIEAEBaS
JLIOYSIY JI8Y) 03} N0 Spur| peSiewrqns 2Yj3 03 S[3} IBI[D S9JEIS [BISVOD JUBEI
pinoa 31 ‘eonruwooqns Arenipnf e Aq Aepieisdh peaoxdde sem [[iq STL,,

L *d ‘8961 ‘61 UdIB
SMEN ATIVA NOLDNIHSVMA

« JIOSU
$998)S PAUN oy} AQq PIWTR[O SO[IUn 93iY3 Oy} UBY) BOS JB JIIYEB] SSlABpPUNOq
BurzruSovaa 03 juswiredsq 93€)g oY} Jo uoroslqo oyl Buledw paemo; aanysed
ou £oMBW OSTWOIdWOd YT, 5 » » ‘SBX3], PuUB epLIOL] JO ISBOD F[NH 9Y3 U0
JIeY-au0 pue Ud) 0} $OSEBD JSOW UT SO[TUL S3IY} WIOI PIBMEIS Juluund sslrepunoq
DLIOISTY UIYAIM W[ A°Y) O[3} oUj 39838 8Yj} 9A18 03 s3dwej)e dINsLdW YL,

£9-0 d ‘gS6T ‘6T YoTB I
SHNWLL MY0X MIN

«'CPLIOL] UI9)SOM PU® SBX3aJ, JO 958D 9Yj UL SS[IW (T jnoqe oq pinom sTiL,,
a9YIIeT SU XOAIUYOTYM
—EoMIBPUNOY JTI0YSIY ,S0)BIS 9} 0} IO LW S[IU-ddIY) §3jvlg PajIu[) ayj 03
qno spue] paSIowIqnS SIOYSIO ISy} JO SIDUMO [[RF §938)S [BISLOD OYBUW P[NOM
‘so8pord udredwed S IOMOYUOSHY JUSPISSIJ Jo ouo Iul[[y[ny ‘dInsesud Y,

8 *d ‘g66T ‘6T Yorel
ISOd NOLONIHSVM

' BOLIRPUNO( SIOYSIJO ILAOISTY UTYILM * * * Spue] padaow
-qns 03 9[313 SOe}S TeIse0D oYY oAl 0} Yoes jey) S[[Iq Jurpudad ul pazruSodsx
oIv §0)B]S Yj0q JO SWIR[Y U], ‘9I0YS UIoal jno ‘sanBes| ooay} 10 ‘sd[IW J[BYy-ouo
pue U9} puxe Jey} OOTXSJY FO JINK) 9y} Juole sduIEpuUnoq wie[d eplIO[] pue
sexa), asneoaq juelrodwy sem juanrjredo( 93838 9Y3 Aq uaye} uorysod 9yg,,

T °d ‘gS6T ‘v UdIBY
SHIWIL 40X MUN

«Axepunoq andeo|
-90Iy} OLIOJSTY 9YJ OABY BPLIOL] JO 9SBOD 180M 9Y} pue SBXdJ, AU -aIoys
po (so[iu udy Jnoqe) sonBes] 931U} 0} SO[IWL SVIY} WIOIJ SUTUUNI WO3I0(LS
0} 9313 503')S oy SulAld [[Iq B }rodax p[IoM 990D STY ey} pajdIpaad sey
-+ SURULITRY)) 99))TWIWI0)) IOSIUI Oy} ‘exseIqsN Jo Iaping YIny I0jeusg,,

T d ‘@861 ‘g YoIeY
SHWIL 340X MUN

SVXHL 40 ESVD HHL NI SINIVAX
HAYHL SLHOIY ALITJ0Ud LNVYHI OL TTIId SANV'T AIDTINANS
AHL 10 LDIAJLH ANV INILNI THL 40 I9AITAONY ANV TOLLON JI'idNd
HONIMOHS NOILONIHSVA NI QILVINOUI) ATHAIMN STIIVISAIN WOdd SLATIIXH

a xipuaddy



—264—

«'SO[IW % (T PUajXe p[nom I presess
oy} IdYM ‘epLIO[d JO 3SBO)D JINY) 9Y) PUE SeXaJ, JOo osed ayj ul 3dadxa ‘esodind
§TY} 10 PIeMEos SO[IUX 2aIy} PUIIXD PNOM SoLIepunoq 9je)s *8es [ruldiewr
Po[[0-05 oy} Yjwouaq spue| See)s ' wle[oyinb pnom (jIq punog-yie3 8y,

T 'd ‘8661 ‘g [dy
LSOd NOLONIHSVM

«'TOIJUOD [BIOPS] I3pUN UTBWAL Phom ‘seoerd
ur SO[IuI (ST £ I8} §8 JNO0 SUNI YOIYM ‘J[PUS [BJUSUIIUOD dY) JO 1SAI OYJ, "SI
%07 72 BPLO[] 1S9\ PUB SBXSJ, JO SOLIBPUNOG PILMEIS oY} XY P[nom SIYJ,,

23 *d ‘geeT ‘g1 dy
SHIWLL JMY0X MAN

« BPHOLq
JS9M\ PU® SBXSJ, JO 95BD OUj UI SO[IW (T PUB ‘S9jejs JSOW JO IS 9y} ojul
So[IWx D3Iy} 9 PINOM STYJ, ‘SOLIBPUNOY JLIOISTY I8Y} 03 Jno ‘sysodap [10 YoLI
ururejuod awoes ‘spus| pedIswqns 03 o[} §95)S [BISR0D 9AL3 pInoOA S[[Iq YL,

g 'd ‘gg6T ‘oT [Mdy
LS0d NOLODNIHSVM

« BPLIOLJ UIO}SIA\ PUR SBXSJ, 10F SO[IW 40T
pue s9je)S 4S0W I0J SO[TW 99U} BI SIYJ, "SOLIBPUNOY PIBMESS [BOLIOISTY, 1Y)
Jo 3no spue[‘ ‘03 O[}) PARY P[NOYS 59}B]S [BISBOD PreS JOMOYUISIH ‘I,

W-9 'd ‘ge6T ‘21 ady
ISOd NOLONIHSVM

« (597238 [818200 IOY)O [[© I0F SO[IW ¢
‘epPLIO[] PUB SEX3], JO 958D OY} Ul PIeMeds SO[W % ([) SOLIEpUNO] OLIOISIY,
I19Y} UMY} JIPUYS [BjUBUIIUOD BYJ 0} O[3 $338}S BY) SALJ P[MOA [[Iq SYJL,,

d-3 d ‘¢g61 ‘g [dy
SHIWLL XY0A MUN

«'SO[IWL %4 (T ST JWI] 9y} dIaYM ‘BPLIO[] 9SOM pue
SBX9J, JO 15800 ay3 Jjo 7dedXo PIeMmEos S9[IWl 29aY}—SOLIBPUNO] 2)B}S Puossq
JI9YS [2UQUIIUOD B} JOAO UOIDIPSLINL [BIOpo] SWIYUOD [[Ig OSNOH OUL,,

9 'd ‘gg6T ‘g [dy
LSOd NOLODNIHSVM

«'SO[IW 40T ST JIWNI] 9Y} OIOYM “BPLIO[ PU® SEX9], JO aseo ayj ur jdoaxe
‘(535800 19U} JJO SO[IW 99xY]) SOLIBPUNO( PIEMESS OLIOJSIY I[BYJ UMY Spue|
podaswqns * 09 931} 23RS SPYSI[qeIse [[I 9SNOY 9y} ‘uLIoF juesaid sjr uj,,

g 'd ‘g86T ‘T [udy
LSOd NOLONIHSVM

«'319 A[TWL-Ud} € UIYIIM “ePLIOL] PU® SEX9],
JO 9SO OY) UI ‘X0 “YIWII I[IW-9IY} 1Y) ULYILM Sealt poBiowiqns oI0ysyo o3
O[713 2} $O)B)S UI 1S9A P[NOM UOISIBA 9JBUSS AU, 'I9ISBY J0)JE [IUn 9304 [BUY B
Yorox 0} poyoadxa J0U S[ NG ‘[[Iq S} UO MOLIOWIO} 8)eqap SULdaq 238Uag YL,

g~V 'd ‘g561 ‘I§ Yorely
qvis

ONINHAH NOLONIHSVAM

« OVLXSY JO J[NY) 943 ojul ‘Seiu Jrey
~oUO0 pue ud} 10 ‘sonSwel 984y} JUIPUSIXd EOLIBPUNO] WIIB[D SBXSJ, PUB BPLIOL]
‘gag 03 3NO SI[IW dAIY} unl ‘suordedxa oM] UM  ‘Sorrepunoq osaYJ,,

‘wie Ag] 49y} UOTYM 03 SSLIBPUNO( SIOYSIO oY} UTYIIM * * * Spue|
pediswqns ur sjy3Lr [ejusuwrdo[sasp pur 03 S[3} [[n §3je)s oy} Jurald Lepoy
9%e[ [I1q & pajrodax SIleyy JI8[NSU] PUR JOLIAJUL U0 993}[IIWI0)) 9)BUSS OYJ,,

1 °d ‘8G6T ‘L3 YoIE
SHNLL YJ0X MIN

QIHANILNOD

SUAJVISMAN HOYA SLIUADXH



—265—

«'SO[TWL 923 J& S938)S I9YJ0 [[B
pue Sa[ru 40T J2 PazIUZ0dal aq P[ROM BPLIOL] ISOM PUB SBXaJ, JO SoLIEpUnoq
[BoLI03STY oY} uonjBAISTUIWIPE oY} £q poxdeq {|ig SpuUBAPLI, oyl JIopupy,,

g 'd ‘g96T ‘T 4Bl
LSOd NOLODNIHSVM

« 0dTXO
JO JInn oy} ur—so[Iu % QT-—sondes] 9axy) 0} SWIB[D IOY) mmxﬁwo.ooa :wm
Surpued oYY, “BPLIOL] PUB SBXAJ, 38 A[J00IIp OYLI}S P[HOM JUSUIPUSWIE YL,

21~V 'd ‘geeT ‘62 (udy
AR
HNINFIAT NOLONIHSVM

898 0} So[Tw
%01 PuoIXe SIoploq J19Y} Jey} SeXS], Pu® BPLIOL] JO SUIIB[D vwmumwohm% aary
P[nom snuyj 31 W O[W-3aIY} [BNSN Oy} JO PIBMBIS {I[BOM [BINJRU ISY}0
pue 10 2I10ysyo Jo jusmdo[ossp [e19poy 10F popraoxd pur qudiu 3se] poarsye
Us3q PrY 3] "SJUOWPUSWIE 959U} JO DUO UMOpP 9J0A PUB 83B(IDP 0] SINOY OM} UL}
869 300} ojuSg oY} ‘A¥po) juswoorSe mou oy} Jepun A[Nornb Surpessoxd,,

uwmnoy) §,U0sIedJ Nax(q
1 'd ‘gS61 ‘65 Idy
SHIWILL 40X MEN

«'SOTIUL Z40T 303 YOIYM ‘BpLIO[] pu® SBXA], JO 958 oy} ur 3dodxo ‘dx0ys
-Jo So[Iur 9oy} ‘A[PWBU—SILIBPUNOY [RILIOISTY BYj UBY} SI0W 0} I} 9ABY
J0U ISNW S9)8)S SPUR[SPI} 921y} OY} 32Y3} Luowrf}se) [euolssaxBuod ur oryeydws
dIoM [oumoxg [eroudy) Asurojyy pur So[nQ els Jo Aiejeroes yjog,,

1v *d ‘geeT ‘62 1dy
ISOd NOIONIHSVM

« (SO[IW F4(T 9Iv SOLIBPUNO] PIBMEBIS DY} SIOYM “BPLIOL] JO 3ST0D) Fnr)
ayj pue seX9J, Jo 9580 oy} ur 3deoXa oIOYSIO SO d94Yl) SolIepUNO] 93BIS
OLI0STY puofeq spur] peSlawIqns ‘JO UOTJBISIUIWIPE JUSWIUISA0S 10 oSueLie
pue ‘03 9313 [vIepo ©zIu30dax 0} Paudisep SI [IF FIOYS [BIULUIIUO) Oy,

T °d ‘ge61 ‘62 [dy
LSOd NOLONIHSVM

«'SO[TW Z40T 9Q P[LOM W] PIBMEBIS BY} AIYM “BPLIOL] JO ISBO) J[NL) 8y} pue
SEX9, JO 988D 9y} ul 3do0Xd PIBMEBOS SO[IW 991U} JO—SOLIBPUNOY JLIOISTY A1y}
Uy spuey peliowiqns 03 93} S93BIS [BISR0D Yy Syueld [1q Suipusd dyJ,,

T 'd ‘eg61 ‘83 [udy
LSOd NOLODNIHSVM

«'5ore38
OM3 9Y} Jo SALIEpPUNOQ AU} £€ SS[W F4(T PIzZIUI00dI joq S{[Iq PI0IeA oYy,
~88313u0) Jo s1or yYons saoxdde
pInoa 1, :pojUSWIWO0d PUB—UBWINLY, JUSPISAIJ JowIoy Aq Pao)aA A[[nyssaoons
S[[Ig—spue| axoysyo jo drysioumo 9jels yo 3deduod [euoriper) oyj azrufooal,
03 PojoA 9VIM} pey $sa18U0) 9BY} PIOU S "BPLIO[] PUE SBXOJ, JO SWIL[d
o[l (T Y} paioasy 2y 38y} pajedipur ‘Aepo} Adax suq ur Juapisaid oYL,
* % » BPUOL pue SBX9J, J0J OOIXJY JO J[D 8y} ojul Sa[Im
% 0T Ing JSOW IOF ©IS 0} SV[IUWL dAIYI—SOLIBPUNO( DLI0ISIY ITBY} UTYIIM, Spug[
©I0YSJO 03 J[)[] PIJsajUOIUN $9)B)S [BISBOO 9AL8 pmom [[iq Surpued oyfJ,,

T °d ‘ge6T ‘eg mdy
SHIWLL MY0X MUN




J
L
1

[2aoadde peuoisserduod [euy oaed seArjejussoadayf Jo oSNOH dYL,,

I °d ‘gS6T ‘vI Lol
SHIWLL 40X MIN

« SO[TWL 40T ST HW] 9Y} 8a8Ym ‘BPLIO[
159 pue sBX9], 107 1do0oX0 SO[II 9AIY] JIB SOLIBPUNOY PIEMEBIS 9SAYJ,,
% % % 'SOIIEPUNO| OLIOISTY IS} 03 N0 S$92IN0SL PUR Spur] pediowqns
0} °[31} Jeed §93e)s oU) SjurIS YOIym uorje[SISd] PIjeqep Youuwr 9y} JO UOISISA
9jgudg oyy ‘9T 03 8Ig JO 9j0A [[BO-[loX ® Aq ‘pejdedde (eSO oY) I,

1 °d ‘gG6T ‘PT Aol
LS0d NOLDNIHRVM

« SOTTWL G0 ©q [{LA Jru]
oY} 8IoUM ‘OOIXOJ JO JINK) 93} U0 BPLIOL] JO 3SBO)) IS0M OY} pue SBX9], JOJ
3do0xa jrwr] O[IWw-e2aY} By} 0} SUNL UONDIPSIANL B3E3§ ‘[ SFBUSS dU3 I3pU(),,

T 'd ‘g96T ‘9 48]y
avis
ONINHAT NOLONIHSVAM

«'SOITW %4 (T X0 ‘songea] 921y} WIB[D BPLIO[ Pur
SEXOY, YJ0Q OIOUM ‘OIIXOP] JO FINX) 9y} Ul 4dedXs Jno SO[IW dIIY) UNX OSIYJ,
‘SOLIBPUNOY OLI0ISIY 9y} UIYIIM W0}}0q BAS U} 0} SwiIe[d 93e)s jaoddns 0} awak
188 UOIjeUTWOU SIY °I033q postwoxd PrY A9A0MOY “ISMOYUOSIH [BISUSY),,

I°d ‘g961 ‘9 LBy
SHINILL JY0X MAN

«'SO[TWL 34 0T 9q PINOM JIWI] PIBMBOS S} OISYM ‘BPLIO[ JO }580))
o 9y} pue sexo], 3dedXd SOSED [[B UI QIOUSPO SO[IUL daYy} SUIPUS)XD Spuw]
* e pedrowgns £938)S [BJSROD Y} 0} SWIBONND J00Je UL [[Ig 9BUSS YL,

I 'd ‘gg61 ‘9 A2
LSO0d NOLONIHSVM

« ' MB[ [EUOTBUIUI PIjE[OLA
**UIIHq 9y} Ul BPLIOf] PU® SeX9, I0F 998 SHIWI] S[IW- (T jey} pandie |(IH,,

« % & "(SO[IWX QT JO JMI[ € £8Y YoIysm 580D JIDD
®PLIO[] 9Y} PUB SEX9], O 95€d oy} ur }dodXd ‘SO[IW aIy}) SSLIEPUNO( PIBMESS
DLI0ISTY JIOY} JO FIWI] OY} 0} JNO—S)SBOD X[AYF JO SPUe[ - * * S9je)s [BISLOD *°° 0}
swre[oynb |[1g SPUB[OPLY, Po[[eo-08 oy} ‘Osnoy oy} Aq pesoxdde Apeaily,,

g 'd ‘g6l ‘g el
LSOd NOLONIHSVM

«('So[Iu g°o1
SPUajXe UIIYM ‘@PMO] JO JSBOD 1SOM\ Oy} pur sexd], 10J 3deoxs ‘uorporpsunf
23835 JO JIWI[] O[IW-99IY} OUj SOYSI[qLISd 31 ‘SPue)s [[Iq oY} 8Y) 4 4 ‘(119 diys
~I3UMO 9)e)s 9y} aJuryd 0} SWOe Ul Aepayssh 9o1my pajrey uorpisoddo vy,

%V 'd ‘gg61 ‘T AeIW
qv.iLS
ONINHAT NOLONIHSVM

o« OVIXOIY

JO JInK) 9yj ur BPLIOld PUB SBXAJ, I0F SB SI[IW Z4(T I0 $998)S JSOW J0J S€ o[

931y} JIoUjoyM ‘SOLIBPUNO] 93B)S OLIOISIY PUOAS(Q SSDINOSOX JI}0 Pue [I0 2IOYS

-0 Jo juswrdo[ossp [eropey a0y Jurpraocid juowrpuowe us roy jroddns Joop dn
~diys 03 jy3nos 3xou ‘viojB( YINOS FO uwdInday ‘ese) SPUBIJ JI0}BULS,,

*** JUOUIUIDA0S [BISPOF OY} JO SPUBY Y3 UI ‘4TWUT] o[ [U-a911)

9y} JO pIemmas ‘so0anossl iryj pue spue| paldzswqns desy o3 Aepog [[iq [0
BI0YSYO 9y 0} JULpULWIE UB PaJoafox ojeuUSg Yl ‘ZZ 03 68 JO 9joa ® Aq,,

gt "d ‘gG6T ‘T ABIY
SHINLL JY0X MHIN

AQIANILNOD

SYAJVISAIN WOHS SLITHOXH



—267—

«' PO SI[IW 40T 58 PazZIuB000d ole SBXI], PUR CPLIO] JO SILIE
-punoq OLIOISIY OY} I8YMm ‘ODIXSIY JO JInO oYy ur 3do0Xs “2ds 03 N0 SI[IUI 28I
Spue] PadIsuLqus 0} d[3} POAISIAL $9)BYS AU ‘[[Iq 9y} JO S} |y} Jopuf),,

T 'd ‘gGeT ‘gg Lel
SHIWLL JY0X MIAN

wk % & OOIXIIY JO
70D 9y} OJUI FH(T ST POZIUB099L 21w SIIIBPUNO( SSOYM ‘“BPLIOLT UIojsap| pue
5ex9], 1d90X0 §9)B)S [[B I0] PIBMEOS SO[[W BoIY} O 9SOYJ, 'SOLIEpUNoq SLIOJSTY
Ioy) 03 Jn0 pue| PoSIowqns 03 O[}I} SOJBIS [BISEOD SOALS ME[ MAU OYJ,,

g 'd ‘g66T ‘22 Ll
SMUN ATIVA NOLONIHSVA



—268—

SIERY
T1eABN J07 dn 108 sroquidwn § Jo dapimmod Surpuels

€T ‘1PuUmo) [eleusy)
oy} jJo s3upesdord

*AON

‘Aoud 9} sseIRY puB Louuw pue
001Xo]y Jo sjxod 94} B 9peyoo[q ‘uorseAuy JusAsxd 0}
1esjxdal pue anbrew Jo §13139] JO SUIIUBIS SPUIWUIOIAL
Qg A0D WOJJ [I9UNO) [BIOUSY) O} 0} 98uSSO

0T ‘IPUN0Y [BIOUID
oy} Jo s3uIpesvold

*AON

‘91138 [BARU [[BWS B 3YIN0J pUB IdUOOYDS B Pasiel
SBY OoyMm ‘sozeld JO Ynow WO ‘Aeuuryoly (g ‘ooid
-te], U0 JOB)}e UR JOJ 9WI)} SIY} ‘[9ssoA Joyjouwr Surjjy
-IN0 BI 0YM ‘SUBSOIIQ MON Ul ‘I9qsig (I WoJJ SI91397T

8=1 ‘lounod [BIduLD
8] Jo s3uIpasdoag

"AON

AA®vu pue Awae 9y} JO
JOIUD-UI-JAPUBTIWOD 9] JOUIOA0Z 91} S rW *,, JUdILIS
~A03 [euoistaoxd € ysiqeIsd 03 soueuwrpl(),, ‘Al MV

9g-9¢ ‘mopeynsuUo)
oY} JO srewanop

*AON

‘5898 Y31Yq 9y) uodn BISSINIO
01 1esIdol pur onbrewt Jo £13113] 1uead 0} Jomod uwaald
6] SBX9J, 1O JUSWUISAOY) [BUOISIAGLI O} JO JOUlaAa0d
o7} ‘upsny g Ueydeis ‘uley JO UONIBPUSWATIOOIX UQ

gg ‘uopeynsuod
873} JO spewanog

‘AON

*801}1A1J0® Surjrored siq loy L[qrwnsoad ‘9A0qe 01 PaLIoy
~91 SUAZIIO O7) JO U0 ‘SuBIIO MON JO [1BH 'H "1ded
0} puel Jo ondes[ Su0 Jo JueId puk Apnjresd Jo 9J0A

97 ‘uopE)MSUOD
oy} jJo spewinop

“"AON

15800 8BX9], °U) [o1jed 03 pue [9s
~50A POULIR U JUINO0 0) YOEBD ‘SUSZII[o SUBIIO MON OMI
JO 813730 Suy3dodow_TOIINIOSAL puR 83} IWUI0) Jo Jrodey

12-0Z ‘wopiEynsuc)
9y} jo s[euInof

*AON

usyR], UWONOV JO J9NeN I198[qng

£pogd earye[sigoT

199 ‘1 a¢81 ‘91

899 ‘I 9E8T ‘91
999-929 ‘I 9881 ‘91
0¥9-689 ‘I SE8T ‘st

989 1 988T ‘ST

629 ‘I 9881 ‘6
929-¥29 ‘I 9881 ‘9
(reuured)

£PX3], JO BME]

o1eq

‘AUVANNOT AUVAMVES SLI DNOTV SHHLVAM TVISV0OD THL 40
TOULNOD ANV NOLLDIASIdASL 40 HSIDYAXH HHL INILVILSNOWHA SVXHL 40 OI'Td0d
-HY HHL ANV SVXHL J0 INTWNIIAOD TVNOISIAOUd FHL A0 NOLLIDV HJALLVISIOH'T

d xipuaddy



—269—

*£AeN 97} 3urysiiqeise Joj ©8109p oYl (g pue
‘lesiidel pue enblewr JO SI9}38] JI0J ©IUBUIPIO O}
(1 uop®iusucy Jopun seY o7 SlI0derl YUwWS "A0H

¥¥ ‘IIOUNO) [eISULN)

eq} JO s3uipsevoid 269 ‘I GE8T ‘LT "AON
‘AARN e Suysi[qeise (g pus [espides pue enbasvwm 19-0% ‘[OUN0Y [BIIUSH
JOo 81973191 Sunueas (T J10] p3ssed S90UBUIPIO MIN 9q} Jo s3urpeaddord 689-889 ‘I 9g¢8T ‘9% 'AON
“UOJIRISPISUOD JIOYIING JOF POIJIWTOI8I SOUBUIPIO
*AAeU §BXQJ, ® jnoqe suoistacld oY} (JI84A8S 0] sjuem
pue) yjim peseold s] Inq ‘resiadel pur enblew Jo  8¢-LE ‘[IPUNOD [BISUID
£10379] 10} ©OUEUIPJIO JO SUWIIL} 0} $108{q0 YHWS ‘A0H ey} jo s3uIpedvoxd 189-989 ‘I 9881 ‘¥% "AON
‘[esjaded pue onblew JO §19319] ge ‘[Punod [eIsusdh
Supjueld J0J ©0UBUIPIO 0) SIUSWPUOWE [BUOINPPV! 97} JO s3uIpeadoldg 189 ‘I Q88T ‘2 "AON
‘fesiidod pue enbaewr Jo £18)39] 29U} U0 4] 82 ‘lIouno) [rISUOY)
«<pduroad jo® 03 [[PURO) [BISULY Y3 §6JIN [YIIWS "A0DH ey} jo sSujpesvoad 9LS ‘1 9881 ‘0Z "AON
'sgos U3y ey} uo sozpad oye; o0} sesjuetd Surpwmasd
possed 90109D pU® GOUBUIPIO °‘SIIBIIY [BABN JO ©9) $Z-£Z ‘[I0UNO) [eJausdd)
-jmwmo) eyl jo jrodey ey} 3upidope pue Julpuswy ey} jo s3uppesoold L9123 ‘1 9881 ‘6T "AON
W ¢ 'SI0QIBI] 10 Sfeg Ul ‘osuslep
JO EJIOM PUR SUOIEOIIIO] *° * °,, JONIISU0D 0} pPaI1dU
37} pu® ‘,, '’ ‘s8I9pJIOQ SWI)IIRW IN0 JO AJLINDSS pUe
?oead ey} (pue) ‘eolowrwmod oAlsusyxe ‘pedoy eq 03
ST 31 I9)Jeedsy ‘Ino‘ °°,, Pre 0] posu 89ssells ‘sdrod
JeouiSug [eorgdeiScdoy, pue 1AID ' SuzjueSio  gZ-IZ ‘10UGN0OYD [eisued
0] Ss® ‘SIe11V AIBI[IN U0 espjwmop oy} jo rodey eq} Jo s3urpaedord 0.9-699 ‘1 988T ‘6T "AON
']SBO0D
Ino Jo sINoqiey pur s£ABq OY)} INOQR pu®B ‘ur 9sINJId
03 * * °,, SI9UOOYOIS JInoy Jo aseyoand oyl Iupusw
~mo9a1 (g pue ‘(O00IXdIN JO JINDH Sjoym Sy} opnjd
~U] 0} pu®e lBA\ 97} UM pus o)) suonperddo imdyy jo
ju9)xd pue uwoleanp oyl Joy Suipiaoid pue (esradal
pue anbirw Jo $I33)3] JO s99jUeId I0J suorjedryirendb dn 61 ‘[I9TN0Y [eI0U3H
8upyes (T ‘sirefjVv [eABN UO 99))[mwo) oy} Jo jiodey eyl jo s3uIpssdolg 899-289 ‘I 9€8T ‘8T °"AON




—270—

*99)3 W UI0D
0} palIsjel Pue PBAX JUSMM ‘g SPUBLI 3] WOJ

TL ‘[1ouno)d [erausy

“0je ‘Iem JO S[98SeA N0 FUPHJ U0 TCHEIUNATOD ey} Jo s3uppadsold 619 ‘I Qg8 ‘g "90Q
qUug g uroaef
-udg 0} [es[1dad pue SNDIBW JO §19319] UM UOISSIUI
-WI0D JO ©0UBNSS| IOUOOYDS B pue Spiq © eswyoand (L-69 ‘[IOUNOD [BI5USN)
0} BIBY [BABN UO 99)}wI0o)) A(Q UO[FEPUIUWIUIOINY oy} Jo s3ujpasdold 8T19-L19 ‘I qg8T ‘S 99
‘Posoidde pue pojussaxd ‘*0)9 ‘S[OSSOA 0} s1o)sided L9 ‘[ounoc) jersusy
JUBIZ 0) JOWISAOD BUIZLIOYINE 90J08D PUBR SOUBRUIPIO o} Jo s3uipeedosd q19 ‘I Gg8T ‘% ‘o0
* “I9130d MBQOY ‘[0) 0} pojuesd €9 ‘[uUno) [eIdsuUsn
Iespadar pue eubrewr Jo §197990 UM  UOISS[TOTIOD 8} jo s3uppedrodd 119 ‘1 qg8T ‘T veQ
‘pajjolus
pue padmpoxur 039 ‘s[eSS8A 0] BI9YSIFAI JuBIS O}
I0UISA0F) 97} 3U[Z[10YINe,, 99Id0p pPUE UBLUIPI) "USW 09 ‘[IOUN0) [RIBUDD
I00} JO SBX3J, JO LAEN OY} U] SO0[AIOS JO JOPUL, ey} Jo s3uppeddord 809 ‘I GE8T ‘08 "AON
‘paij[oius pue 99 ‘[ounocd reIousd)
possed 3uriigpy £q penss} oq 03 §10)38] JOF BOUBUIPIO 9q} jo s3urpesvold ¥09 ‘1 9E88T ‘08 "AON
*B1993eArad 03 [esudea pue
enbIew JO £I161)9] 910U SNUSE] C] PUB SUBS[IOQ MON 0O}
03 01 LfjuoYIne SupYM [enWeS '{BW SAl2 03 ‘PIdUpP GG-£G ‘[IOUN0) [BIBTLD
~0Jju} §] S0UBUIPIO UB PUB ‘SPUSTUWIODSI WS A0 oyl Jo s3uypsevold £09-109 ‘I 9¢8T ‘6% "AON
«'1SB0D ¥9S 2yl JO 90ULIOP PUB ‘SBX9, JO
Awig oY) IO ‘030 ‘swmde ‘suoistaoad ‘IBM JO SUONIU 6F ‘[OUNO) [eIldUSY
-l eseyaInd 0},, PIONPOIIUL 88108D PUB POUBUIPIO ey} Jo s3uipeedosdg 169 ‘1 Q€8T ‘82 °AON
"SIOLIISIP oM}
01Ul 38800 9Y) JO UOISIAIP PUB ‘SI0309dsui pue SI10309]
-100 ‘A1jue jo sjzod JO JUSWIYSI[QEIS® J0] SUOIIEpUAUL
~WOddI PUE ‘paposu Pue posn S[ISseA ‘SBXa], woay ped
-drgs sdoo ‘ofeuuol uSreaoF U0 AINP WOJS] SNUIAAL JO GH-4F ‘[OUNOYD [vIeus)d
S0JBWIIISO £IPN[OU} 8JURUII UO IJPWWOD JO M0ddyy oy} Jo s3ujpasdold L69-869 ‘I 9881 ‘LZ "AON
(1owmren)
3], UOIPV JI0 J8eN 193fqng Apog aapesi8ay SEXAL, JO AT o18(

QHANTINOD

SHALVA "TVLSVOD NO SVXHIL d0 Origndiay HHY, 0 STLAILVIS



—271—

‘PoINI9xXa U93q jou sBY UOISS[W
~wod 9y} jey; sjrodax o ‘YloqeziiH Yeuurly oU) Suy
-310adsor UOIOBSUBI}] ©Y) OJBS[)SIAUI 0} SIOUOISSIW

08T ‘I]PUN0D leemap

-Wo) Y} Jo U0 Jo sjr0dar oY} $HWSUBI) YIWS 'AcH oyt Jo s3uppesdord 8zL ‘1 9881 ‘g ‘usf
‘spueodqdde jo 1S ey} uo peoeyd
64 0} paJoplo oI8M SoWeN J[PY} ‘uorjow uQ "LABN
oYq3 u jusunjuiodde JOJ JOY[EAA PUB UOSUYO[ ‘SIS €971 ‘[1oUno) [eIdUDD
~SOIA JO UONEPUIWIOISd B POINWIQNS juspisald SYJL eyl Jo s3urpesdold 1L ‘1 9881 ‘8% '03d
‘sioded pue suosrted 10 puss o3
s8I0 0d TITM 937 TIOD 30388 B 0 PAIISIAI SBM TIIUYM
Y1aqezi[d Yeuurl J9Wo0yudIs oY) Surpedsar uonel 86T ‘11oUno) [BIBUBYD
-[unmumod € pajjjuqus [puno) oyj Jo juepissld oy, ey} Jo s3u[peadord 902 ‘I 9g8T ‘8% "°8d
08ea[d oM Jgadrdym ssyddns pue
sdool) Ino pue] pue ‘suUBS[IO MON JO A0 9yl 01
jurod Jeyl WOJy OJIXSIY JO J(nH oy} purwwiod ',
0} JI3plo Ul seIcWelely JOo Surye} pojdwelle oyl LP1110Une) [eIsusy
SPUSW W09 SIIBIIV AIRIIIN U0 &9 1wwo)) Jo ja0dsy oy} Jo s3ulpesdord 669 ‘I Qe8T ‘92 ‘A
‘qIoqezZid YEUUuBL ‘IaU00YIS 0FT ‘[10UNOD [BIOUSL)
83 JO No9aM 9} SUIUISOUO0I POAIOIBX  £I9YIOrY o) Jo s3urpesdold 889 ‘I qe8T ‘2z 99
‘D39 ‘STHO)ISND JO UOIIOR[09 JO sUBIW O] SB ‘sme| geT ‘[ounod [ersusd)
BNUSASI ©Y) OS[AdI 0) 9OUBUIPJIO 87} 0} SIUBWPUSWY oy} Jo s3uIpesdold 89 ‘I 9881 ‘8T 09
*Lxnbur ue Jupnsur pue
UJaqezI[d YRUUBL J9UO00YIS Y} JO 0SIBD PUB HI0IMm 82T ‘l1ouno) ielsusy)
o} 3unmnoes pue 3urle)ssnbas 8dI0ep puUB SOUBUIPIO ofl Jo s3uipasvold LL9 ‘1 Ge8T ‘LT ‘00
*£I2UOIIN[0ADI UEBDIXOW © ‘BIXOI [eIsued Aq oordumy], 921 ‘[1oUnod 1eIsusd
pue zZnl) ®BIBA JO opeydolq eoqissod uo jrodoy o} Jo s3upe8dnld $19 ‘1 qe8T ‘LT 99
‘9jeoIpnlpe pue ©)esnssAul o3
JU98 62JY] JO UOISSIWuUIOd ‘Aj[eIlwWpB JO 1IN0D B pajnj
-[38U0D [IOURO) PUB JUSPISAIJ ‘FOOUBISWNOID SNOI
-01dsns Jsowr oy} Jopun JoSSeA pue 03yeo 0yl JO oyes
popusjead oU} pur ‘oorxaly £q painided useq pry
WA “§') oY} £q pouMo ‘UIeqezIlH YeUUEH ‘ISUOOYIR 921-921 ‘ZZT-131 .
ey} jo ‘Japloy-uolssymoed B ‘pinyy -ided £q ‘Suryw) ‘IPUn0) [eISUSY) ¥.9 9881 ‘LT
e} WO wiuued ‘[0) wol] j10del sjusserd WS "A0D oy} jJo s3appasdord -gL9 ‘699 ‘1 pur 91 ‘99Q




—272—

*90lAI98 [BABU O[3} U] jUSW $81 ‘(Iouno)d [eldusdn
-jujodde ue 10] swue[d() 'V uUyor ‘3ded jo uopesddy 83 Jo s3ujposdoxd 38L ‘I 9881 ‘9 ‘usp

‘opeml OSs[e §BM S§33B)S
psjiul 9y} Jo TIIISAS Oy} 0} Je[Juls ALABN SBXOI,
97} JO S[OSS8A oy} 3ujuurwW pPuUe JUuLISI[JJO JO WDISAS
¢ JO uUoljepuswiwoddy . ALjusufl (M A1junod ayj jo
SUBOW 9J403INJ 9YjJ §B SWIS) Yons uodn SWRI[[IA\ PU®
AQUUISIOIN "SISSOIN JO [9Ss9A ©YJ JO eprw aq 9seyosnd
8jRIPaWWI[ UEB }BY} ‘JSBOD JInO Inoge J0o ‘JnH eyl uj
Susnid Jo £309{qo 9y} 0} peyus Ji pue ‘sjuswdinbe
JI9( pue J[(IOUIAU] JPUOCOYDIS dY} dulwex?d 03 pajuiodde
9q jueSe ojqeins ' jeyUl pPIS[APE SI0J9J9Y} 83} IW U0
Inogx ‘opew AJipeads oq jsnuwx uorjesedard [eAeu S[YY
pue ‘papusiuj se udredwed 34niny Ino Jo §309fq0 8}
03 §709339 U} Ajuieladd SujAl8 JoJ o[qesuadsipul s} 90103
[eABU JURIOIJINS B ‘AJjUsnbasuod ‘1ejem Aq pejlodsurl)
9q jsnw s9}jddns pue Jem JO SUOLNUNW 83 Yjoq ‘Awmie
94} jo uopjerado dinjny 9y} Joy poje[dwsjuod ur[d
9y} Aq pue ‘Awaud 8y} JO Y} £0J}SOP pue SSBIIBQUD
0} PUEB ‘9OJOWIUIOD TUMO' N0 393j04d 0} 9pewl oq pInoys
110339 oIqIssod AI9Ad jey} uoruido 9yj jJo A[4ed[d dIe
8971ITHWI0Y JINO0X,, “AABN SBX9J, 04} 0} SISU00UIS 0oM] €8I-ZST ‘TIoUN0) [eidusd
[[o8 0} SUWIBI[[IM % ALOUUINOW JO Wl oY} WOI] IdJI0 ey} jo s3uipsddold 08 ‘I 9¢8T ‘g ‘uep

(SOIWAUR INO ISAO
'SUBSIIO) MON 0] SBIOWR)RI WOJy ‘J(0DH oY) JO puew
~UICO QJI1Ud 9y} SN 9Al3 [[IM ‘giUOW 8uU0 Ul SBX3] JO
90[AIS8 Y] Ul O9IXaJ]N JO JInH oy} uodn 3uneoyd aq
[ jey) S[eSSSA Y} YJIM pue ‘AIjUnod s,4wWeus o)
0307 Jem oy} AL1IB0 OS[® Ppinom 31, 'SBRIOWRIB UO
golem pesodord oY) 0} 9peW Bl ©0USIS9jal YoIgm ZSI-TSI ‘IoUn0) [eIsUsH

uf SIIBJJV AJBIIA UO 9NJWWO) 3y} wody odey eq} jo s3uipasvold 62L ‘I 9¢81 ‘¢ ‘mer
Usye], UOIPY 10 I3)3r| 123[qnS Apog eAnyelsSiSery muNM,—anwnﬂwpvuA oreq

AAANLLNOD SHHLVM TVISVOD NO SVXHL 40 Or1dndid HHL J0 SALALVLS



—273—

*3113 U0 peoe(d 8Q 07 PAJOpPIO PUEB PEAI SBM
goIqM ‘AARN Y3 Ul UOjIen}Is B 10 ongneso(] SOUBLY
FupuewwIodal 193319 B pOIWqns juepseird eyl

6% ‘louno) rerousdh
94} 3o s3uypesoord

L6L ‘I

9881 ‘91 "usf

W0t DBISPIO0 JeYlINY [IjUN ‘SI3jEM
FJ1 JO Au®B IO OJIXSIN JO JInH oYl ulyiim Lwouo ay)
1surede 9sInJId ® I0] opraold pue uRW pusB JEem JO 98
-§9A PpIES JO pUBWWOD ©Y®B} 0, :DPOIOPIO 81 oH ‘Jo
-000Yds 8y} JO Jepurwwo) IulmWedsq AUUINOW "IN
qil4 10§ pepracad s} ‘SWRI[[IAA PUB ASUUIS[ON WIOJ]
paainboe ‘S[qIOUIAU] JIUOOYOS I} JO Jo1s(8ox B JO
ONSE] 9)JBIPOWIW PU® UOISOA[RY) JO ABg 9Y) Ul 9q 03
pojaodar sp ‘emnzojuoly ‘Iem Jo dools S,UBI[XSON OUL

902 ‘IIounod [ersusyn
oyl jo s3uypssoolrd

¥aL X

9881

‘uep

‘LjLIofew [EUOIINIIISUOD B Aq SU0I0[qo
8,JOUIOA0Y) ©Y} I9A0 OSnOH oY} 4£q possed S[osSA
oMl oy} Jo eseyoand eyj S3ujziioyine edUBUIPIO

202 ‘ounod [erush
oy} Jo sJuipssdodd

09L ‘1

9881

‘uep

‘U0ISIA[RD)
JO 110 ©Y3} IO J0309[[0) ‘SIIIBH 'J WBIIIA 0} I8A0
polsAlep ©oq [leys Jsuooyds oYl IJeyy sesodoxd puw
Jouooyos puodes oY) eoseyoxnd 01 LJrroyine o13109ds
eJomwt SjUBM O °peseydind eq 0} pozZlIOYIRE KID
~U00YOS OM]) Y]} SUjTISOU0d YI[UIS "A0Y) WOI) d33usSOW

103 ‘PUN0) [vIeUeD
oY} jo s3uypesoord

6% ‘1

9881

“uep

‘988D
1877 YA UOI}I8UWOI Uy S193)8W ISYIC pU® ‘gIsqeziid
Yeuury Jeuooyos oy} JO 6s8d 8Y} JO UOIBIIISoAUT 0}
03 juensind JQUCISSIWMUIO) Joyjoue jJo jusurjuioddy

LET ‘lIounod elaust)
ey} Jo s3uipesdord

avL ‘I

9881

‘g

*§jU0ge 5BX9J, INO OSIApE® Avw oY
1eq) os sxernoppded oY) [[B Mouy O} sjuem oy eyl
pU® SI9)EM UEBXIJ, Ul MOU SI YoIgM [0SS8A powmJte Ue
POAJROa] 9ARY SWEI[IAA PUB ABUUINMOW 318Uy} DIesq
$BY ©Y ey} SOIBI8 WHWS °AOH WO} UOIIEI[UNRTWC)

€6TI-Z6T ‘[0UNO) [BIOUSYH
oy} jo sSUIPeROLJ

13270 §

- 9881

‘ugp

‘possed SWEIM DPUB AOUUIION UOJ] S[9S50A OM)
e} jo eseyoind 3JUIZ[IOYINE O8I0 PUB SOUWBUIPIO

06T ‘[IoUN0) [BJIBUIYD
9y} Jo s3uyppasoord

8¢l ‘I

9881

‘uep




—274—

« TO1IUBAUO))
B[} JO A1vj2I098 OU) UM po[y Pu® PpIuUIBIAl OJom
YOIgM. Jo s91dod ‘SI90[gO pIes 0] UOIONIISU[ JO SIa)ye]
DopIeAI0y DBY 37} 1BY} OSI[V—"9E8T ‘QoaBIN JO YIZT
oy} 91Bp 3uliesq [[V ‘ssWidel Jo Urejde)) ‘4osideqoy
INgUYy Isnjnug ‘asuocyos o3 urejded ‘pIoH 'V WIBITILM
‘eduspuadopul ‘IoU00UOS OYP 0} ulEIdRD ‘SUINMBE]
$91qIOTIAUL  ‘I9WO0UIS 0} ureyde) ‘umodg UBlWAIL[
SOLIBYY) 4}IeqT ‘Iouoonyos oyl 03 ureide) ‘IYSLIEOUM
03100)) 114-0] ‘SBXQ, JO S0JAIOS [BABN 6} UI £I91]
=30 su0sIad JUIMO[[0] OY] POWOISS[WOd pue psjuiod
-0z pey 4oy} Jry} pojlodsl JOYSLI ‘Y 'S uewarey)
1194} £q SIBIIV [BAEN UO 69)jjmwo)d Sujpuels eyL,,

gL-1L ‘U0IBUIYSEM
1€ UO[IUSAUOD

oyl jo s3uppeecoxd

‘BITBIIV [BABN WO e9)lmwo) [eroads eyl 3o jrodey

29 ‘U0j3uyseM
78 UORUCAUOD
oq) Jo s3uipesdoxd

‘S[9859A PIES JO SUUOIs
-S[mwed 9yl uo jrodax puw ojup eammbur 03 pejurod
-d® SEA BIlB}JE [BABU UO 60)}IUITIOD J09[8S B ‘SEXS]
Jo onqndey oYl Jo °90rAIes Y} JI0] pauUpisep ‘sozeag
I9AIY 9} JO YINOW 3Y) ¥ ‘9IqIoUIAUI SU} pu® Sninig
59U} JO [eAylIB oY} JO UWopewWIOjuf Jo jdeoex uodp

19 ‘u0)3mpysem
18 UOTIURAUOD)
oY} Jo s3uIpeddord

‘§90J0 [BABN pu®m
PURBl oY} JO WONBINISI PUBR JUSWUISA0Y oY)} I0J SO[NJI
8Yew 03 pue ‘sejwly jyoddns puw ospel 01 ‘AABN ®
arejurewr puw oplaoad ‘rojem pus puel wo saInjdvo
Quiureowmod s9INI oyrwW 03 ‘[esyidey pue onbiely Jo
RISYIS] JuBIZ 0] ‘Jem ©IB[0AD 0} Jomod ssexduo) 0}
gjurId woTIMIIISUO) posodord B 30 Iyeld ‘II SOV

gy ‘uoi3urysem
78 UO[IUeAuo)
eq) Jo s3urpeadord

‘oprwW 6q PINoo
JeY} uworysods(p 159q O} JUSWUISACY ©Y} 0} 3oeq
j10dal 01 Pus odIed UBS JOUOOYOS 8Y} JO Hoedm
8y} Jo e3aryo oyr} 0} juede uwe Junujodde WONNI0SLY

€497 ‘TPUNO) [BISUSY)
87} J0 s3uypesdoly

USR], WOV I0 IONRI 10afqng

£pog eApye[siSoy

§EX9, JO SMET

168 ‘I 988T ‘3T I8N

288 'I 9€8T ‘0T "IBW

188 ‘I 988T ‘0T "Il

398 ‘1 9¢8T ‘6 “IBN

108 ‘1 9881 ‘LT "uep
(rPwuren)

oreq

EANLLNOD SYALVM TVISVOO NO SVXHL Jd0 Oridnday guy 40 STLOLVIS



—27b6—

“Jugoridde
oy} jJo suonedjyend oyl BuUimWIalep [YIIM DPOSIeYDd
SBA JIOUJIDACY 93U} pU® ‘SYIMOW XIS UBY} JOSuWO[ 10]
P3)UeI3 JOU dIeM SUOISSIIWOY 8Y3 ‘soziId oY) JO o[es
8y} JO 8poedoad oyl Jo Jusd Jad Ljusm} jog 0] sem §®
-X8J, ‘90ueUIpIO 8Y} Jopuf) ,,'IOYI0C OU PUR ‘OI[XBIN JO
JUBUIWIPACY) [BIJUSD ©U} JO UOISS[WWO) 6Y} Jopun
urqres s[asssA (8 Jo ozad oyew J0 ‘aanjded ‘pavoq
‘modn JeM o¥BW 03 pIuOfud £qo1dy ale L8y) puw
‘Pontmiad oq [[BYS Pu® ‘0dXO JO JMD Oy} UIYIM
8sInJd,, 0] S[0SS0A [[® Soz[IOYIN® [BSLIdaY pue onbiey
Jo 8183101 Jupjuedd 10J ©6I09( pUe SOUBUIPIQ UV

£2 ‘mopelmsu0) oy} Jo
§32109( DU® SAIUBUIPIQ

126 ‘I

9881 ‘T IBW

« ' PUR[
pue ®oes £q ‘SEXd], Uy §00I10y AIBI[IW OY} JO [(B jO
pue ‘AABN pue Luly oY) JO JIIYD-UI-I8pUBIIUIO)
8q° '" " IIBYS ‘juowiudaa08 [euOISiA0Ld O} JO ©0UDIS]
-Xo oy} Juunp pue ‘Sueq 9w} 9y} IoJ JIOUIIA0Y)
eyl ‘Al ©[oIIY,, :SBX3], JO JUBWIUIBA0L) [BUOISIA
-0Id ©Y} Jo slomod pue UB[J ‘'POIqUISSSY UOIJUSA
~aop [erdudn Ul Sexo], Jo ojdoad a8yl Jo woyBIL[IB(

9 ‘uopBI[NEWO) oY} Jo
§92109(] PUB §89UBTIPIQ

016 ‘1

9881 ‘I "I8W

‘epeI}
8AEIS oY) Jo Jurae[ino puw ucyssexddns eyl pepuewn
-W0o3d 98jIWWo) oY, ,,'PUel 5[4l Jo sm®B] SUlSIX0
81} PUE ‘SUOIIEU ISOW UBOMII( §0178aI) JUIISIXO oY) JO
UOTIUIAOIIUCD UI S ‘S§80JEON UBILIIY JO UONONPOI]
-Ul oyl jey} ‘uojuido Iyey) s 3§ A8 0) punoq 3v¥
091 IWWOd JINOJX,, :POIB)S OpBI] OARB[S UBILIY o)
Suyoadser SITBIIV [BAEN U0 83)j1mmod 9y} Jo licday

9L ‘uojFurysep
1% UCHUIATOD
oy} Jo s3urpesacid

968 ‘I

9881 ‘91 I8




—276—

‘lestadoy puv onbaey JO §I9319] JO SI9)39] JO
90uBNEs] 9Y) 0} paeSad Ul £31BIS POJIU[)] OUY} 0} BIIUOIS
SBjumo) oY) 0] SuolonIsu} 643 0] I0UIdA0N 94}
ngzuﬁ pue SujziIoyine 93I08( PUB OOUEBUIPIO UV

£9 ‘uopeynsuod oyy jo
§23109@ PNB $OOUBUIPIO

196 ‘1

9881 ‘I I

‘wey} £q dn
POl ©q Avmx gojgam sI99s18a1 yuelq ‘Axjus jo syrod
18 STIOISNO O7) JO §I0309{[09 OY) 07 paemlol 0} pur
‘sdiys ojeafad [[e 0} 51938[391 Onss! 0] JOUILAOY) Oyl
oodn Lnp oyl sosoduwl] 69109 PUB QUBUIPIO UV

0% ‘uopBlInsuoc) ey} Jo
§90109(] PU® FOOUBUIDIO

£¥6 ‘1

9881 ‘T "IEW

‘9881 ‘9¢ JIequIdAON pojep ‘respad
-3y pue onbIey Jo S13)19] JO IBY} SUIWISOUOD SUO
Jorad ofl 03 Arejmomslddns 93109(] puUBR SJUBUIPIO UV

8¢ ‘mopelnsuo) oy} jo
£09J00(] PUB SOOUBUIDIO

g¥6 ‘I

988T ‘T ‘IEW

& TIOUN0YD pue IoUISAOL) oY) JO SUOI0eIIp
pu® SI9pIO OY)} Japun oq [[eys LAeN PieS JO SJI80]]
=JO PUB JOpUBMIOD Oy} PUB ‘00JAd0S [BN}OR 03Ul
peIepIc pu® ‘Ino Ppseyl pur uwolssfmmod ur ind oq
£oY} 1By} puUB !OAISUSIAD Due 9AISU8II0 ‘suoljriado
oyjlres Joy dinbe pue ‘wrie ‘esegoind ‘erqeorjoerd se
Ucos §8 ‘[[eYs JOUOOYIS PIeS Oyl () pue :{IsU00Yds
Yoro JOJ SBUIBW PpU®R USWRBOS ‘SI90[JJ0 JO Joquinu
ojIstnbaz oY) YA ‘goes sund X8 JO SISUCOYOS OM]
pue ‘(goed sungd oA[aMm] JO SIUOOYOS OM] JO ISISUOD
0] £ABN B Poys[iqeIse £qeta1 S €197} PUB ‘Sq [[BYS
8073 7®BY} ‘SBX3], JO JUOWIUISAOY) [BUOISIAOIJ O}
JO 1uUno) Tersudy) Y} Aq ‘posrodp pue paulepio £q
-9107 ST 3 PUR ‘PISIOOP pURB PouUIEpPIO 31 eg °I UOL0OS
£ABN € SUuIUSHqQBISO 92108 PUB OduBUIPIO UV,

82~-L% ‘uopelnsuc) eyj jo
$30109(] PU® S60URUIPIO

186 ‘1

9E81 ‘T IBW

uayey, Uwopdv JI0 IeNeI I103{qng

Apod eArjersidery

(lowmeD)
FEXOL, JO SMPTT

oreq

QEANLLNOD SHALVA TVISVOO NO SVXHYL JH0 OrIgadad JAL J0 SELALVIS



—277—

‘8eXa], Jo juawireda(
[BAEN o7} J0J £9)¥)g Dajluf) 2y} ui padnoead jey)
0} JeIwIs Wa)SAS [eABN e Jo uopdope ey} 10y puw
‘9QISUIAUL pUB SUIqQOY WERI[IM ‘SIauooyds oy} Jo
osBYoInd oy} 107 Surpracad 00109 PuUB 20URUIPIO UY

621-L31
‘wopBINsU0) oy} 30
§00109(] PU® S30UBUIPIO

£80T-180T ‘I

9881 ‘T

I8

«A[30041PUL JO A[1091Ip ‘SBXQL JO SIW Oy} Ul
Q1M O3RN JO CISSN 9913 Lue Juronpur Jo Surduriq
‘dupproduiy uy pre Io ‘eonpur 10 ‘Suriq ‘yrodwy 03 ‘JoaAe
-osjeym suostod Jafjo Lue J03 J0 ‘losseA J0 diys
Aue Jo JoUMO JI0 J9jsewmr Lue, J0) sonrusd [euy
WO J03 89plAa0ld gOoIYM ©9109( PUR OOUBUIPIO UV

131031
‘HOYIRINSUOD oY) JO
800109 puU® £IOUEUIPIO

9201-¥%0T °

-t

988T 'T

I8

-2oeld §)1 ur soueuip
-I0) MU ¥ 3urnjnsqus pue ‘sernseswr IudInuws-jjur
pUB S)OLIIS[P SNUIASI PUB SWO)SN2 JO uorleindel 10y
ouo Jowxd eoq} Suijesdal ©aI03( PUE SDUBUIPIO TV

SIT-¥0T
‘topyelnsuc) oyl Jo
§02J09(] PUE S§9OUBUIPIO

9107-800T ‘I

9881 ‘1

‘I8N

U UIS
~A0Y) [RUOISTAOIJ O} 03 joeq jJodol pue 19)jew oY)
938311890AUI 0] WOSsIWMWO) © dn §198 4] '880UL)SWNOALO
SNOIOIdsns Japun Pros pue poyIoIs SEM YIIGM TIoq
~RZ]IH euuRH JoUO00YDS 9y} JUIUISOUOD JDUBUIPIO UV

26-06 ‘mopyElNSUOD oY} jo
£09I09( PUR SIUBUIPIO

966-566 ‘I

9881 ‘T

‘I8N

*Anjunod eyj ojul SUIWOd SPCOS uo
S913NP 3y} JO €9JBI Oy} PuUR ‘SUONBINIdY SuiEsnwug
-1juy soplaoxd pue ‘Anue Jo sjrod OAly SoysSI[qelss
‘§]01II8IP ONUOAdI O0JUf SUI[ISBOD O} SOPIAIpP ,,‘Sos0d
-ind Ioqjo Joy o3euuo) pur sjrodur; wodn ssfynp Jur
~sodwy puw JuUrysipqe)se o919 PUE SOUBUIDIO UV,

$8-6L ‘uopelnsuo) eyi jo
§93109(f PUB SSIUBUIPIO

886-286 ‘I

9681 ‘T

I8N

*3se6H oy} Suore lsygjoue 03 89r(d suo wouy ALrendal
gui1d s[ossoA JOUJo Jo §380Q joyord JO3 S8INOJ
gsiqeIse [[eys JejsBuIisod O3 ey} sapraoad IIIX
uooeg 's[esssa J0 sdigs WoJy Ul IUIWO? [[eW uo
ogrisod o3IBYD pUR OAI9IBL 0] ‘IIjsemnIsod oyl jo
TOII09IIP O] Jopun ‘SI0)O0I[09 SUWIOISND oy} J0] Suor}
-g[nge1 sopracad Ix Uuopoeg ‘jyusuwnireds e91JJ03s0d
{elouay) ® BuljeaId JIoJ 658109 PUR SOUBUIPIOQ UV

3L '¥9 ‘g9
‘aoIBINSUO) oY} Jo
£30109( PUB S3DUBUIPIO

8L6
‘896 ‘296 ‘I

988T ‘1

I8N




—278—

«'BUXOJ, JO O1[qndey oY) J0] 99[AIdS [eABN SU} l10J
Aeld [BUOlBN eaniny oy} sv pejdope pue ‘pewraijuod
Pue poyiies Aqaday SI owes Oy} pu® o ‘9j[yM pus
Pal ojeudsie ‘pofuolodd sodiI}s USONY} ‘[BIIUID
Jels ‘onlg uojup) SI Yorgym jo UCTIBWLIIIUOD 9Y) ‘9L8T
Tdy jJo 4£Bp yjs oy3 uo 3anqgsLuIel e JuspIsadd
oY) 4q pejdope sy seX9], Jo dJqndey oY) IO 9IJAISY
[eABN o4} Jo] Ze[d [8UOIIBN 943} 38y} ‘Pejorus Joq)
-INy 31 o "A U0[I09g,, ‘Furpnpour ‘psydope ote sge[l
pue s[ees jo sod4) [vId48S ,,'seX0], Jo orqudsy eyl

Zl 'sexal, Jo

40 paepuels pue [esg [wuojjeN ® 3updope 3PV Wy, Oqndey oyl jo SMET I Z2IT ‘1 988T ‘0T "o8Q
‘JuspIsald 8y} 4Aq
pajuiodde oq 0} suoszed £q SI3UCOTIS Om) pue ‘S{essoA
wes)s paulie om} ‘doo[s 9u0 Jo eseysind IOy s5pIA 0g ‘sexa], j0
-04d , £AeN o173 JO 9stoIOWl U JoJ Juipjacid PV uy,, ofqundsy oyl Jo smery I 060T ‘1 9881 ‘ST "AON
o sjuowaedacy
£AeN pue ‘Iep\ ‘AInsear], oy} Jo qoes ALIejoa08s ®
**rjurodde 01 POzLIOYINB O JUSPISSIJ oI eyl
‘T pejorus I ed,, , SJ489[J10 ouIqed 1y juiodde o) L% ‘s¥xa], JO
olqudsy e} jo juepsord oYy Suizicyne Py uy,, o[qndey oy Jo smey 1 L80T ‘I 988T ‘92 100
'§9580 Ljjeyymipe IO
Zuppuey 9yj 10y suolsiaoxd S9YEW OS[® PUB ,,‘juowuld
~A0Z 110U} J0] L1eSSI00U SME[ [[B eYewW 0] pue ‘£ABN
pur Aoy we urejuiewt Pue apraoad o3, Jomod oy
oArY [reys sseuduo) jeyl ‘sIuUlY] Joyjo Suowe ‘SIprA £T ‘S¥x9J, JO
-01d SEXST, JO dI[qudey 8y} JO WOMIISUOD Is41y oy, Orqndey 8Y} jo smeTq 1 gL0T ‘1 98T ‘LT JBl
*AARN 91) JO AIB}2I00S ® 107 ‘DyD 49Ut ‘sapraosd uwory
~N[OSSI PU0OdS 9L, "UCIIMIIBUOD € Jjeap 0} Pa[qies GHT ‘UONIBI[NSTO) oY} Jo
~SE UO[JUSAUO]) [BIOUDD OY} JO SOUBWIPIQ QAINIGXH  $98Ida( PUB SIVULUIPIO £901 ‘I 9881 ‘T IBWN
(1Pwmery)
U], U0V IO I3 193fqng Apog sanyersidery SUXOL JO SMET oreq

QAANILNOD SHHLVA TVLSVOD NO SVXHL 40 Oridadad HHI A0 SHLALVIS



—279—

*AABN puv AWy oy} J0j Aeuwowr Suisiel Jo gsodand
33} J03 UOISNOH JO 43D eyl Ul JIppiq Iseys3Iy
84} 03 UopPNn® B Plos oq 03 I[qndey Sy} uUIYIIM
3pueIs] J1e 103 sepraoxd . sexd], jo opqundey eyy jo

892-L9g ‘#eXe], JO

SpUB[S] I6UJ0 PuU® uwojsesled jo esodsip 0) 10V uy,, ofqudey oyj jo smey I L3811 LEST ‘gL eunf
‘goea 10}
8SNOY WOoIENd ¢ Uym ‘Anjue jo syred Jo0 SPLNSIP
[exoa98 ojuy dn oU[ISL0d BY} ESDPIAIP PUB ‘SWISY
Jo s0d4) JULISIJIP UO SOIINP SNOLIBA JOJ SOPIAOIJ 962-99Z ‘sex0J, JO
Se[INp jsodwy £q enusasl ofqnd ® esjel 03 1OV Wy, lqndsy ey jo smey I HTET-SILT ‘I LE8T ‘gL eung
« £3BIWDPY JO L¥% ‘sexo], Jo
§14000) oY) 3uipioyg Jo epow a2y} oquosald 03 0V uy,, Oqndsy eyl Jo sme] I LOST ‘I L88T ‘L euup
0VZ ‘sexa], Jo
«£ARN oy} up sassand jo £Led oY) ejenSas 03 PV UV,, ONqndey eyl jo smw] I 0081 ‘I LE8T ‘L oung
‘se[Inp jo
JuswAed-uou JO €S0 98U} UJ J0J POPIacid alr sI0309[[00
SWOolSNO oY) Aq Spoog JO ojes puU®B UOJIBISIUOD JOF
SPOUIOIN ‘SIY3IeM TUBIISD JO S[AaSSOA UO pUR ‘SUId) L3%-9%% 'sexel }Jo
jo sed4} snolBA WO Sopnp Joy Juppracrd PV uy  dyqudey eyl jo smeT I L8GI-983T ‘I 9¢8T ‘0% "ded
*310d uZBIO] B WOI} SEXO],
oy j10d Lue uj 3Julafae ‘premdn pue suo} us} Jo
uaylIng oYy} Jo s[ossoA [[® uodn £a8] ® puwr ‘sjroduwy S¥I-L¥T ‘sexol, Jo
J0 sed£) snopea uwo ssynp J0j Suipracad PV uwy dqndey eyl jo smeT I BOZT-L0ZT ‘I 9881 ‘02 o8
‘pue] wox] sendes[ 20173 °q
l{eys Laepunoq ,SexX9J, 18U} Soplaold JOY SIY]L . 5eXa], FST-S8T ‘sexo], JO
30 ojiqndey oY} Jo SsLIEpUNO] Y} SUNRD 03 PV uy,, qndey egl Jo sme] €6IT ‘I 9881 ‘6T v
'BBX0], JO ©01AI98 [BABN ©Ul} JO JUBWUIIACY) O} J0J £81-98 ‘s®x39], jO
SUOTORI)SU] pue suofpje[ndel Susi(qeIsd PV Uy, dldndey ouy jo smery I £6TT-9¥IT ‘I 9€8T ‘LT "veQ
*£ABN OY3 JO Lxe)oxoe§ ey} 1o 1B}
Supnou; JUOWUILA0Y) Oy} Jo sjuswiredsq oyl jo L} ‘sexsJ, Jo
speay oy} Jo sepnp ey} Jurupep ‘mopnjesar jurof v OJqndey eyl jo smw I 2811 ‘1 9881 ‘I "deQ




—280—

 OSINIO JSB] 119y} UO S[OSSeA pres
£q opevw sezyId Oy} JO S[IBAR OY) J[RU-OUO,, WSY]
SpIBM® ‘SNINIG PUB S[qIOUIAU] ‘IBM JO SI5U00YDS Y} JO

9%-93 ‘sexel, Jo

SMOI0 PUR SI90[JJO OU} JO IOA®} Ul WOIIN[0SAI juof OHANASY oyl Jo sMeT III 96FT-96¥%T ‘I 888T ‘83 LB
*I9ALX IO
39310 DPIBS JO {Inow oy} e [ouumeyd oy} Jurusdesp
I0] PUB ‘JOATY OPBIO[O)D ©Y)} YA pue ‘eyw] Ieps)
‘Aeq epJoSe)eN JO PBAY OYl IB UOIEIIUNWINCI-I9)ul
J07 9praoxd pue J9A1Y L9ue) Y} §1E0qUIRSIS JOJ (R ¢-8 ‘sexa), JO
-g1aeu oxew 0} Luedwod v ejerodiodny 03 PV uwv oJqndey oyl Jo SM®T III 8L¥T ‘I 8881 ‘IT 4Bl
) o "0 8190rd WRY)S Aq OJIXOIN JO 18-98 ‘sexa], Jo
JImH °U3l JO UONBIIARU WEI)S SJBINCOUS 0} OV UV OHANGSY oY} Jo SMT II 6Z¥T-82FT ‘I LE8T ‘8 98
«£ARN puB AWIV OY) JO BIONIES PuU® SIAIP{OS pur 729 ‘sexaJ, Jo
81901730 601 Aed 03 1V uy, Bupuews(ddns PV WY OHANGIY 98U} JOo SM®T II ¥68T ‘1 LE8T ‘¥T "08Q
‘£AeN pue 19 ‘sBX9J, JO
Awry ey} jo SI9IPIOS PUE £I901330 843 Avd €3 PV UV ONANAIY oY} Jo smeT II 86T ‘I LE8T ‘¥T 'Oo8Q
*98U9Jop [rUO[}RU 09 ‘sexa]L Jo
I10J JowWies)s B JOo osvydind oY) JOI UOoIIN[osarI juior OJIqngey oY} Jo smeT II 2681 ‘1 LEST ‘¥T 90Q
‘9wes oyl J[IIno pue wlie
0] pue ‘sI8UOCYIS WOI-(gT ©o1y} puk s81q uw0I-00¢
oM} ‘3r1q wo3-00¢ °euo eseyoind 03 JOpIO Ul palen)
~080u aq 01 000°000°GE JO UeO[ ® SOZLIOYUINE PUR (00
~082¢$ sojeradoxdde 30V siyy, ., d03a18y} uoryeradordde F1-8T ‘sexe], jo
ue Surfew pue ‘AARN oy) Supuewrdne 107 PV UV, 2AANQSY eyl jo smwy IT 998T-998T ‘I LEST ‘v "AON
:c LAY _MHHM
-1997ATXd JO 903{qns ey} uo ‘Oorqndsy SIY} JO SME]
[eroads pue ‘SUOTIEN JO SME[ PoUS[[qe}se oY} YMm
BOUBPIOOIO® JOLXIS Ul *° *°,, pue O0oxol Jo Surddiys
ayl 1sTeSe A0S ‘SI93319] oY} sjuud | Jesudey ZT-IT ‘s®x9y, jJO
pue enbiey JOo sI9319] Sunjueld woIInlossd juror,, OIQRASY 6Y3 JO SMTT I 8481 ‘I LSBT ‘Z 'AON
(Towrmep)
WYeL VOOV 10 VW 103fqns £pog eAnesidey §8%3L, JO SMET oreq

AUANLLNOD SUALVA "TVILSVOO NO SVXHL d0 OI'TdNdad HY J0 SHLALVIS



—281—

*£ARN O} JO £1BJa1093 Oy} Lq s[enpiajpuy

021 ‘ssexducd

U[Bed JO SWE[d JO JUsWa[)}es J0) Surpracid OV Uy Pig ‘UOISSAS 19T 02T ‘II 6881 ‘97 ‘uer
R CRAR (Y
g10qIey pue sdeq Jo sogessed puv syieq oy} pPoLSAIns £1T ‘ssel3uod
©A®Y 0} ALAvN oy} Jo Aiejesde§ oy} 3upnbel PV UV pIg ‘UOISSAS 18T eIt ‘11 6881 ‘93 ‘uuf
‘sopnp
jJodwy pue ‘SWOISND ‘SONUIASI JO JOJODB[[0D B 10}
Suipraoxd pue serrepuUnoq s} UM vase ue Jupuyy L1 ‘88318u0D
-op ‘AIjue jo j10d fewo)Ippe uB 3UIYSIIQRISS PV UV PIg ‘mopssag 98| L ‘n 6881 ‘g ‘uel
‘810309100 ja10d oM 99 ‘SSaI3U0D
Io} sorIe[ES JO 90UBMOl[B oY) J0F Burpjaold 3Oy uay Pig ‘uojissag I8y 99 ‘II 688T ‘2Z ‘uef
OP S[0880A JOYJO SB So31e(o ja0d I9Y30 pue o3eu
~uo} owes oyl Led [reys wesys Aq pojedord s[ossoa
wgeay 10 syeyoed wesys [[e eaminy dYg) Ul eql” -, 0¥ ‘sseaduo)
:Surpraoad pue uopydwexe Jopxd ® Sujfeedsr oV uy plg ‘uorsseg IS8T oy ‘1 6£81 ‘OT ‘usp
*IOPUsA 67} JO UC[)I9[0 ©Y) J¥ PUB[ Ul JO YSBO Ul jUowW
-fed 103 SBurpraodd Pug ‘000°‘0ZL$ 403 ‘u0IsAIIRYD 6g'‘ssaa8uo)
‘lessoA weels 9y} Jo eseydind 8y} SUIMIIU0I PV Uy pag ‘uossag I8y 68 ‘I1 6E€8T ‘0T ‘usf
‘£INS§BILY, O} JO AI1B)8I008 oY} Aq juswt
-Aed sazyioyjne pus ‘sojlddus [BARN JO JUQOdE UO ge ‘ssar3uo)
uosIgpurg ‘I JO WIEB[® Oy} S}WpR uonjosar jufop PpIg ‘uolsses 181 28 ‘1 6E8T ‘T ‘usf
'W08I8Y]} S31INP O] ©A[909I 10 ©IN0eS puw 590318
JPAI[@P 01 Ppdeoq U0 JIDIJ0O UWe YIM UO[IRUISSP JO
eov[d a1y} 03 BIqQWIN[OD JO ®BJIOZBIF 03 poursap jrod
JBY} Je OALLIR AvWl UYOIYM S[0ss0A [[e Yojedsip 03 Z9-19 ‘s8x9], JO
00SBIOA JO J10d Oy} JO 10309[[0D o} Supubes oy uy ojqudey o4} jJo smwl III $39T1-129T ‘1 8€8T ‘¥3 ABW
‘WY JSUB3E JUOWUIOA0E) oY)
£q pioy Mou swIe[d jsurede ‘AagN 0y} JO AIe9I09§
oY) Aq pesmo[[8 o 0] ‘Yuady LAEN T S8 S30JAI0S g¢ ‘sexo], JO
10] AIe[es $8 J30-108 ¥ UCIIOH "D 'V 3uimo[e PV uy dAIqudey oyl jo smeT III €091 ‘I 8881 ‘$% ABN
oqndsyy oyl jnoysnotyy
§110d oyl 107 ‘039 ‘BiwvOq JpoY joedsuf ‘sjorpd jujodde 12-93 ‘8exey, JO
ugd J0300[[00 SUWOISNO oy} IBYY Iupracid PV uy ofqndey oyl jo smey III LEFT-96FT ‘I 8881 ‘8% AW




—282—

*fARN 0y} 2uipnioty ‘08T IBa4 oY) JO0F JUIWUILAON) JO
Jloddns ey} 10 sucpierrdoidde Juryewm JOJ PV UV

21%-L0% ‘sseiduod
Yy JO UOIssIs

988-18¢

‘i

0¥8T ‘¢ "dad

. '58X9T, 30 opqnd
-0y o7} JOo JUSWYSIIqBISA [BABN eyl X[ 0} PV uv,,

061 ‘ssalSuod
iy 30 uosseg

¥9¢

T

0¥81 ‘g 'qod

‘889J3U0) 0) pP8Imgng pue
eprw weeq pwvy sIoqiey pue sjrod sY) [[B JO SA0AIns
03eaN0E [13un 8de[d Joy)o Lur 0) PUR[S] UOISSA[ED) UO
Uol3ed0] §7] WOIJ PIBX LABN 9U] SurAcmal wWoIy AAeN
oY) Jo ALrejorosg eyl Supiqigoad worjnjosal juiop

T81-08T ‘ssea8u0)
Ty Jo uojsses

y98

0¥81 ‘9% ‘usf

‘310d B8 Jo jno Sureld
J0 03Ul SUpWIOd S[OSSIA [[® IO} §99] IO UOIIOI[[0D oY)
pue sesnoyiy3rl Jo uopoals eyl 10y Surpraoad PV uy

0TT-80T ‘s8318U0D
Wiy JO uosseg

¥82-38¢

‘Il

0¥8T ‘L ‘ump

o ° " BI9)IND BNUSAIX JO SI[(INP PuUB SO1AXIS Y}
wrojaad [eUs S[OSSOA JO [9SSOA UIIYM ‘ONUIASI Oy} JO
uor309301d 9Y3 J0J ‘9JION I8P OA®Ig OIY 91} JO Yjnowr
oY) 01 39Ul JUWIqRS dY} JO Yinow 8Y) WOIJ ‘SeXa]
JO 1SB0D 9Y} UO ‘UCISS[WWIOD Ul A0U SISUCOYIS pomrae
9Y) JO JI0WI IO OUO ‘I0Y pPOprAcad AsSIMJILaYI0 [IuUn
‘pakordma A3urisuod da3dy 03 ‘AABN 9y} JO £IB)81998
Y} JONIISUL 03,, JUIPISIIJ OY) $1091IP §J97INO ONUIAII
8 S[0S80A LABN JO asn aq} xo3 Surpraoad Py uy

¥L-8L ‘sseaduod
iy JO ucysses

1544

P

0%81 ‘9 ‘qed

*AreN pue Ly 9yl o)
poystaing sofddns J07 pur perepusr $9o1Ales [euosiod
I0] ‘siey JoU)} pue ‘syenprarpui (e Led 03 jov uy

11 ‘sserguod
qF Jo uopsses

%e

0¥8T 'y "aod

*SWIOISND JO
103991100 0] 0} §BXY, UIYIIM Axjus jo jxod Lue e Jul
-arue sdrys (i £q eprwr og 03 jroder B JOF sopraoxd
‘sjrodwir wo £37INp pur soxe) (1 Bunemgal ‘pOv uy

18-68 ‘ssoxsuod
Iy 10 uoysseg

952%-602

‘11

O¥8T "9 'qod

‘IBM JO s[o8
-80A XIS JO osBYUdINd 9Y) Sopn[ouy ‘¢egI Jedd 8yl 1oy
Q0JAJSS [eAeN oY} J0] suopjviidosdde Surqyew 3oy Uy

081-631 ‘ssedduopd
plg ‘uoisseg 18T

631

‘I

6€81 ‘9% ‘usp

usyel U0V J0 JI9)1BIW J03(qns

Apog aAnyeIsiSery

(ewmen)

£¥X3), JO SMET

oeq

AANNLLNOD SHHLVA TVISVOD NO SVXHL J0 Oriandiay HHy, 40 SELALVLS



—283—

‘gneang 19730
30 speey 9} 0] Se neainq TeABN oy} jo Peay agl 10f

291 ‘sseaguod

Arejes owes o1} Joj Suipjaoad uoIInjosar jujof q}q JO uolsssg 929 ‘I1 I¥8T ‘€ 'qod
rqudsy
oY) JO O0JAISS [RABN OU} Ul ‘,%eleaeZz,, djyswed)s oyl
Jo lepurwmo) ©jel ‘ucjurg ‘D 'V "1de) JO oSed 8} QT ‘§s913u0)
ojup Lrnbuy jo juno) e 3uprubald wopn[osal juef vV Y31q JOo uossegy 609 ‘II T#8T ‘P 'qod
W 0¥ 8T Jeak oyj J07 ‘yuatmreda AaeN 993 103 IP1L ‘ssoxduod
suonyviadordds JeIoA98 ©Y) ©jepl0sU0d 0} PV Uy, YIq JO uojsseg Q09 ‘II TI#8T ‘v ‘qod
*£AeN ©Y)} 10} ITT-L0T ‘ssexduo)
suoysjaoad Surpnouy ‘Iygy Ioy 108 suoperidoxdde uy )9 JO TOIssag 1.8 ‘11 I¥8T ‘9 'qed
O1qndey oY} JO SIuLwWYS][ L0T-G0T ‘sse13uod
~qB)S0 [BABN DPUB Alejiiw oy} 3uUjzjurdIodl PV UV )19 JO uolsseg 699 ‘11 1781 ‘ST ‘uer
LSARIIIPE JO S1IN0D §8B SUS USYM SLINCD 19-19 ‘ssox3uod
JOIISIP oyl Jo s2uppesvosd oy} eje[ndal 0} PV UV, Yig JO uossey 92$-1%8 ‘II 98T ‘e ‘uer
~Ieqjoue Jul 6¥-L¥ ‘ssarduod
~Us|IqeIse pue Anue yo sjrod oM} IuIUsIoqe PV uvy Ylg JOo uoisse§ gI18-T19 ‘II %81 ‘13 ‘uwer
«Supddiys ueixa), JO uopvejosd pue 8T~9T ‘ssv13uo0d
epel; 3upseod ey} jo uwopeniex oy} 107 PV UV, Uig jo uojsseg 6Ly ‘II T#8T ‘v ‘wer
‘apBW 8q 03} juetu
~-fed 10y Suipraoxd pue ‘S[qIOUIAUI ‘ISUOOYOS PpoULIE
ueixay, oyl Aq ‘[essny  ®Z{P ‘I9U00YIS TUsnIg
oyl Jo uopusiep pue eamjdeo eyl Joy Ajuwepu L¥2-9%7 ‘ssexduod
ue s8¢ uopepdordde uw 3Jujyrwl UCHN[Osal juUlof 3y JO uorssey 02% ‘II 0981 ‘92 ‘umr
612 ‘ssexsuod
‘Arjus 3o jx0d ¥ sesuvIV JO £I1D) ey} 3upfvw PV uv Q¥ JO uossegy £6¢ ‘II 688T ‘eY "90Q




—284—

L U0ISRATBH JO 3104 8y} 3® sjond
Jo seynp puw juewjujeddde oY) Supeinges PV UV,,

£0T-T0T ‘ssad3uc)
Y39 Jo Uolssas

gLL-8LL

‘1T

2¥8T ‘v ‘a4

SBUSTBIV JO JOMISIQ ‘esnoy
WOIEND Oy} JO [BAOWSI oy} JOJ UOKNJOSaX JUof,,

66 ‘ssoa8uod
19 JO UWOoIssag

TLL

‘11

Z¥81 ‘S "qad

*£ABN ©U]} JO uUSWIEOS pu® 8I90§3J0 JO Led Joy
pus £ABN PUB J2M JO AI1810106§ OU3 JO Ale[es a8y} J07
suonepadoadde Surpnpoug ‘g8 103 §10¢ suoijeradorddy

66-96 .mmwkwﬂOU
19 JO UOIsSAS

TLL-L9L

‘11

2F8T ‘g ‘dod

. KABN SBXOL
oy} Jo BI00[JJ0 Jo Aed eyl 3uwusqeise,, PV UV

£6 ‘ssaaduo)d
19 JO uOoIssay

92

n

g¥8T ‘¢ 'qod

*08euuo} po1s)sidas 03 3upplod
-98 ‘S18OqUIES)S PU® S19880A JULYDIOW WO selnp o3eu
-uo0) 3urfe] puwB ‘“}0LIS[P [BI0JDOI[00 MU IJUYSI[QBISD
‘gjrod SNOLIBA B SWOISNO ©[) JO SI0}08[[0d 87} JO
sarre(es Sunjes ‘syrodmy Jo sod4} JuUSIdIIIP UO s[NP
§noJdeA 107 Jurpraoad 108 onueasx Liejumewoddns v

g9-79 ‘ssa1duo)d
319 30 uoysseg

LEL-P8L

‘I

Z¥81 ‘Lg ‘uvl

‘Aerpmpe up Uiy S1IN00 JO1LISIP
o] Jo eanpadoad o7 10y Jouxd eyl Sujpuewe PV UV

Z29-19 ‘'ssax3uo)
q19 JO uorsses

FeL-eel

‘i

Z¥8T ‘v ‘uel

*AARN pu® IeA\ Jo juommiredeq oyl
Jo3 suopjerrdoxdde pue leuuosied JuUrAISIUOd PV UV

y1-2T ‘sseaduod
319 Jo uossag

989-¥89

‘1

1781 ‘1T 9od

‘8591781
Aq Jejoue Jo Jxod oY) OJUr PIOIOY 8] S[O8§9A Sl
-qnoo 0M) ey} Jo ouo ueym suolstaoxd pur ‘Anunod
1940 Aq ©peYI0[q T JOpun So1INp ‘[OSS9A [eIjUoU ®
uodn “039 ‘slouosiid ‘spood JO jUSWILII} JO pOYIOW
ey} I9A0D suolstaoxd esoy, "AIUnod PIIyl ® Isurede
Jem v uy pesdelus oq pInoys JS8YIO I SI1IIUNOD
0M) OY) JO SUOIIE[AI oY} SulmIsduod suoysraoxd €noy
~-IBA puw ‘sexoy, Jo uonjuldodsr Joy Surpiaocxd ‘IH8I
‘PT 'q9u PONINIBI ed0UeL UM £)BAI} Oyl JO 8EXO],
j0 o11qndeyy o) Jo juSPIsArg eyl Aq uopewerdoid v

8-1 ‘TIpmeddy
‘T¥8T ‘sse1ducd
iq JO uwolsses

299-999

‘Il

IPST ‘PT ‘90l

wIeL, VO[OV JI0 IO 199(qns

£pod eApyeleidsry

(1emuren)

§eXaY, JO SMU]

ared

aQEANILNOD SHHLVA "IVISVOD NO SVXHI d0 OITdNdId HHL J0 SALALVIS



—285—

"OJIX3I JO JInDH of3 woJgy pojded
-Xo 8] uol3oedsul JO JYSII SIY} ‘ISA0MOF] ‘SpRl) SAT[S
oq} uo ZUlALIBY JO Pojoadsns §,413UN0D I9YI0 oY) JO
J[9Y} JO [9SseA Lu® Jo uopjdedsup Jo JyIiI oy} eAry
[feys ‘I9US[y JO Yuel Ue}Iad ® AQ POPUBWWO0 AI
-1unod Jeyyre yo sdiys oqJ, ‘Se[y §,413Unod Jey} Jo uop
-09304d JO W[ [{B §2SO] OPTBJI} OAB[S ©U] U0 Alled 03}
Suppdwe)e L13Uunod I9y3d JO [98seA AUy ‘uosseaddns
§31 J0] suorien3ad sopiAcid puUB ‘UWOIINIIISUOD SBXO,
9Y3} 03 Juensand ‘4£ovijd dpeI} 0VAIB Y} SAIB[0AQ
‘apeL], SAB[S UBILIFY 9U3} JOo UoIssaxddns 943} X0y Uyeidg
jeaIp) pue SEXO], JO ollqndey oyl uoemioq L3Ol

uopBwelLoId
18jjuepisarg

¥06-688

‘I

SP81 ‘91 "1dey

"AITUN0D J9YJ0 O]} JO BI0oqIey puv
si10d 0juy 02 03 poplue ole Jem Jo sdiys pue sdiys
HUBYOISW Ylof °S[OSEIA I[ISOWOP WO PoIeyd j0U ouB
QOoIqM S[OSS0A S JI0UJ0 OU) U0 §99] JOYJ0 JO SO[INP
Aue e3Ieyo 03 jou Ajed yoee Joy ‘sSury) JIeyio
3uowe ‘sopraoid ‘uleljag jeeay pue AEX3], Jo ojqudey
oY} uesmjeq UOIJEI[ABN PUB 00IdWIWO) JO ALjwou],

nopBwBI0Ig
[euopIsaId

488-088

‘I

g¥81 ‘91 "3deg

‘Aeg
eplodele oju] ssed oy} pum ‘IsAyy Sozelg oY} JO
now oy} ‘I0qIeH UoIseA[ed JO uorloejoxd J9)38q oyl
0] SUOIIEIIIIIA0] JO TWO[PAId oY) Joy suonjerxdosdde
SOHBIN ,, 15800 ®Os 973} Jo uooejoxd Jy) 0§ WY uvy,,

SI-L1 ‘ssoxduo)
YiL JO uosseg

L88

‘11

$¥8T ‘vI ‘uer

‘BULIBIN PUB IBA\ JO Arejaroeg oY) 10} suopjerrdosdde
3uppnouy ¢F8Y Jead oyl I0j o® suonviidoaddr uy

01-8 ‘ssoxduo)
YL JOo uolssag

0£8-8728

gV81 ‘9 ‘uer

«AABN oY} JOo j10ddns
ay} J03 suopjeprdoxdde Surjew UWOPN[0sAX JuUlOL,,

9-q ‘s8Ss13uoD
919 JOo uolssag [vioeds

£18

S¥81 ‘ez Lur

‘gjrodw] uo S2IINP J09[[09 0} O©J8 SWI0ISND JO
8I10309{[00 UYOJYMA U] Jouurw oY Supeingel OV uy

¥ ‘sseisuo)
U9 3O uoyssds [vroeds

g18

g¥8T ‘9% 4

‘gleaez ‘digswea)s oy) Supdedser uopniosal jujor

61T ‘sseiduc)
Y9 Jo ucjsseg

164

8781 ‘9 ‘qod




—286—

‘eP8I
‘91T LW uwO uweyeonx Jo 15€0d Ayl JJO UONde eyl uj
POpPUNOM 8JoM OUA ‘UdWSPU®] PUB SdULIBW ‘UawWess

66 ‘ssarduod

po[qestp 1c3 uwoysusd e sopraosd uwopnjoseld jujof v Yi8 Jo uo[sses T10T ‘II F¥8T ‘g 'qed
‘15800 9Y) U0 PIHOIM S[ISSEA JO SI9jSBUW L8-98 ‘ssei8uod
~joeam 103 Zuppracid PV eyl Sujpuewrs PV Uy qig jOo uolsseg 666-866 ‘II ¥¥81 ‘€ ‘ddd
«'18%]
L2l 30 UI9T oWy uwo ‘Aydeadwie) IO ‘BWNZOIUOI
pue ednyepeny) SIOWEIE UBOIXSI ©Y} YlIm UOI0R
uB Ul ‘upsny Jep Jo dors eyl pygoq UO pepunoa
AJoa0A08 UQ9q SuUARY,, JO] DUE ‘DOIOPUS S9O[AJIGS 0] 49-§9 ‘sser3uod
uorsuad % uwewdiyspyu B Surjueld uornjossd juiof v qig Jo uosseg LL6-9L6 ‘IX PF8T ‘2 'qed
‘orreqed jqod
0] uWnoyed 3104 wWOJIy unoyie)d Jo IOLISIp eyl jo $9 ‘ssda3uod
SSNOY SWO0ISND 8Y) SuUA0mW JOJ UCHIN[O8dY JUjof V Y18 Jo uojsseg 916 ‘II ¥$8T ‘2 ‘qed
LOongndeyy 8y Jo 80I0) SW[jlaBIT
87} JO PUBWTIOD U 9J[AJSS 9AI)O® UL IIUyM ‘AAeN oYU}
paystuang ‘sas0js pue suoistaoxd Joj sapddns 1oy pue
‘Uejedny JO JUSWUIOA0L) ©[} WO0J] PSAIS0SI Leuowt
JO  SIUSWASINGSIP JOF ‘9JOCIN ‘M ‘| JO 8sjunosode 19-09 ‘ssex3uo) )
oY} erjjes 03,, J0jipne uB Jupnbar uOlInjosar juiof I8 J0 uoIssey gLe ‘11 FFST ‘T 'qod
W8ud )
~digys uelxey, Jo wuopoojoxd oyl puv epra} SurIseE0D 19 ‘ssaxguc)
By} Jo uwopye[nZes 6y} IOy PV UB puUsSWE 0} PV UV, Y8 Jo uorsseg 696 ‘II $¥8T ‘T ‘qed
*woarm diys yo eseo uy suoysiaoxd pue ‘sdjys Surpeol
~un pue 3uipeoy ‘sixod Jo Jurorred ‘S[asSOA §,19110 8
jsurede AL1Unod IS £q paSieyd ssynp ‘sioqreq
pue sIsALr ‘sjzod ojup ALIjus Jo sIYSLI (U0 SUOISIA
-0xd SMpnoul ‘SPuUBlIOYISN ©Oy) Pur SBX9), UM} TOIIeWR[00IT
-6q TWONE3[ABN DU edlowwo) ‘ANWY JO £jeell V Tejuepiseg 316-906 ‘II ¢¥8T ‘v ‘wep
(1emmeyn)
Tayey, UonOV Jo JoNe| 10e[qug Apog eApeIsiSary geX0], JO SME] oreq

QIANLLNOD

SHHLVA TVISVO0D NO SVXHL J0 OrigAddyd 3HY, J0 SELALVIS



—287—

"SWO0ISNO JO J0309[{0d 81}
4q swoneInles puw sWONEONJ08ds 10§ S9PIA0.d .0l

0 w T ‘ssel3uo)

“[BqBD osed e osnoyiys| ® Usjqeisd 0] PV uv,, Ui6 Jo uoisseg 9911 ‘II S¥8T ‘e "qed
« 9SIMISBOD 36-68 ‘sseas8uod
Bp008 JO wopelOdSUTI} Oy} ezLIOINE 0} PV uy,, 36 JO uojssag 8ETI~-98IT ‘II S¥8T ‘e "qeq
88 ‘ssal8uo)
"SUI0ISND 3O suopje[nes Joj Suipjacad PV uy ql6 JO uocyssag ¥SIT ‘II S¥8T ‘S ‘qod
‘Axeuyp
~10 Uy Aa®N oY} Supdeoy J0J junOWE uw pue jusw
-Jede eupIBy pur 1BM ©7) JOo sasuadxe JoJ smo}f ¥L-0L ‘ssax3uocd
fapnpuj gygT Jesdk eyl 103 08 suopvudosdde oq.L Y6 3o ucissag 03T1-9TT ‘II 98T ‘I ‘qed
«opeI} $9-¢9 ‘sssisuo)
Surseod euj puw sepjup eZeuuo} Jupended WY uvy,, Uig Jo uojsseg 60TT ‘II a¥8Y ‘T "qod
g jsursde suopeoypoeds pus sa3aeqo
9y} Jo Adod ® U3l pays{uang 8q oJ00| 3ded eyl
pue ‘el00lN ‘M H "3deD 3sog 30 Tel3 oyl 103 dn 811 ‘ssex8uo)
198 8q 03 [eunqu) ® J0j Jurpjaoxd wopniosal juicf vV g Jo uojssag 080T ‘II ¥#ST ‘9 ‘qod
‘§¥81 pue
2¥81 BIBAL aU} JOJ LABN Oy} JO WoWEaS pue 8190713 91T ‘ssoaduo)
30 Jo fed-jred 10 suopelidoidds Juryew 0y uy Yig Jo uoyssag 8301 ‘11 ¥¥8T ‘Q Qo4
‘pIeuIag uBS ‘18UOOYIS puUEB
‘I9Y0IY pUB UONIBGM ‘SSLIq ‘ugsny ‘diys ayj :s[esses
oy} Areuipio up 3Juidesy i10j spesodo.d 9AI808d 0] 91T ‘sssasuo)
SULIEIY PU® I8 JO A1e}2I00§ oy} SUZlI0YINe Joy Uy Wi8 Jo moysseg L%0T ‘II PP81 ‘9 ‘qod
‘Sirejje [eABU 03 Juruarejred ITIT1-901 ‘ssaid3uo)
SUIe}] BOpN[OU; $FYY J0j 3Po® suoprlidordde ery, qig Jo uolsseg Z20T-810T ‘II ¥¥81 ‘S "qed
"opel} 3uryseod oyl A1d 03 ojqndey ey} jo
Se[3 ey} 3ullesq S[eSSA Aluo 1oy pue £1ea1; ® ojuy
Patajus jou pey ojqndey oy} wWoym yym siemod
0} Suiduo[dq s[esseA ugpRI0y [[B uwodn £np ® 101
gopracid . ‘sexay, Jo orqndsy oy} Jo 92I9WWOD o3 901 ‘ssex3uo)d
70 jUeWeIeINOdUS pUB UO0dejoid oY} 10] PV uy,, qig JO uojsseg LIO0T ‘II ¥¥81 ‘9 ‘qog




:
1

‘agyBONy OUl)
70 15200 Y3 330 ‘SHST ‘0¢ 1AV pus ‘9T Arly Jo UONPE
oy} U] DOpUNOM ©Olosm OYM SSULIBW DPUE ‘USWSPUE]
‘UDTIEsS DPOIqESIP JO JOJdI JOy uepmrosexr juof

61 ‘sseI8uU0)

ew oriqud eq} Jurfired
Joy ‘s)xod peoweUu ©A0qQE Oy} Ussmileq Guid[d ‘1essoA
uerxe], ue SuUILIBYD £Q ‘SUES[IO) MBN PUE UO0ISAA[BD
weSMIaq 9INOI IR B YS[[qEIS? 0) morniosel jurof v

116 JO UO0Issas BIXH 9131 ‘I 9¥81 ‘g eung
91 ‘sgax8uc)
6 JO uopsse§ BIIXH 3131 ‘II %81 ‘Lg eunp

*OSNOK Ppu® 9)BUIS £0J¥}S POyU[)
o) £q pessed uwoliniosar jurof oy} Jo sULIS) oy} Iuy
~jdaoor ‘seapjejusseadeyy Jo 9snol Pue djeUSy SEXIT,
ey} Jo uwopm[osada juiof 8y} ST SIUY, 'S0%elS POIUf}
B8] 03 $eXO], ]JO uOIexsuus 8yl 03 jusmIuIsA08 3uf
~J8[%3 Oy} JO Juasuod oy} Suiajd uoynjoses juiof,,

9~ ‘ssaIduo)

7316 3o wWOIsse§ BIIXH 2021-003T ‘II 9781 ‘eg eunf

UaYBL UOLPOV J0 J9j1EIN 199fqng

(fewwen)

Apog SARBISINT gex0), JO SMET

oreq

AZANILNOD

SUELVA TVISVOD NO SVXAL d0 OI'TdNddY HHL J0 SHLALVES



—289—

Appendix F

LIST OF PUBLISHED ACCOUNTS OF THE
ACTIVITIES OF THE TEXAS NAVY

Of the published accounts of the activities of the
Texas Navy the more complete ones are:

Dienst, Dr. Alex, The Navy of the Republic of
Texas, 1909;

Douglas, C.L., Thunder on the Gulf or The Story
of the Texas Navy, 1936;

Hill, Jim Dan, The Texas Navy, 19317.

Other brief accounts or references may be found
in:

Baker, D. W. C., A Texas Scrapbook, 1875, pp. 70-
80;

Bancroft, H. H., A History of the North American
States and Texas, 1886, vol. 16, pp. 271-272, 283-
284, 350-352;

Barker, Eugene, Texas History, 1929, p. 357;

Brown, John Henry, History of Texas, 1893, vol.
2, pp. 85, 126-128, 198-200;

Christian, A, K., Mirabeau Bounaparte Lamar,
1922, pp. 45-50, 150, 157-162;

Johnson, Frank W., A History of Texas and Tex-
ans, 1916, pp. 77-79, 314, 328, 459, 469-470;
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Houston, Andrew Jackson, Texas Independence,
1938, pp. 268-286;

Moore, Commodore E. W., To the People of Texas,

1843; _
 Moore, Francis J., Map and Description of Texas,
1840, p. 40;

McMaster, J. B., A History of the People of the
United States from the Revolution to the Civil War,

Vol. 6, 1910, pp. 269-270;
Roemer, Dr. Ferdinand, Texas, 1849, p. 51;

Schmitz, Joseph William, Texan Statecraft, 1941,
pp. 52-54, 135-139;

Thrall, H. S., A Pictorial History of Texas, 1885,
pp. 219, 298-299;

Yoakum, Henderson K., History of Texas, 1855,
vol. 2, pp. 124, 212-213, 216-217, 271, 307, 381-384.
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Appendix G

COPY OF AFFIDAVIT SHOWING DEPARTMENT
OF INTERIOR’S CONSTRUCTION OF SUB-
MERGED LANDS ACT AND OUTER
CONTINENTAL SHELF LANDS ACT

STATE OF TEXAS )
COUNTY OF TRAVIS )

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this
29th day of July, 1958, personally appeared BILL
ALLCORN, to me well known, who after being by
me duly sworn, did depose and say:

“I am Commissioner of the General Land Office
of the State of Texas.

“That the papers, records, and documents of the
General Land Office of the State of Texas show:

“That from May 22, 1953, the effective date
of the Submerged Lands Act, to date, the Gen-
eral Land Office has held nine sales of mineral
leases in submerged lands off the coast of Texas
and between the three mile and three marine
league lines;

“That the dates of these sales were: Septem-
ber 1, 1953; December 1, 1953; September 7,
1954; May 3, 1955; September 6, 1955; July 3,
1956; December 4, 1956; June 4, 1957; and
March 4, 1958;

“That a total of 811 tracts, comprising ap-
proximately 472,310 acres, have been offered
for lease and a total of some 165 tracts, com-
prising approximately 313,672 acres, have actu-
ally been leased, and the total consideration, or
bonus, paid to the State for these leases was
more than $20,000,000.00;
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“That on the permanent mailing list main-
tained by the General Land Office for the pur-
pose of sending notices of all lease sales con-
ducted by the School Land Board of the State
of Texas, is the U. S. Department of Interior,
650 Federal Building, New Orleans, Louisiana;

“That four copies of these notices are trans-
mitted to this addressee in the normal course of
business;

“That no protest of Texas lease sales have
been made by this or any other arm of the Fed-
eral Government;

“That the Department of the Interior and
the General Land Office have in general co-
operated in the administration of the submerg-
ed lands areas under their respective jurisdie-
tions since the effective date of the Submerged
Lands Act;

“That in lease sales, the line three marine
leagues from the coast of Texas has been re-
spected by each, the General Land Office leas-
ing only within, and the Department of the In-
terior leasing only without, that line;

“That the Department of the Interior has by
agreement utilized inspectors employed by the
General Land Office to supervise geophysical
activities by Federal permittees.”

BILL ALLCORN

SUBSCRIBED and sworn to before me, by the
said BILL ALLCORN, this 29th day of July, 1958,
to certify which, witness my hand and seal of office.

(Seal) MARTHA ALWORTH
Notary Publie, Travis County, Texas
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Appendix H

TELEGRAM FROM GOVERNOR DANIEL TO PRES-
IDENT EISENHOWER AND THE PRESIDENT’S
REPLY

WESTERN UNION TELEGRAM
10/29/57

The Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower
President of the United States

The White House

Washington, D. C.

Have just been advised that Department of Justice
is preparing to file a lawsuit Monday challenging the
validity of the original three league boundary of
Texas in the Gulf of Mexico and seeking to establish
not only a present three mile line but also to recover
from the State of Texas even the subsoil and right
to explore and develop the minerals between the
three mile and the three league lines. This action
would violate the promise made by the President
of the United States before Texas entered the
Union that the Nation would uphold and defend
our boundaries as Texas claimed them to be and it
would violate the Texas annexation agreement, the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo with Mexico, and your
own statements in defense of Texas’ position. Dur-
ing our last visit on this subject it was my impres-
sion that Justice and State Departments would
acknowledge that Submerged Lands Act gives Texas
the right to explore the natural resources out to the
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original boundary of three leagues even though
they might contend that the present boundary is
three miles. If it is true that any such lawsuit
is contemplated by your Administration to take
away all rights beyond three miles then I sin-
cerely request an opportunity to present to you in
person the views of this State before any such action
is permitted.

Respectfully yours,

PRICE DANIEL
Governor of Texas

THE WHITE HOUSE
Washington

November 7, 1957

Dear Price:

In further response to your telegram of October
twentieth, the State of Texas, in my view, should
have the right to explore and exploit the submerged
lands extending seaward of the Texas coastline for
a distance of three marine leagues into the Gulf of
Mexico. I earnestly hope that the Submerged Lands
Act establishes this as a matter of law.

As you realize, it is appropriate, of course, for
the Supreme Court to consider and decide whether
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the Submerged Lands Act does, as a matter of law,
accomplish this purpose.

In any action that it may be necessary for the
Attorney General to take by reason of the June
twenty-fourth order! of the Supreme Court, the
statements that I have publicly made which bear
upon this controversy will be presented to the Court,
as will the statements made by the Attorney General
which, as you know, accorded with my own.

I fully appreciate your interest in this matter and
want to thank you for telegraphing me as you did.

With warm regard.

‘Sincerely,
/s/ DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER

The Honorable Price Daniel
Governor of Texas
Austin, Texas
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