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The Fostering Connections to Success and
Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008 Offers

Indian people who had received aflotinents -
of land fo be held'in trust status by the Unit-
ed States government. The land claims in -
‘White Earth imf.QEvéﬁ_'_éﬁfér;'_'I-U'ﬂ;'{}'ﬂﬂ- acres of -
allotmernts to mdmd‘u&is, “which were ille-

gally transferred -during. the early ‘1900's.
The illegal land transfers were' acquired

through various means including the use of -
liguot, falsified affidavits, sales % minor
children, and llegal tax forfeitures by the
counties. Affer litigation commenced and the
extent of the claims became apparent, the
federal ' government decided a negotiated -
 political seftlement would be the best option
fo’settle the land claims controvérsy.. The

~ Result was the-White Earth Reservation
- Land Settlement Act of 1985, Public Law

99-264 (100 Stat. 61), amended by Public .
Law 100-153 (101 Stat, 886) and Public Law.
- 100-212 (101 Stat, 1433) (hereinafter WEL-

- SA-and codified at 25 U.S.C. 331 note). .

* White Earth continued on page 2

 The Fostering Connections to Success and Tncreas:
ing Adoptions Act (HLR. 6893/PL. 110-351) will: help

children in foster care and will offer new support to -
““many children who are being taised by their grandpar-
~ents and other relatives because: their parents cannot

care for them. = - _ :
* The Fostering Connections to Success and Increas-

. ing Adoptions Act helps different groups of relative
' care famnilies in various ways. '

The Act oifers: - - ' : o

1. Notice to Relatives When a Child is about to
Enter Care. State child welfare agencies must provide
notice, within 30 days of the removal of any child from
the custody of the child's parents, to all adult grandpar-
ents and other relatives of the child. There are excep-
tions in situations of family or domestic violence. This

notice allows grandparents and other relatives to gef
~ imvolved early in the child’s care, as somefimes these

relatives can prevent the child from going into foster
carc. The Act also allows child welfare agencies to

 obtain state and federal child support data, including -

information to help locate children’s parents and other
relatives, :
2. Grants for programs to Engage Family Mem-
bers, New Family Connection Grants will connect chil-
dren in or at risk of entering foster care to family, $5
million of the $15 million in annual guaranteed funding
for the grants is reserved for Kinship Navigator pro-
grams. These programs will help link relative care-
givers, both in and out of foster care, to services and

~supports for the children. It also wili help agencies’

more effectively and efficiently serve kinship care fam-

Help to Children Raised by

Relatives

ilies: State agencies, agencies -senring- large metropoli-

_ tan areas, Indian tribal organizations, and: private non-

profit ofganizations with experience serving children in
foster care or kinship care may apply for the competi-
tive grants. Funding can also be used for intensive fam-
ily-finding efforts, family group decision making meet-
ings, and residential family substance abuse freatment
programs, all of which help get family members
involved, _

3. Federal Support to States for Kinship
Guardianship Assistance, State child welfare agencies
will have the option to use federal funds for relative
guardianship assistance to help children leave foster:
care to live permanently with relatives. The law states
that for this provision to apply, children must have been
cared for by prospective relative guardians in ‘foster:
care for six consecutive months and the children must

. be eligible for federal foster care payments in the home.

of the relative caregiver. Before offering kinship-
guardiznship assistance, state agencies must also defer-
mine that reunification and adoption are not appropriate
opitons for these children. Also, they must document
efforts to discuss adoption with the relatives and kin--
ship guardianship with the child’s birth parent, and chil-
dren ages 14 and older must be comsulted about
guardianship arrangements, Children living with rela-
tive guardians will be eligible for Medicaid and a cash
payment that may not exceed the foster care. payment.
Generally, children are eligible to receive guardianship
agsistance to age 18. However, in certain circum-

- Fostering continued on bage 3 -



~without gavemment

Anis?nabe . Services ewsletter * Nov. 2009

Pmcedure
The WELSA office in Bem:ldjl Minnesota detemunes

which allotments have clairis; gathers and submits all.
legal i documemts regatding potential heus and Pﬂfﬂntlﬂl -
compensation; and requests. payment from. the:United
States Trcasury for those heirs. The: fo]lc-wmg types of -
claims cuncermng the nrlgmal alloiments arg coversd: '
by WELSA:’ §ales of ﬂlega]l}r tax forfeited lands; sales f
.~ Tesotigoes in determining eligibility for or: the dmount.
::-of askistance-under the Social: Semmty Act.or an}f oth- E -

by minors without govemmant apprnval, gales by ‘fu]l

bloods™ ‘withiout government -approval; and, sales by -
court appoittted guardians -or probate adthinistrators -
proval Heir* determmatmns'

pursuant to the Act aré mma]l}r prnbated by the

Department of  Interior, Office .of Hearings and -

Appeals WELSAL I}msmn 43 C ER. § 4. 35[] et scq

make determinations has caused problems regarding

legitimacy of heirs, paternity of heirs, ‘adoptions in and_r )
out of the families of heirs and cialmants and cther '

pmb]ems

The WELSA'Ismbate process begin.s u.iith the Probate - S .
" Appeals of [BL#'JL decisions to the Fedf:ral D1str1ct
- Courts typlcall}r occur via the Administrative Proce-

dure Act, 5 T1.S.C. § 704, as requests for relief fromh a

Clerk gathering file information concerning ‘births,

marriages, and deaths, That information is submitted
to an Administrative Judge who issues a Preliminary .
Heirship Determination Order. 43 CER. §.4.351.°

The Preliminary Heirship Defermination can-be
appealed within forty (40) days. 43 CFR. § 4.352

(b)(1}. A Final Order Determining Heirs is signed by.

the Tudge and can be appealed within thirty {30} days.
43 CER. § 4 352 (b)3}. The heus]np determination
process 15 not closed at this point. If there is a need for

Tudge may issne an ‘order for fusther probate #ctions.

Following ﬁnal orders in these WELSA probates, )
notices of compensation are sent out to the defermined

heirs. If the forms are signed and retumed, the indi-

- cated compensal;mn wﬂl be dlshursed tu thc hmrs If
the heir disagrees with the information contained in-

- the Netice, instructions ‘are included in ‘the Notice as
‘how to file suit in. U.S. District Court. In ferms of the

. gharacter of the compensation itself, Section 16 of
- 'WELSA .states:’ “None -of the moneys. which are dis- - .
tributed under this Act shall be- subject to Federal or - -

Stale mcume taxes of: be: considersd: as’ mcuma or

-BI fcdera.ll}r asmstfxl pmgram.

A party’ aggneved by a final urder of an admlmstratwe

-,judge under 43 C.RR.§ 4.352, or by a final order upon
.. ‘feconsideration of an administrative judge vnder 43
- CER:§ 4354, ‘may appeal to the Interior Board of

All claims are probated under the anasota mhan—

* tance law thaf was in place at the time of the; passage. .
of WELSA, as provided in the technical: amenmants :
to WELSA-WELSA probates are miore determiziations.
of heirship and: ‘compensation for the settlertent of the -~ 1
[and claims thari full probates. These heirshipy detetmi=
nations and comipensafion ¢ detemauons foﬂow fher:_'
dicfates-of WELSA and the relevant contemporaneous.
Minnesota inhéritance laws: The application -of the -
inheritance laws that existed in Minnesota in 1986 to -

 Indian Appeals ([BL%} 43 C.ER. § 4.356; The notice - -
.+of appeal st be fled. with the Boatd 1 o] Tater’ than . ¢
- thirty.#30) days-from. the.daty o which the final.oxder
ﬂf the admmmtratwe }udga was, maﬂai, GI’ Lf there haar

iy

final order upon reconsideration and a decision on

appeal by the Board either affirming or modifying the.
final order or final order upon reconsideration shall be -
final for. the Department of the [ﬂtf:rmr 43 CER.§

4356 (e}

Department of the Interior agency final decision for

" which there is no other adﬂquatﬁ remedy. Questions of

- heirship deterininations, compensation calculations,
and constitutionality of WELSA have been litigated in

the federal courts. See e.g., Litflewolf v. Lujan, 887 .
‘F2d 1058,'1066(D.C. Cir. 1989); Manypenny v. Unit- -
" ed States, 948 F.2d 1057 (8th Cir. 1991), Shangreau v.
further hetrship determination (for example, if aniden-
tified heir died”after the original allottee) -the OHA

Babbitt, 68 F.3d 208 (8th Cir. 1995); and Smith v. Bab-

- bift, 96 E.Supp. 907 (D.Minn. 2000}, The application
- of the Minnesota inheritance laws has resulted in hard- _
ship to many potential (and likely rlghtﬁll} heirs as

no later than ﬂm’ty [3[]} da}rs from the: date. on whxch k
~ the ﬁnal"c:rdar upor reconsideration of the adininistra~*"
five Jud e s, maﬂed untlm ily“flhngs are ;qlssad '
-430. ER. §4, 356 (b} Thf: Board ma}r 1ssue a declsmn, I
affirming, modifying, or vacating the final order ur'

The Court notes, however, that it amrives at this
-conclusion with a great deal of reluctance. In
reaching his initiaf heirship defermination in this
~ case, the ALJ described the Mirmesota Intestacy.
laws of 1986 which Congress, through WELSA,
has frozen in time, as “archaic” The Court whole-
heartedly agrees with this characterization. Appar—
cntl}r even the Mifinesota legislature ¢oncurs, since
. soon after the enactment of WELSA it amended
the laws at issue. The ugurpation of individual
nghts on the basm of 1]lf:g;n:|mau:1£,r is distasteful,
espema]l}f m cm:umstances such as thesc, in whlch
such rights are deried in the face of the fong- stand-
ing-traditions and customs of native.people. The
result in this case is even more unpalatable, given

. that it appears to arise from the unfortunate hap-

* penstance of WELSAL'S enactment just a few
" ‘months too-early. Although a simplé amendmentto
. 'WELSA wonld lead to.more just result, itis not the
.provinee: of. this -Court-fo-enact: legislation.. The .
‘remedy: for this' mjustice Eresvwith th&ﬂongtess of .

tha'l_lmtedﬁtates ORI LA

It ma&&-ﬂppear-_thai--a setﬂemsntra’n.:rt .ﬁ:ﬂm 19.555 is not

levant to any current litigation issues or that the pro-

"bates under WELSA have been resolved in this inter- .
. vening time period. This is not the case though as the

WELSA office, the OHA WELSA Division, and the

'IBIA still deal with these probate/claim issues that

arise from the United States Government’s attempt to

. compénsate those wronged by the illegal land sales

and fo quiet title to the land for the current landown-
Brs... :

, Potéliﬁal'héiis still face legal barriers such as proof of
. parentage and wrongfu] adoptions out of their families

{adoptions that would today be barred by the Indian

- Child Welfare Act), that serve to prevent thejr com-

pensation under WELSA. Potenfial heirs often oo

 through the process of challenging these defermina- -

fions pursuant to WELSA without counsel or any
expertise in dealing with OHA or federal law. As long
as there are allotments that are identified or heirs that
remain to be identified, the WELSA probate actions
will continue. to be heard by the OHA. :

-evidenced by the Court’s language in Smith v. Babbitt

in reluctantly affirming the TBIA decision: "



. -lings in the same foster care, Kinship, or adoptive home
of to maintain connections among siblings, unless it
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Fostering continued from page 1

stances, children may be eligible to continue to receive

- guardianship assistance to wage 21. Currently 37 states

and the District of Columbia have subsidized gnardian-
ship programs. Federal support for such programs will
help them reach more children. All children receiving
support for subsidized guardianship payments and
services in a state under a federal child welfare waiver

. .on September 30, 2008 will be automaﬁcéll},r eligible
-to continue this support if the state decides to provide

kinship guardianship assistance under the act. .~
4, Keepmg Sih]lngs Together. State child welfare
agencies must make reasonable efforts to place gib-

would be contrary to their safefy or well being to do so.

. -Siblings may be covered by kinship guardmnshlp

assistance even if not all are eligible individually.

5. Helpmg to Keep Children in School. Stﬁte_:
child weifate ageiicies must assure that every school-

age child in foster care or receiving kinship guardian-

:ship or adoption assistance ‘is entolled -full time: in.-
school. In addition; while making placement detisiofs:
for a child in foster care, child; welfare: agencies.miust.
“help- tﬁrkeep therehild: in-tis- or-her original :scheel-
.when it is in the child’s best interest,"or assist with a|

-prompf transfer to anew school.

6. Eligibility ‘for. Independent Lmng Services |

and Education and Training Vouchers, For the first
time, children who Ieave foster care after age 16 for

* kinship guardianship wifl now be eligible for education

-and training vouchers for higher education or other

vocational training. (Currently only children who.

remain in foster care or are adopted at agel6 or older
-from foster care are eligible for this help.} The law also
states that these children will be eligible for mdapend—
-ent living services.

7. Clarifies That States May Waive Nnn-Sﬂfety
Related' Licensing Standards for Relative Homes

On a Case-by-Case Basis. Currently certain licensing
standards applied to all foster parents create special -

barriers for foster parents who are related to the
child Most often these rules are related to physical
conditions in the home, such as requirements that there

be a separate bedroom. for each child or a certzin |
amount of square footage in the home. Current guid--

ance clarifies that such standards can be waived in
individual cases, but now it is explicit in this new law.
The new law also requireg the Department of Health

and Human Services to report fo Congress on. the use .

of licensing waivers and recommendations for increas-

ing the percentage of relatwe foster famﬁy homr,s that :

are Loensed,

HRI v EIVII'I]IIII]I!II[H| PFBIE[:[IIIII ﬂ!]&llﬂv T|IH |i|3| Slﬂllll 1III1 ﬂll!

The definition of Ind1an Country, codified in 13 UsScC. §
1151, includes “all dependent Indian communities within the
horders of the United States..
as a whiole inclodes “all Jands witkin the limits of any Indian

reservation under the jurisdiction of the United States gov--
| ermment...” and “all Indian allotments; the Indian tiflss to

which have not been cxtmgmshed." {1151 {a) and fc}}. 1151
(b) allows for land outside of reservations and non- allotted
lznd to potentially be considered Indian Country, - -

The concept of dependeént Indian commmnities dn:l not:
otiginate with Congress, but instead was first recognized by -
the United States Supreme Court in the 1913 decision of

United States v. Sandoval (231 U.S. 28). In Sandoval, the
Court recognized that the “intent of Congress, as elucidated

| by [court] decisions, was to designate as Indian country all
lands set aside by whatever means for the residence of tribal ,

Indizns under federal protection, tegether with-trust- and

restricted Indian, allofments.” The Court also stated, “Con- -
gress has ::'I&:mn;ﬂ Indian cnuntr_‘,r!hmadl}' fo inclode: formal

deht “fhidiar cominities;: _
and Tnthai alfétinerits ‘Congiess codified dependent: Indiad
commumities-ir 1948, rélying ‘primarily:on langnage from the.
United:. S’Eate&Suprcms Lomrt.d 1 Sandoval and Umted States, .

eservdtions; dep

v. McGowemn (302 H.8; 535). g SR
Over; the subsequpat 40.+ TB&[‘S cuurfs develnped varlous
tests to dctem:;me whether Jand af issue qualified as a depend-

ent-Indian compinity; “While féderdl cirouit courts” ‘adopted”
' shghﬂj.r different tests, courts generally agreed that the analy- -
-sis required looking at such factors as the: amount of federal
-supesintendence of the ‘area; the nature of the community in

question, the relationship of the community to a tribe, the
relationship ‘of the cominunify to the federal government,
whether there is an element of coliesiveness within the com-

muity manifested by commeon intérests, needs of the inhab-
-itants as supplied by that locality, and whether the land. was -
set apart for the use, occupancy, and protection of Indian peo-
| ples. (see 19 Fed. Proc. L. Ed. § 46:1087, and U.S. v. South
- Dakota., 665 F.2d 837 (8th Cir. 1981), Pitssburg and Midway

Coal Co v. Waichman, 52 F.3d 1531 {10th Cir. 1955}, Narra-

ganselt Tndian Tribe v. Narragansett Electic Company, 89
E3d 908 {Ist Cir, 1996), United States v. Cook, 322 F2d

1026 {(2nd Cir. 1997}, and Alaska v. Native Village of Venetie,

- 101 E3d. 1286 (9th Cir. 1996)). While each of the courts that
issued the above decisions looked at slightly different factnrs ,

a cornmon theme running through all of the decisiois was an,

examnination of the community in guestion in order to makn_ :

the determination,

In 1998, the Unifed States Supreme Court. rﬂ'-fl,slted the -
issue of dependent Indian communities, and sef forth a far
more festrictive fest than what had beex previousty emplu}rad '
in the federal district and circuit courts. Justice Thomas, Wweit-
ing for the majority, adopted a two part test, considering only -

1) whether thie laud in question was set aside by the federal
government for the use of Indian peoples, and 2) whether

‘there is federal superinténdence over the land i question.
|- Furthermore, in Footnote 7 of the decision, Justice Thomas ~

" (I8U.S.C..§ 1151(b)). 1151

°I}IIIIIIIIIIIIIW of I'EiEI'EIIIIE test in [|I¥IIEIII]I!III Indian communlty HIIiIWSIS?

appears to imply that analjrmg and aﬁorchng sclgm:ﬁcant :
weight to the nature of the community in determining
whether the new two prong test is met is improper, as it

Teduces. the two remaining factors to “mere cnnmdﬂratmns "
(Alaska v. Venetie, 522 1.5, 520 (1958)). s

This decision, which arguably failed to appmpﬂatal}r £oD- -

mder canonsof Indian law construction and misapplied prior . B

decisions by the United States Supreme Court, has thrown the

*-dependent Indizn community analysis into dlsarray Thi vast

majority of state-and federal courts that have. emiployed the

-dependent Indian community apalysis post-Venetie have- -

abandoned any real attempt to consider the community-itself,
and look only to whether the land in question has been set

‘aside for the use of Indian peoples, and whether there is suf-
-ficient federal superintendence over the area. (see Alyeska v.

Kluti Kazh; 101 R3d 610 {9th Cic 1996), New Meéxico .
Frank, 52 P.3d 404 (N.M. 2002), State v. Owen, 729 N.W.2d
356, 369 (8.D. 2007), Dark-Eyes v. Commissioner of Rev--

‘enne Servmes, 887 A.2d 848, 864-865 (Conn. 2006}, US .
Papakee; 485iF-Supp. 2d 1032 (N.D. Towa 2007)). ’

One notible exception to this is the' 10th Circuit Cdutt of

- Appeals; which hag'continued fo-engage in'a community of

-reference; analysis in determining whether Jand constitutes a ,

" --dependent Indian community. . For example, the Court in HRI
.. EPA held that, “because Venetie doés not speak directly to .
. the issue, bamng en hanc review by this court... Watchman

continues to redjuire a™conmunity of reference” andlysis pri-
or to'determining whether land qualifies as a dependént Indi-

“an commumity,” 198 E3d. 1224 {10th Cir. 2000). The. Court
reiterated thefi support for the community of reference test
.when'the case came back in front of them recently in 4 deci-
“sion dated April [7th, 2009 (Hydro Resources, Inc. v. U.S.
:E PA., 562 F3d 1249, 1262.).

* While the 10th Circuit has recently made it clear that the

~community of reference remains relevant to the dependent

Indian commmunity emal}fsm postuVeneue itis unclear whether
this holding will survive en banc review. On Angust 24th,
2009 the 10th Circuit agreed to rebiear this case en banc fo,

among other thmgs determine whether the -::{}mmumty of ref-

-erence test survives Venetie, -

It is important to note that Everal circuits that . preuuusly

- employed the commumnity of reference analysis prior to the
. Venetie decision have not had the decasion to reconsider their

test in light of Venetie. What is certain, however, is that
essentially every state court and federal district court that has
considered this issue post-Venetie has held that the Venefie
decision has limited the anafysis to only two factors, set aside

. and superintendence. The 10th Circuit Court of Appeals'is the
_only court to have held that Venetie did not abrogaté the com-
munity of reference test. Maniy will presumably- be paying

close affention to the en banc decision of the 10th Lirenit to
sec-how they rule on this issue. It will likely be very, persua-
sive to other circuit courts that have not yet had an occasion -

- to reconsider their depandeut Indlan commumt}r analjrﬂs fac-
"tors in hght nf Venzafle o .

N
RN
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% anesofa Indians and Jur/sdict/on A brief d/scussmn

 For most Ivhnnesutaus the lucal county court is the place to resolve legal
* disputes. For Indians it is not so simple. Indians may end up in iribal court,
state coust or federal court — depending on the legal issue, the partles imvolved
and the location where the action cccarred.”

Jurisdiction as used in this article refers to a court’s power (o decide a case
and issue a decree. {Black’s Law Dictionary, Ninth Edition.)

) Tribal Courts:
- A, Civil Jursdiction: :

In general, tribal courts assert civil jurisdiction over all Indian residents of :

 the reservation and non-Indians who live or cenduct business® on the reserva-
tion.

Cases often heard in tribal court include: Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA)

cases, Children in Need of Protection or Services {CHIPSE cases, landlord-ten-

ant dispates, including tribal honsing, contract disputes, traffic code viclations,
divorce, child custody, child support, civil commifments, personal injury and |
propeity damage, harassirent, domestic violence, hunting-fishing-gathering

violations, to name a few.

B. Cmmmal Junsdlcuon

‘In gene;al ]ndIa.n tribes have criminal JIJIlSdlCt[D]l over their own members

for “Gffenies committed within the boundaries of the reservation:? lndlans
_ chargfd with tribal offenses are prosecuted in fribal ouult

In 1978, the U.S. Supreme Court deteamjned, in the case of Oliphant v.
Suquaryjsh Indian Tribe.# that Tndian tribes lack criminal jusisdiction over non-
Indians who viclate iribal laws on the reservation. Criminal viclations that
occur outside the boundaries of a reservation are prosecutcd In state cmn'ts -
even the-perpetrator or \?ICU.IIJ is an Indian.

ﬁs explained below, Congress gave the State. of Minnesota. authority to
enforce its criminal laws on Indian reservations in 1953, The Red Lake and
Rois Foris reservations are exempt from Public Law 280,

} State Conrts:
A, Civil Tirisdiction: :

In general, Indians can go to the local county court to resolve general legal
disputes. - just like any other citizens.* Reservation Indians, however, often
- have th&upttau to go to hibal cotrt to resolve civil disputes.

There are good reasons for going 1o tribal court. For exampls, the judges are
usually lodian and familiar with the tribal cultore and fraditions. The tribal
courts are more accessible to Indians who lack transpnrtatmn, Further, the fil-

ing fees at tribal court are generally less than for state court malters. Some Indi-

~ ans believe ﬂja}r are treated better in tribal court.
B. Criminal Jun_sdlctmu: N

anesota Iudlans charged with stafe crimes commmzd outside the bound-
aries of a reservation are prosecuted in stafe cowt.® But until 1953, the state
lacked jurisdiction to enforce its criminal laws within the boundaries of a reser-
vation,

In 1953, Congress enacted Public Law 280" and gave the state of Minneso-
ta anthority to exforce iig criminal [aws within the boundaries of the Indian
reservations, except for the Red Lake reservation (and later, the Bois Forte
reservation). With the above exception, Indians charged with committing state
law viclations within the boundaries of a reservation are prosecuted in state
court. Indians convicted in state court may be sentenced o a Minnesota prison.

* 1. The exemptions.

The Red Lake and Bois Forte reservations are exempt from Public Law 280,

4 so crimes committed by Indians on those reservations are prosecuted in either

: federal court or fribal court, depending on the crime. Pursuant to-the’ Major
2 Crimes Act® (Act), Indians charged with any of the crimes listed in the Act will
% be prosecuied in federal court. The Act includes murder, rape, kidnapping and

other ‘major” crimes. -Most other ¢crimes committed by Indians on the Red :
Lakf: and Bois Forte rﬁsenratmns are pmsecuted in tribal court. - : '

ECﬂn

-P.L..280 does not prohibit the iribal governments from exercising criminal
]uuschcimn .OVEr its-pwn members for crimes committed on the reservation’
and most anasuta Bands have a criminal-code eaforced in tribal court.

Asa result -:}f Pub]ic Law 28{], it is possible for an Todian in MMionesota to
be prosecuted in both state court and tribal court for the same behavioral inci-
dent. For example, a reservation Indian gets involved in a fight and is charged
in state court with Assault and Battery. He is later prosecuted in fribal coiurt for
violating the tribe’s Disorderly Conduct statute. In that situation, the Double
Jeopardy Rule does not apply. Why? In the above scenario, it would be single
_]eopardy wice; once by each smfarelgn, not donble jeopardy.”

: : _ Federal Cuurts
A, Civil Jurisdiction:

Indians and tribes can go to federal court like any other citizens or business
enfities. Typical claims bronght in federal court inchide such things as treaty
rights, hunting-fishing-gathering claims, challenges to state taxation and regu- -
lation, trespasses on Indian lands, claims mvolmg a vielation of federal civil

- rights and tort claims.

B. Criminal Iu;isdicﬁun:

Federal courts have exclusive jorisdiction over certain matters that oceur on
Mimmesota Indian reservations. For example, at the Red Lake and Bois Forte
reservations, violations of the Major Crimes Act can only be heard in federal
eourt.)! Indians convicted in federal court may be sentenced to federal prison.
Most other crimes are prosecuted in tribal court. ' -



