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AMEND THE INDIAN SELF-DETERMINATION AND
EDUCATION ASSISTANCE ACT

TUESDAY, MARCH 14, 1978

U.S. SENATE,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:45 a.m., in room 357,

Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Dewey F. Bartlett presiding.
Present: Senators Melcher, Bartlett, and Hatfield.
Staff present: Alan Parker, chief counsel; Kathryn Harris-Tijerina,

staff attorney; and Michael Cox, minority counsel.
Senator BARTLETT. The hearing will come to order.
I would like to submit for the record the opening statement of

Senator Abourezk on Senate bill 2460, to amend the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act and also a copy of that bill.

(1)
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OPENING STATEMENT

OF

SENATOR JAMES ABOUREZK

S. 2460, to amend the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act.

I consider this measure as singularly important to

the future course of Indian Affairs. The Amendment is intended

to insure that Congress'original intent in passing the Indian

Self-Determination Act is successfully implemented.

The Act states that it would "permit an orderly trans-

ition from Federal domination of programs for and services to

Indians to effective and meaningful participation by the Indian

people in the planning, conduct and administration of those pro-

grams and services. (Sec. 3(b)) Since the Act was passed in

1975 and the regulations published over 1 1/2 years ago, Indian

people throughout the Nation have encountered problems and bar-

riers to the assumption of control over Bureau of Indian Affairs

and Indian Health Service Programs. The Senate Committee on

Indian Affairs conducted oversight hearings to investigate these

problems with the implementation of Public 93-638, One of our

hearings, held in Albuquerque, New Mexico, generated testimony

from over 30 Indian Tribes and.Tribal organizations. On the

basis of Indian testimony and information gathered directly from

IHS and BIA, it became clear that the intent of Congress has been

frustrated because there has been no meaningful transfer of control



in the actual implementation of the Act. Rather, control has

been retained by the agencies through a combination of factors.

The Agencies have incorporated into the contracts their identi-

fication of priorities and policies rather than allowing Tribes

to make the determination. Further, Tribes are severely restricted

by having to formulate their policy determinations within the

narrow parameters of the current programs and budget allocations

of the agencies. Duplications of effort, excessive paperwork,

and inhibitions against long-term planning in the contracting

process have seriously undercut the intended Tribal control.

As a response to these significant problems, the Senate

Committee on Indian Affairs will hold hearings on S. 2460.

The amendment leaves the present structure of Public Law

93-638 intact. It adds as a new option, however, the opportunity

for Tribes to elect to develop a comprehensive Tribal plan for

the administration and delivery of the total range of government

services for which they are eligible under present existing law.

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to provide

a consolidated single grant to implement these tribal plans. The

intent is to greatly simplify the excessive paperwork generated

by the contracting process and to allow for the necessary flexi-

bility in local policy determinations by the Tribes. Application

of this comprehensive tribal plan, single grant process, would

also greatly enhance the local management capabilities of the

Tribes and enables them to engage in long-term planning. Finally

the bill would solve many of the detailed.procedureal problems
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which the Tribes have encountered.

The Federal Policy of Indian Self-Determination has

been adhered to by the past three Presidents of the United

States, enacted into law by the United States Congress with

the passage of Public Law 93-638, and unequivocally supported

by the American Indian Policy Review Commission. Yet, even

today the Indian has little true Self-Determination. Congress

must insure that our policies are not idle rhetoric.



95TH CONGRESS S. 2

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JANUARY 31 (legislative day, JANUARY 30), 1978

Mr. ABOUREZK introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Select Committee on Indian Affairs

A BILL
To amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education As-

sistance Act.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That (a) the Indian Self-Determination and Education As-

4 sistance Act is amended by inserting after section 2 (b) the

5 following new subsection:

6 "(c) The Congress further finds that-

7 "(1) the Indian Self-Determination and Education

8 Assistance Act is intended to provide for an orderly

9 transfer of the control of basic Government services and

10 programs from the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the

11 Indian Health Service to the Indian tribes and tribal

II
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1 organizations by way of an expanded contracting an-

2 thority; and

3 "(2) the intent of Congress has been frustrated

4 because there has been no meaningful transfer of control

5 in the actual implementation of this Act. Rather, control

6 has been retained by the agencies through a combination

7 of factors. The agencies have incorporated into the con-

8 tracts their identification of priorities and policies, rather

9 than allowing tribes to make such determinations. Fur-

10 ther, tribes are severely restricted by having to formulate

11 their policy determinations within the narrow param-

12 eters of the current programs and budget allocations of

13 the agencies. Duplications of effort, excessive paper-

14 work, and inhibitions against long-tenn planning in-

15 herent in the contracting process have seriously under-

16 cut the intended tribal control;

17 "(3) tribes have undergone excessively long delays

18 in receiving contract approval or their applications have

19 been disapproved because of a cited lack of funds; an

20 agency decision which leaves the tribes without redress,

21.1 since it is not grounds for a formal appeal. Even after

22. contract approval, the tribal services and programs have

23 been fiscally disrupted by the agencies' reimbursement

24 11 voucher system of payment. Taken together these and
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1 other factors have frustrated the clear intent of Con-

2 gress; and

3 "(4) in an effort to effectively implement the Con-

4 gress' intended transfer of control, a consolidated single

5 grant authority which follows a comprehensive tibal

6 plan is necessary. Further, it is consistent with Federal

7 policy and the intent of this Act.". : -

8 (b) Such Act is further amended by adding:at the end

9 thereof the following new title:

10 "TITLE III-ELECTION TO RECEIVE SINGLE

11 CONSOLIDATED GRANTS

12 "SINGLE CONSOLIDATED GRANTS

13 "SEc. 301. (a) Any Indian tribe or tribal organization

14 entitled, under this Act, to enter into contracts with the

15 Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Health, Edu-

16 cation, and Welfare, or to receive grants from any such

17 Secretary, for the purpose of enabling such tribe or organi-

18 zation to plan, conduct, and administer programs and projects

19 for, and provide services to, Indians or to carry out certain

20 functions, authorities, and responsibilities previously car-

21 ied out by the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary

22 of Health, Education, and Welfare, may elect to receive

23 a single consolidated grant in each fiscal year in lieu of
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4

or in addition to contracts under sections 102 and 103 of

2 this Act.

3 " (b) The Secretary of the Interior, in consultation with

4 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, is au-

5 thorized and directed to make such grants provided for in

6 subsection (a) of this section to each Indian tribe or tribal

7 organization having an approved plan submitted in accord-

S ance with this title.

9 "PLANS: APPROVAL

10 "SFc. 302. (a) Any Indian tribe or tribal organization

i I which elects to receive a single consolidated grant in lieu

12 of or -in addition to the contracts under sections 102 and

13 103 of this Act shall submit to the Secretary a plan for

14 providing or carrying out any, some, or all such programs,

15 projects, functions, activities, or services referred to in section

16 303 of this title. Such plan shall set forth a comprehensive

17 description of the prograns, projects, functions, activities,

18 and services to be carried out or provided by such tribe

19 or organization from the proceeds of such grant. The plan

20 may be for up to ten years to allow for long-term planning

21 or for any lesser amount of time the tribe or organization

22 may elect. Either before the grant or after a reasonable

23 period of implementation the tribe or organization may

24 amend the plan.

25 "(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall upon the
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1 request of an Indian tribe or tribal organization provide

2 technical assistance for the formulation of their plan either

3 directly or through contract. In the awarding of contracts

4 for technical assistance, preference shall be given to an

5 organization designated by the tribe or organization, or in

6 the event there is not a designation, the Secretary shall give

7 preference to Indian organizations. The Secretary is directed

8 to provide whatever assistance and expertise is needed to

9 implement the plan with respect to (1) equipment, (2)

10 bookkeeping and accounting procedures, (3) substantive

11 knowledge of the programs within the plan, (4) community

12 understanding of the grant, (5) adequately trained person-

13 nel, and (6) other necessary components.

14 "(c) (1) Upon the receipt of a plan submitted by such

15 tribe or tribal organization, the Secretary of the Interior

16 shall have ninety days to review and make a determination

17 on whether (A) the service to be rendered to the Indian

18 beneficiaries of the particular progran or function planned

19 will be adequate; (B) adequate protection of trust resources

20 is assured; (C) the proposed project or function in the plan

21 can be properly completed or maintained by the plan.

22 "(2) In the event the Secretary of the Interior dis-

23 approves all or any portion of a plan, he shall (A) state his

24 objections in writing to the tribe or organization within sixty

25 days, (B) provide to the extent possible assistance to the

S. 2460-2
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1 tribe and tribal organization to overcome his stated objec-

2 tions, and (C) within thirty days following such state-

3 ment of objections, provide the tribe or organization with a

4 hearing at their request under such rules and regulations as

5 he may promulgate, and the opportunity for appeal on the

6 objections raised.

7 " (3) If the Secretary of the Interior does not send any

8 written notification of disapproval of all or any portion of

9 such plan within ninety days of its receipt, such plan shall

10 be deemed to be approved in its entirety.

11 "(4) The Secretary of the Interior shall not disapprove

12 any plan because of the percentage of funds devoted to a

13 particular program, project, function, activity, or service.

14 " (5) Tribal determinations of need, priorities, and sub-

15 stantive programing as expressed in the plan will only be

16 evaluated by the Secretary on the basis of the criteria set

17 forth in section 302 (c) (1) above. Consistent with the

18 United States policy of tribal self-determination, as set forth

19 in this Act, the guidelines to be followed in evaluating such

20 plan shall be whether approval of the plan would constitute

21 a failure as trustee to uphold the rights of the beneficiaries,

22 and not whether the tribal policies reflected in the plan are

23 consistent with the judgment of the reviewing official or

24 officials.

25 "(6) The Secretary of the Interior shall approve any
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1 plan which requires funding up to the amount that the ap-

2 propriate Secretary would have otherwise provided for his

3 operation of the program, or portion thereof, for the period

4 covered by the plan. The amount shall include direct costs,

5 indirect costs, and administrative costs for the operation of

6 the program. If a tribe or tribal organization submits a plan

7 which requires funds in excess of such amount, the Secretary

8 shall, upon the request of the tribe, conditionally approve

9 the plan up to the requested amount. Thereafter, the Sec-

10 retary is directed to submit to the Appropriation Committees

11 of both Houses of Congress as an appendix to the Presi-

12 dential budget request, a list by tribe comparing the amount

13 the tribe will receive under the Presidential budget request

14 in comparison to the tribal estimate of need under the tribal

15 plan. If the Congress later appropriates the tribe's estimated

16 need, rather than the President's request, then the prior ap-

17 proved plan Will have its funds increased by a like amount.

18 "(7) The Secretary is authorized to require any tribe

19 requesting that he provide a single grant pursuant to the

20 provisions of this title to obtain adequate liability insurance.

21 Each such policy of insurance shall contain a provision that

22 the insurance carrier shall waive any right it may have to

23 raise as a defense the tribe's sovereign immunity from suit,

24 but that such waiver shall extend only to claims the amount

25 the nature of which are within the coverage and limits of
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1 the policy and shall not authorize or empower such insurance

2 carrier to waive or otherwise limit the tribe's sovereign im-

3 munity outside or beyond the coverage and limits of the

4 policy of insurance.

5 iPROGRAMS

6 "SEC. 303. All programs, projects, functions, activities,

7 or services for which the Interior Department or the Depart-

8 ment of Health, Education, and Welfare are authorized to

9 perform for Indians may be included in any plan submitted

10 pursuant to this title.

11 "SANCTIONS

12 "SEC. 304. (a) Regardless of the length of time for

13 which the single consolidated grant is planned, the Secretary

14 of the Interior shall conduct an annual audit of the use of

15 grant funds in order to insure that the total amount granted

16 under the plan was spent directly or indirectly on the in-

17 tended services. The tribe or organization shall retain the

18 right to determine the priorities within the plan as long as the

19 total amount was spent within the plan.

20 "(b) If the audit finds funds were used for purposes

21 other than the plan, then the Secretary shall notify such tribe

22 or organization that, if corrective action is not undertaken

23 within ninety days, further payments may be withheld to
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1 such tribe or organization under that portion of the plan af-

' fected by the misuse of funds. If no corrective action is taken,

3 the Secretary is further authorized to notify such tribe or

4 organization to return t him all or any part of the unex-

5 pended sums paid under this title during that fiscal year

6 pursuant to the affected portion of the plan.

7 "(c) Except to the extent otherwise provided in sub-

s section (a) of this section, the provisions of section 5 (b)

9 shall be applicable to any financial assistance provided pur-

10 suant to this title.

11 CONTINUATION OF SERVICES

12 "SEC. 305. In any case in which the Secretary of the

13 Interior has taken an action under section 304 of this title

14 which results in vital services not being provided to individ-

15 uals who were the beneficiaries of such services under such

16 plan, the Secretary of the Interior shall take such action as

17 may be necessary to provide for the continuation of such

18 services for the fiscal year covered by such plan.

19 "(PAYMENTS

20 "SEC. 306. Payments made pursuant to this title shall

21 be made in advance and may be made in installments with

22 necessary adjustments on account of overpayments or un-

23 derpayments as the Secretary may determine.

25-601 0 - 78 - 2



14

10

1 "AUTHORIZATIONS

2 "SEc. 307. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized

3 to provide any approved plan with funds appropriated for

4 the benefit of Indians pursuant to the Act of November 2,

5 1921 (42 Stat. 208), and any Act subsequent thereto.".



Senator BARTLETT. We have several witnesses today.
Would you raise your hands as I call your names?
Joseph DeLaCruz, president of the Quinault Tribal Council; Allen

Rowland, president of the Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council.
Mr. RISINGSUN. I am representing Mr. Rowland.
Senator BARTLETT. Rose Crow Flies High, president of the Fort

Berthold Tribal Council.
Gordon Jackson, Kake Tribe, executive director, Rural Alaska

community action program.
Would the others please introduce themselves?
Mr. LITTLE OWL. I am Ron Little Owl. I am vice chairman'of the

Three Affiliated Tribes.
Mr. KENNEDY. Ed Kennedy.
Mr. MORISHIMA. Gary Morishima, Quinault.
Senator BARTLETT. Thank you.
I have Joseph DeLaCruz as the first witness.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH DELACRUZ, PRESIDENT, QUINAULT TRIBAL
COUNCIL; TED RISINGSUN, REPRESENTING ALLEN ROWLAND,
PRESIDENT, NORTHERN CHEYENNE TRIBAL COUNCIL; ROSE
CROW FLIES HIGH, PRESIDENT, FORT BERTHOLD TRIBAL COUN-
CIL; GORDON JACKSON, KAKE TRIBE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
RURAL ALASKA COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM; RONALD LITTLE
OWL, TRIBAL COUNCIL, THREE AFFILIATED TRIBES; ED KEN-
NEDY, COMPTROLLER, NORTHERN CHEYENNE TRIBE; AND GARY
S. MORISHIMA, PROGRAM MANAGER, QUINAULT NATION

Mr. DELACRUZ. Mr. Chairman, I am Joseph DeLaCruz.
We would like to address this situation in a panel forum.
I would like to just make a few opening remarks about S. 2460 and

save my statement until the rest of the panel members have concluded.
There are problems that the tribes are having with self-determination

and Public Law 93-638, which this bill is supposed to address.
I am sure that the members of this panel will share some of the

problems that our people are facing with the legislation, the adminis-
tration, OMB, and problems that we are having among ourselves.

We have some of our Indian people walking across the country
trying to bring the American public's attention to some of teseh
problems. Those people have been walking through some very tough
weather.

With what is happening to the Indian situation in the United States,
because of the backlash over various Indian treaty rights and re-
sources, I think that the Self-Determination Act and this bill will help
a lot toward true self-determination of the Indian tribes.

With that, I would like to call on Rose Crow Flies High from the
Three Affiliated Tribes to give her statement. Her vice-chairman also
will participate.

Ms. CROW FLIES HIGH. Thank you.
I am Rose Crow Flies High, tribal chairperson of the Three Affiliated

Tribes of the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation in North Dakota.
I welcome the opportunity that you have given me to come and

talk before this committee.



I will now introduce Ronald Little Owl to carry out my statement.
Mr. LITTLE OWL. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Three Affiliated Tribes and speaking

for our tribal chairwoman, Ms. Crow Flies High, I would like to read
the March 14, 1978, testimony before the Senate Select Committee
on Indian Affairs.

Self-determination to me is promoting the general welfare of my
tribe. We must utilize our resources in an equitable manner. We must
educate our children so that they may have a better understanding of
just what BIA really is.

Most important, we need our children more educated to find a place
for themselves in this world.

Presently, we need to make possible a more hopeful, self-sustaining,
and honorable living, both socially and economically.

This, honorable Senators of this select committee, is what my
constitution and bylaws tell me we must do. This is my goal.

I realize the goal is big, but it is a good goal. Many of my people
have died waiting for us to reach this goal.

Now let us look at BIA's goal.
I have had the opportunity to observe BIA for quite some time.

I have been on the Tribal Business Council for almost 12 years.
Just recently, since Public Law 93-638 has become effective, I have

been forced to observe BIA more closely-because we are supposed
to take over.

BIA's goal is not broad like ours, but it seems more complicated
to me. BIA's goal is to survive.

As long as there are Indians on reservations, I believe BIA will
continue to be successful in achieving their goal.

Now the big job I have to do is to take BIA's goal-urviv-and
spread it, like frosting on a cake over my goal.

I believe I understand the recipe of their goal; but, unfortunately,
I don't have all the ingredients to make it work.

The goal of Public Law 93-638 is the same as my goal. Public Law
93-638 is your goal because you made the law.

This hearing today, I would think, is to find out or assess the per-
formance in achieving your goal. I am sure you will find out that it
is not working well.

Your goal and my goal are the same. I think that if you would agree
with me on BIA's goal, this hearing will have accomplished a lot.

Public Law 93-638 gives us at the local level the right to begin a
policy for BIA to follow. Our tribes' constitution and bylaws give us
the right to recommend removal of any BIA official who is not per-
forming his duties.

With these two powerful tools, I don't know why I would want to
take over BIA or contract many of their programs. We tried to exercise
one of these powers once. We tried and nothing happened. We are still
getting the runaround.

This past spring BIA brought their budget for our input 1 day
before it was due at the area level. Then afterwards at a BIA areawide
meeting, they wanted our input 1 day before they forwarded their
budget down here.

Of course, the budget is for a fiscal year 2 years down the road;
but, at the same time, BIA is operating on a budget that was passed
2 yea4r ago.



Public Law 93-638 has taught me to understand that.
Last spring, we submitted our 93-638 self-determination grant

proposal with a supportive tribal resolution. Within the budget, we
ad a salaried management position for 7 months that was equivalent

to $30,000 per year. We also had a position for an in-house attorney.
We wanted somebody qualified to interpret all these goals, objec-

tives, and means that you have put forth so that we could use them
wisely to help our people.

BIA told us nobody was worth $30,000 per year; and we couldn't
hire an attorney as an employee. We went ahead and filled the
position, but BIA won because both employees are gone.

Just recently, BIA approved our in-house attorney's contract,
but he has been gone for 4 months.

The management people we had spent considerable time cleaning up
our backyard first. They developed and implemented possibilities to
administer programs that we presently have under management. They
developed a whole new internal management structure for the tribe.
They developed the indirect cost proposal with multiple rates for
different Federal agencies.

Indirect costs for fiscal year 1978 were limited to a 13-percent
rate for BIA programs. Why didn't BIA or you tell us that? We
could have developed a management structure around the 13-percent
rate and survived.

I believe the internal management structure that our 93-638
management team has set up is the most effective.

Because none of us can become fully aware of all the regulations
or basic responsibilities that we have to the funding sources, we are
at the mercy of our program directors and the funding sources.

Most tribes have over 30 different grant programs from many
different agencies. We never get involved until the program is in
trouble or shut down.

Our 93-638 team found us out of compliance as far back as 4
years with some programs. One program never was audited since its
inception in 1974. That program is shut down, but now we are still
held accountable for those funds-day-care center.

Part 151, title 25, Code of Federal Regulations, pertains to grazing
regulations on Indian reservations. This area deals with our most
mportant resource-land.

Part 151 is very weak. For example, it is without specific pro-
cedures for prosecution of violators of grazing privileges.

As a result, there exists a natuial tendency to violate grazing
privileges and make BIA reluctant in initiative to monitor grazing
regulation compliance.

BIA tried to force us to prosecute violators in tribal courts, which
we presently do not have the jurisdiction to do in this matter.

A grazing lease is between a lessee and BIA. BIA is the administra-
tor of the lease.

More important, we are denied in 93-638 from dealing with trust
responsibility in regard to land.

I don't think BIA brings these problems to you, because I have not
seen nor heard any changes in title 25, Code of Federal Regulations,
since it was adopted.



You gave us Public Law 93-638, and I am grateful. But somehow I
feel I am doing somebody else's job.

BIA has never been held accountable to anybody here or anywhere.
I think in your terms you call it assessing performance.

Sure there has been a lot of study done on BIA, but those are
studies-because I have never seen any heads roll.

The only time BIA is looked at, is when they submit their budget.
But then only their budget is assessed.

You, or the Office of Management and Budget, by natural habit
chop here and chop there. This last time you passed us instead of
BIA. You chopped our indirect cost moneys channeled through BIA.

I don't think you would be effective if your budget was cut for your
staff. But I forgive you for that. It would be an honest mistake,
because BIA is very complicated.

Remember their goal .I told you about-survive. BIA has been
around almost as long as we Indians. We have shared some of our
secrets with BIA, but they have never shared theirs with us. We
thought we needed them, but I think they need us.

We Indian people are at fault too. You probably have heard many
conflicting views about 93-638 from us. We are like the farmers of
this country. We lack unity and have self-interests. Try and dis-
mantle the Department of Agriculture once, and the farmers will be
on the warpath.

BIA and the Department of Agriculture are like twin brothers-
nobody assesses them, and they continue to grow into powerful,
complicated bureaucracies.

My tribal members, while waiting for us to achieve our tribal goal,
have set their goal. They have become very select in electing honorable
leaders who will stand by them. Most important in their goal is the
fact that everybody votes in our elections. We have 100 percent voter
turnout in our tribal business council elections on the Fort Berthold
Indian Reservation. That has been their self-determination. However,
BIA has a way of changing leaders.

I have worked with, and will continue to work with, BIA to help
my people. I have worked out some problems with BIA, but these have
been very small problems. A larger problem still exists.

I shall not change in my belief and goal for my people.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BARTLETT. Thank you very much.
Mr. DELACRUZ. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have Gordon

Jackson from Alaska now.
Mr. JACKSON. My name is Gordon Jackson. I am the president of

the Rural Alaska community action program.
I don't have any prepared statement this morning. Most of my

comments axe impromptu.
We plan to send a statement for the record within the next week

or so.
Mr. Chairman, in Alaska, Public Law 93-638 has caused some

considerable problems there.
We generally agree with the intent of the act and feel very strongly

that there are a lot of amendments that have to be developed to im-
plement that act in Alaska.



One of the biggest ones that I foresee, which will continue to cause
problems in Alaska, is the current definition within Public Law 93-638
regarding the tribe in the State of Alaska.

As you know, it includes any village, village corporation, or regional
corporation. The organizations that generally implement contracts
under Public Law 93-638 are the Native associations.

I would continue to urge-and I feel like a broken record whenever
I say that-but I personally think it needs to be addressed not only
by this committee but perhaps they might consider looking at Alaska
as an amendment to create a commission to study the Indian govern-
ment situation in Alaska.

During the past 60 years-or over 100 years-there have been a
number of entities created by the Federal Government, which include
reserves and reservations, IRA's regional and village corporations,
Native associations, and things like that.

I personally think it is time for the Federal Government to look
at the total situation and also look at the State government situation.

I come from the Kake Village Corp. Under the term of Public Law
93-638, I can belong as a member to five tribes. Five tribes include
the Sealaska Corp., the Kake Tribal Corp., the IRA Corp., the Tlingit
and Haida Central Council, and the traditional governments.

As a member of the Kake Tribal Corp., I belong to five tribes.
When it comes to contracts in the State of Alaska, you have a sit-

uation whereby you have to have positive resolutions for the Native
associations to contract.

According to a survey we did last summer, the Tanana Chiefs Con-
ference had set aside and spent $40,000 getting positive resolutions
from the villages within their region.

I personally feel that that is an excessive amount to implement the
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act.

Now on indirect, on Native associations, let me give you a little
background on that.

In the early 1970's they were created mainly to seek a fair and just
settlement of the Alaska Indian Claim Settlement Act.

After the Act passed, there were a number of them continued as
Native associations. Most of their administrative costs were funded by
the community action program in the State.

During the Nixon era, he wanted to terminate the community action
program about 1973. As a result of this, Native associations began to
seek extra grants and contracts to fund their administration by way
of indirect. That began in 1973. Ex ansion within the past several
years has been phenomenal. As a result of the increase an the expan-
sion of the programmatic activities, you also have an expansionwith
indirect.

We have a number of problems with indirect. A lot of it is very
inconsistent throughout the whole Federal Government. For instance,
in the implementation of some of the programs within the Alaska
Federation of Natives, we had a number of grants and contracts.

Training grants are subject to indirect cost limitation of 8 percent.
State grants give zero indirect. In some Bureau programs, they also
gave indirect.

It makes a lot of nonsense to go through the process of development
of an indirect cost rate with the cognizant agency and the.-Federal



Government does not adhere to that policy of accepting a rate audited
by the Federal Government.

During the past indirect cost crisis, there are a number of Native
associations in the State that have gone through a number of crises.
For instance, the Cook Inlet Native Association had budgeted an
$800,000 indirect cost allocation. Their allocation this next contracting
period is about $200,000.

So you see the real parameters of this problem, in that if they aren't
given the indirect cost that is granted through their covenants at the
agency, then those Native associations are going to go bankrupt.

That includes Yupiktak Bista, the Tanana Chiefs Conference,
Tlingit and Haida Central Council. Those Native associations are
the only delivery system available in those areas. The State has no
delivery system; the Federal Government has no delivery system.

So if they go bankrupt, Mr. Chairman, there will be no delivery
system for Native associations for the provision of services under
Public Law 93-638.

The cost-reimbursable contract, in my opinion, is the biggest cause
of increases in indirect costs. You have to spend money to get it back.

Other things that happen with the cost-reimbursable-type contract
is that you are audited four times. The first time you are audited is
when you negotiate with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indian
Health Service. They look at your budget and say that this amount
of travel is excessive; we are cutting that out. This position is not
needed; we are cutting that out.

The second time you are audited is when the vouchers are sent in
to the Bureau of Indian Affairs. They look at the vouchers and say,
my goodness, you are not going to get reimbursed. This allocation or
this expenditure is not needed.

The third time you are audited is by virtue of the fact that the board
of directors require an annual audit of the Native association.

The fourth time you are audited is when you are audited by the
Office of Audit Investigation and Review within the Department of
Interior.

So, you see, it is the biggest cause of increases in indirect, in my
opinion, and that should be addressed.

Another thing I would like to talk about is the formula based on
population. The Alaskan Indian Claims Settlement Act accepted 25
or more natives as the number needed to establish a native village
within the State. It is based on a 1970 census.

The Alaskan Indian Claims Settlement Act roll showed that the
1970 census is way off base; and that really should be addressed.

I would just like to say one more thing before I turn it over to the
next witness.

This is on the budgeting cycle that you have proposed.
We have worked with the planning and budgeting process within the

community action program, and the planning process is fine. However,
unless you have enough dollars, the planning process is moot.

I would certainly hope that the planning process would be funded by
enough dollars so that you can, indeed, have an adequate needs assess-
ment and other things that are needed to make a planning process
work.

Basically, that is my statement. I thank you very much.



Senator BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Jackson.
Mr. DELACRuz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ted Risingsun will make the next presentation on behalf of the

Northern Cheyenne Tribe.
Mr. RISINGSUN. Thank you.
My name is Ted Risingsun. I am an enrolled Northern Cheyenne

from Busby, Mont., and an elected representative of my community
serving on the Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council.

I have been chosen to represent my tribe in testifying on Senate bill
2460. Our testimony will confine itself to the area office involvement in
contracting with the Northern Cheyenne Tribe.

The fact of the matter is that when you talk about area office involve-
ment, you must question the degree of honesty on the part of the area
office officials.

Since 1973, these area office officials have consistently abused the
true missions of "trust responsibility" and "advocacy" for the North-
ern Cheyenne Tribe.

The Billings area office has repeatedly viol'ated their trustee responsi-
bilityin that it has, rather than the tribe, determined what is best for
the Northern Cheyenne people. They have done this through the
selective use of congressional enactments and the accompanying
regulations, the planning document known as the band analysis,
punitive actions, and the general negative attitudes of individual
Bureau of Indian Affairs employees.

The enabling factor for the area offices to accomplish this, unchecked,
is the lack of administrative accountability.

The area office demands one financial/management report after
another from the Northern Cheyenne contracting staff; yet, who
demands such reports from these area office officials?

When asked for reports, no one really seems to know and the
standard answer is: We don't know, or: The Albuquerque Data Center
is temporarily out of order.

We can only conclude that this lack of accountability is a conscious
effort on the part of the midlevel bureaucrat to deny adequate com-
munication or information sharing between the tribe and the Bureau of
Indian Affairs.

Without the information-sharing and solid communication lines,
contract negotiations become mockeries of Public Law 93-638.

The tribe, through contracting, has noticed several nonproductive
functions or activities. These are:

Grant Officers Representative.-These positions do not have any
authority; they provide no product. For example, we have seen
our grants officer's representative once in the last 18 months.

Contracting Officers Representative.-Nonfunctional position un-
necessary interim step. These people do not have signature authority,
do not provide local decision, and most times are created to protect
Bureau employees who ordinarily would be riffed because of tribal
contracting.

Training and Technical Assistance Officers.-The question is what
do these people do? The ositions created reduce the available money
resources to the tribes. Had responsible individuals been placed in
these slots, it would be understandable but this is not the case.



While addressing training and technical assistance, let us add that
all the employees of the area office should be geared to providing
technical services to the tribes. Just this week we had a division
chief refuse to provide technical advice concerning a graveling project.
Other times, Bureau of Indian Affairs employees have come to the
tribe, assisted in formulating work programs, and later rejected
those same plans as unacceptable, as was the case with the Johnson-
O'Malley project.

The Northern Cheyenne, in particular, have been penalized for
being aggressive in protecting their various resources. We have been
relegated to the back burner whenever special contracting opportuni-
ties become available, such as specific management improvement
opportunities.

The Billings area office does not award management contracts
under an equitable criteria. They base the award on popularity
contests and political bartering-not on technical merits of the
proposed activity.

A good case in point involves the methods in which the contract
support funds have been spent during fiscal year 1976 and fiscal year
1977 for management contracts.

Also, a scrutiny of 1978 training and technical assistance dollars
will further verify this practice.

To date, the tribes receive only the residue of any appropriations
authorized by Congress. Our investigations have indicated that the
bureaucrats are taking anywhere from 40 percent and upward from
each authorized category. This is in addition to the line items author-
ized for Bureau administration.

Also, a closer scrutiny of Bureau permanent slots and temporary
slots will give you an idea of administrative overloads. Here, again,
should a tribe question this practice, the area office slowly deletes
personnel slots from the agency and transfers those slots to an agency
that does not question area office activities.

The Northern Cheyenne Tribe has IPA'd 16 slots since 1975 just
to save the Billings area from losing the slots.

Since we have been in an adversary role, the local agency has been
penalized each time an employee is transferred. In short, the slots
are not filled or the slots are transferred with the employees.

While this continues, we look with optimism to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs central office with its new strong. leadership potential
in Mr. Forrest Gerard to begin solving these many issues presented
here today.

The Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council has been most active in
accepting the responsibility of exercising the opportunity of contract-
ing Federal program trust responsibilities heretofore operated by the
Department of Interior, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the U.S.
Indian Health Service, which is an administrative responsibility of
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

We currently have in operation some 40-odd contracts or grants
entered into with these two agencies. We exercised the right to
contract immediately upon the availability of the right.

In doing so, we have encountered every known obstacle in the actual
enforcement process of 93-638, either at the agency or the area office.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has attempted to thwart, interpret,



or ignore the congressional intent in the original writing of Public
Law 93-638.

The tribe, in turn, has been instructed that it must contract; that it
cannot contract; or that the desires of the tribe do not fit the 638
program.

Gentlemen, Public Law 93-638, as we see it, is not and was not
intended to be a program. It is administrative guidance or, more
commonly, management direction.

This direction was intended for all Federal agencies dealing with
Indian nations, whether it be the Department of Agriculture or the
Department of Commerce.

The congressional intent, unfortunately, has been circumvented by
entrenched bureaucrats who knowingly issue management directives
that completely contradict both the letter and the intent of the law
of the land.

Now we see Senate bill 2460 as an opportunity for the tribe to do
what we have not currently been able to do and that is to provide for
comprehensive long-range packaging of tribal needs and desires.

In addition to this vital planning mechanism, the Northern Chey-
enne Tribe firmly believes that the Bureau of Indian Affairs officials
will assume an integral role of advocate rather than adversary.

The Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council, therefore, supports the
amendment to Public Law 93-638.

In conclusion, we hope that the frankness expressed today does not
initiate new reprisals and punitive actions against the Northern
Cheyenne Tribe.

Thank you.
Senator BARTLETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Risingsun.
Mr. DELACRUZ. Mr. Chairman, I have quite a len thy statement.

I am going to ask one of my technical staff from Quinault, Gary
Morishima, to highlight it and we will submit the full statement for
the record.

Senator BARTLETT. That will be fine.
[The prepared statement of Mr. DeLaCruz follows:]



TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH DELACRUZ, PRESIDENT, QUINAULT
NATION, STATE OF WASHINGTON, BEFORE THE SENATE SELECT
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS RE: S. 2460, AMENDMENT TO
PUBLIC LAW 93-638

I am pleased to appear before the Committee today to

testify on S. 2460, which proposes to amend the Indian Self-

Determination and Education Assistance Act (P.L. 93-638). With

me today is Gary Morishima, a member of my technical staff. In

the two years since P.L. 93-638 has been implemented, the BIA

and tribes across the nation have experienced varying degrees of

difficulty in dealing with the fundamental changes brought as a

result of this landmark legislation.

My testimony today will not dwell upon problems of P.L.

93-638, but will instead concentrate upon certain positive things,

includingS. 2460, which should be considered for implementation

to improve the process of self-determination.

I would like to preface my remarks by stating that in our

opinion, P. L. 93-638 and the implementing regulations are basi-

cally sound. Because the concept of P.L. 93-638 necessarily cuts

across organizational lines and involves philosophic issues re-

.lating to federal responsibility, it is our belief that the prob-

leme-and frustrations that many tribes are presently experiencing

are manifestations of deeply-rooted problems which have resulted

from a long and complex history of more than.200 years of federal-

Indian relations. We conclude that these problems are not simply



the result of P.L. 93-638 or institutional deficiencies which

may have become entrenched within the BIA. What the Self-

Determination Act has done is just added visibility to some of

those problems enabling Indian tribes to become more directly

involved in BIA and IHS operations. The net effect of this

participation has, in many cases, resulted in a widening rift

of BIA-Tribal relationships - the Tribes and the BIA have now,

more than ever become adversaries and the Bureau is beginning

to lose the support of the people it has been established to serve.

The time has come for Indian country to stop and assess

what's happening. We are not used to assessing conditions with

a cold, perceptive, and calculating eye. We are instead used

to dealing in-the nebulous world of emotion and intuition. We

don't analyze; we feel; and what we feel is confusion, consterna-

tion, and anger. For two centuries, we have been tied up in a

black bag, suspended in atmosphere of politics and social reform.

We have been pushed and shoved and punched and pulled from all

directions. Where are we going? What is being done to us?

What are we doing to ourselves? Why is what's happening, hap-

pening? We are confused and seemingly powerless to see outside

the bag. Have we become puppets who are manipulated to dance at

the whim of some grand design to carry out our own genocide under

the guise of self-determination? Are we unwittingly playing a

role in classic military strategyinhelping to isolate and destroy

a common "enemy"? Are we playing into the hands of those who wish
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to subvert or repress the moral and legal obligations of the

federal government to recognize and deal responsibility with our

fundamental human rights? We have.no answers; only questions.

We cannot help but feel and wonder.

This much, however, is clear. All the laws, regulations,

and administrative direction in the world will not change the

problems we have experienced throughout Indian country in trying

to exercise self-determination because attitudes cannot be legis-

lated or mandated. There are dangerous undercurrents in this

whole issue that we must be acutely aware of less we be swept

away. I cannot help but be reminded of the forester who acci-

dentally fell off a cliff and desperately clung to a tiny branch.

"Lord, save me," the forester appealed. Much to the forester's

surprise and consternation, a booming voice replied, "My son,

do you have faith?" "Oh yes" the forester responded without

hesitation. To which the voice answered, "Then, let go."

At this time in-history, we must carefully assess our

strengths and weaknesses and design a workable, positive plan

to begin to help shape our own destiny - this is true self-

determination. We must resist the strong temptation to seek a

convenient scapegoat; we must not succumb to the enthusiam of a

mob mentality and point wagging fingers at anyone, including the

BIA. To be sure it would be easy to yield to this temptation

and point a finger at the BIA as a self-perpetuating, money-gob-

bling, inefficient monstrous Bureaucracy, but to what purpose?

Only further polarization and suspicion could result. Please,

don't misinterpret my comments; the BIA is fraught with serious
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internal problems which require corrective action, but we

must all recognize that those problems have not been totally

of the Bureau's own making and that dwelling upon the past

will not help improve our future. The Bureau has evolved over

150 years of vacillating federal policies from annihilation,

assimilation, termination, and now self-determination; let us

all recognize that the Bureau is by no means perfect, but it

has been an illegitimate and unwanted child of federal policies

for which we must all share a joint responsibility.

Before Indian self-determination can become reality, the

fundamental character of the entire federal government must be

transformed into one of advocacy. Make no questions about it,

self-determination is a double-edged sword with real potential

opportunities but also very real dangers of a subtle and insidious

nature. My brother from the Cherokees could well be right that

"P.L. 93-638 will not only do away with the BIA in Very short

order, but will terminate the tribes of this nation from govern-

ment services and responsibilities". I have no magic solutions

as to how these dangers can be avoided or how to bring about the

promise of self-determination and the removal of the threat that

it presently carries.

But I digress, we are here to discuss S. 2460 and P.L.

93-638 and this is not the proper forum to discuss my personal

ideas relative to fundamental changes within the federal Indian

relationship or even the operations of the BIA.
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As presently enacted, we concur with the Navajo

and Puyallup Tribes that P.L. 93-638 is not a self-determination

law, but rather an enabling law which permits tribes to contract

to operate programs which the BIA or IHS has failed to run satis-

factorily. If these organizations were providing services effi-

ciently then, tribes would have no need to consider contracting--

given the assumption that deeply intrenched problems within the

Bureau and IHS are not likely to improve substantially in the near

term, tribes must either contract to provide services to its people

or sometimes suffer the consequences of unsatisfactory performance

secured at extraordinary costs.

As proposed legislation, S. 2460 would provide a valuable

addition expand the options available to tribes in their quests

for self-determination by allowing for consolidation of grants

and contracts. We support this legislation. There are, however,

certain modifications to various aspects of the bill which we

would like to offer for your consideration.

First, although authority to consolidate Interior or

H.E.W. programs would be helpful, we recommend that the legis-

lation be expanded to cover any functions performed for an on

behalf of Indian people by any federal agency. This would help

overcome the notion that self-determination policies only affect

Interior and H.E.W. by clearly recognizing that those policies

apply to all federal organizations. More fundamentally, such an

action would provide an opportunity to eliminate a great deal of
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administration costs and help to alleviate problems of

piecemeal funding of major project efforts.

Secondly, we recommend that tribes be given the option

of consolidating programs to any degree desired. Rather than

restricting the concept to a single master grant or contract as

is presently embodied in the proposed legislation, we propose

that tribes should be able to decide whether it would prefer

to operate under one, two, or a hundred contracts. Such authority

would enable tribes to assert greater flexibility and control

within its own operations.

Third, we request that the term consolidation be clarified

to avoid future confusion and problems. From first hand exper-

ience, the Tribe has learned that consolidation can mean many

different things. Our law enforcement contract consists of a

"consolidation" of five contracts which were formerly adminis-

tered individually. Although we now have one master contract,

we are still forced to maintain separation of funds from each

of the five sources within our accounting system because those

sources come from different Bureau allocation categories. Such

consolidation may relive some administration by the BIA, but

certainly does little to improve the efficiency of our operations.

Fourth, we support the concept of long-term planning and

a moral commitment to provide the support necessary for orderly

progress and development. Such an avenue may help alleviate the

feeling in Indian country that self-determination will inevitably

lead to self-termination. (See GAO Study HRD-78-59, Indian Self-

Determination Act -- Many Obstacles Remain) The concept, however,
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is in need of greater refinement. In Section 302(a), the

term reasonable period of time must be defined to offer ad-

ministrative guidelines to be formulated. Rather than casting

a tribal plan in bronze, once it has been submitted, we would

suggest that a process including determination of time constraints

for revision be established for plan amendment. We support the

concept behind improved visibility of tribal needs by the Ap-

propriations Committees. Consideration must also be given

to potential problems of plan amendment related to reprogramming

procedures established by OMB and appropriations committees. In

order to avoid such problems, we suggest that consistent with c(2)

of the stated findings contained in S. 2460, Tribes be given the

latitude to alter their plans of operations to reflect changes in

their internally determined priorities so long as their expenditures

do not exceed the total appropriated amount. Although such lan-

guage may be contained in 304(a), further clarification may be

necessary to avoid misunderstandings.

Fifth, the eventuality of retrocession (either by initiative

of the Tribe or by the Secretary under Section 304) of all or any

portion of a consolidated grant must be addressed. We would recom-

mend that any implementing regulations promulgated pursuant this

Act be patterned after those already developed for usual 638

contracts. It may be that plans approved subsequent to the amend-

ment (S. 2460) would automatically be subject to rules and regu-

lations generally covering P.L. 93-638, but we were uncertain

of the intent.
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Sixth, we recommend that, if necessary, Section 302(b)

of the Act be amended to include authorization for appropria-

tion of funds necessary to enable tribes to develop comprehensive

plans which are satisfactory to the Secretary.

Seventh, the language of Section 302(c) referring to the

plan approval process must be carefully structured in recognition

of the potential and likely eventuality that an adversary relation-

ship between a tribe and a BIA or IHS office could preclude tribal

participation and perpetuate subserviency. Although the Act

contains provisions (304 C-2) which direct the Secretary to pro-

vide such assistance as may be possible to overcome deficiencies

in the proposed plan, we are also concerned that improper admin-

istration of-technical -assistance-in this--area could-lead to pro- 

blems similar to those experienced under P.L. 93-638. Moreover,

it may be necessary to address certain questions concerning the

degree to which the %cretary may delegate plan approval authority

and clarification of procedures which must be followed in the

event of disapproval similar to the manner in which declination

issues are outlined for P.L. 93-638. If the three criteria as

set forth in section 302 (c) are to be the only declination issues,

then it must be clearly stated rather than implied. The phrase

"(The Secretary shall) provide the tribe or organization with a

hearing at their request under such rules and regulations as he

may promulgate (emphasis added)" poses obvious potential dangers

to tribes.
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There also appears to be an inconsistency in the require-

ments of the Secretary in the event of plan disapproval.

Section 302 C(a) (A) states that the Secretary shall submit ob-

jections in writing within 60 days (presumably of the date of plan

submittal, but not specified by the Act) while Section 302C(3)

provides automatic approval if no disapproval is received after

90 days. Two obvious questions arise: 1) what happens between

60 and 90 days?; and 2) what guidelines would prevent the Secre-

tary or his designate to frustrate tribal attempts to implement

an "automatically" approved plan? Is Secretarial oversight in-

tended to be restricted to financial audits after plan approval

under Section 304? The principal point is that a proper balance

must be struck between the proper exercise of the Secretary's

responsibility and the desires of the Tribe, or else the entire

plan approval process could easily degenerate into one of repression.

We support Section 306 allowing for advance payments; such

a provision would do much to alleviate some fiscal management

problems resulting from our present cost reimbursable voucher

payment system.

Our major objection to the Act concerns Section 302 C(6)

which appears to limit restrict plan approval to the dollar amounts

contained in the Secretarial funding levels. In an amountif re-

quested in excess of that level, then a conditional approval

(whatever it is) is issued with no clarification as to what

happens if insufficient funds to meet tribal needs are appropriated.
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Under such circumstances, it is not clear whether the entire plan

would then be disapproved, modified, or just held in limbo.

Further problems arise in determining just what the Secretarial

funding level is when certain benefits packages and other cost

savings institutions like FTS and GSA are available to the BIA

and or IHS, but not the Tribe. Problems are further compounded

at a multi-tribal agency where some difficulty may be encountered

in separating costs attributable to services rendered to individ-

ual tribes. More fundamentally, without a major revision to the

BIA's budget process restrictions of this nature would place

tribes once again into a position of designing its programs around

an artifIciarly entrenched priority system reflected in the budget.

We view the restriction on plan approval contingent to Secretarial

funding levels as contradictory to the stated and desirable intent:

of reflecting tribal needs or priorities within appropriations re-

quests. Rather, if any references to budgetary limitations is

essential, we would suggest that the Secretary be instructed

clearly to separate tribal needs from agency needs to provide

the Tribe with information indicating the total funds available

for use by the Tribe rather than tie the language to a vaguely

defined Secretarial funding level for a particular program or

activity. We further recommend that provisions mandating the

Secretary to separate funds appropriated for implementation from

those used in BIA & IHS operations.
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In summary, S. 2460 appears to have substantial

potential to provide a much needed vehicle that tribes may

exercise in their attempts to attain self-determination. However,

it is clear from our standpoint that many questions and problems

remain to be resolved before the Act should be implemented. Most

of these issues relate and may in fact be inseparable from funda-

mental problems within the BIA itself.

In the interests of time and clarity, I will confine my

comments to a few very narrow topics concerning fiscal problems

we have encountered implementing P. L. 93-638. Many of these

problems have plagued the BIA for decades and some have been

reemphasized by the recent issuance of several GAO studies re-

lating to Bureau operations. One thing is clear, GAO reports

not withstanding, improvements are not likely to occur until

everyone begins to accept their fair share of the ownership

responsibility for constructively seeking solutions to difficult

and enormously complex problems. Everyone, the tribes, the BIA,

the Department of Interior, executive offices, and Congress must

all share the responsibility of creating efficient and effective

delivery of services and resources necessary for Indian tribes

to attain self-determination.

With treaty abrogation issues, a spreading backlash -

against Indian rights, and the ever growing scrutiny of Congress,

this is no time for destructive finger pointing accusations, self-

protectionists attitudes, shoulder shrugging, buck-passing,

minute inspection of past problems or present deficiencies, or
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or looking back over one's shoulder--because we just might fall

off a cliff. It would serve no constructive purpose whatever

to add more fuel to an already volatile situation by joining

a witchhunt and launching into a stinging diatribe against the

BIA and IHS.

The time has come instead to change our emphasis and

direction to seek a positive, carefully-planned impetus for the

future. We must stop dwelling upon what has happened in the

past and concentrate instead upon how we can become masters of

our own destiny. We must develop a working partnership to imple-

ment the spirit of self-determination. Only through concerned

and dedicated leadership and active involvement of all parties

can serious and complex problems be resolved.

I will concentrate upon a single problem to illustrate

the intricate web that appears to have been woven about this

whole issue of Indian self-determination. All over the nation

Indian tribes are facing a very pressing and serious situation

resulting from the insufficient availability of administrative

support funds for tribal administration of contracts entered

into under the authority of P.L. 93-638. Superficially, it

appears that the problem was the result of a negligent and

deficient fiscal management process within the BIA, heightened

by self-protectionist attitudes and incompetent BIA employees.

But is this the whole case? We think not. There are indications

that lead us to believe otherwise. Let us examine the facts.
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The history of the funds available for contract support is

very revealing.

(Million Dollars)

Appropriated Obligated

FY 1976 $ 10.7 $ 8.8
FY 1977 9.7 12.7
FY 1978 8.7 (?)
FY 1979 10.9

First of all let us begin by recognizing the roles of

the budget cycle and the appropriations process. Like other

federal agencies, the BIA must essentially prepare its budgetary

request two years in advance. For all intents and purposes, the

first year of operation for P.L. 93-638 was FY '76. It was a new

process to both the BIA and the tribes. The Bureau should be com-

mended in that it had anticipated sufficient levels of funding fQr

adequate contract support and actually underspent the appropria-

tion authorization by nearly $2 million. But instead of commenda-

tion, what resulted? In the second year of operation, FY 77, both

the tribes and the BIA were still getting their "act together", but

the appropriations committees, apparently in view of the under-

expenditure evidenced at the time of appropriation the previous

year directed a $1 million reduction in indirect costs. The BIA

ended up over-spending by $a million. Unfortunately, weaknesses

within the BIA's own financial reporting system did not provide

sufficient back-up to justify any increase in contract support

funds and nearly a million dollar cut was directed for FY 78
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reducing the total allocation to $8,742,000. To BIA officials,

it was obvious that with the developing interest among the tribes

that the appropriation was going to be insufficient to cover

anticipated outlays. It is our understanding that the reduction

was appealed, but denied by the appropriations committees because

of inadequate supporting documentation. For FY 79, the BIA re-

quested only $10-.94 million for administrative costs, but fortun-

ately the new Assistant Secretary of Indian Affairs interceded and

submitted a budget amendment to increase appropriations by an ad-

ditional $12.8 million. Why wasn't such executive action taken in

the past? We conclude that the principle reason was that leadership

within Indian Affairs was lacking at the time. There is no Com-

missioner, no Assistant Secretary of Interior, just a bunch of

people who were in an acting capacity without authority or pos-

sibly interest.

The situation today for Quinault and other tribes in the

Portland Area is this. We have been told that only 35 percent

of the approved indirect costs for operation of our programs

will be available to us pending some other action such as approval

of a supplemental appropriation. With cuts of this magnitude,

we face the very real and unhappy prospect of having to stand

by and witness the erosion and destruction of all our capacity

building efforts that we have developed since the inception of

Buy Indian and P.L. 93-638 contracting. We have been forced to

reduce administrative services to tribal programs, delay in-

definitely improvements to our operations and demand long hours,
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weekend duty, and enormous workloads upon our staff with no

financial compensation. We have been lucky that the dedication

of our staff and their commitment to see self-determination succeed

has motivated them to endure these extraordinary personal sacrifices.

But these stop-gap measures cannot be sustained much longer;

patience is wearing thin and the strain is beginning to demand

its price. We now are facing the loss of concerned and competent

administrative staff, the loss of some extremely valuable people

to the success of our programs, and substantial reduction in the

level of services that we can deliver to our people. We have

already suffered damage to our reputations and credit standings

with vendors and significant reduction in support services to

our program operations.

I will not attempt to delve in detail in the effects of

the indirect cost short fall, rather I request the Chairman's

permission to submit supportive documentation at a later date.

What has been done to relieve the distressing problems

which presently threaten to destroy our self-determination

efforts? It is our understanding that once Assistant Secretary

Gerard became fully aware of the indirect cost problem, he

initiated measures to try to correct the anticipated shortfall.

One of the things he did was to prepare a $10 million supplemental

appropriation request for consideration by the Department of the

Interior sometime in December, 1977.
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For reasons unknown to us, the request was delayed

in the Department for approximately two months before it was

referred to OMB for action where it remains to this day. The

Appropriations Committees of both the House and Senate are aware

of the tribes' sorry plight, but have made the decision not to

consider a supplemental request until after the FY 79 budget

review process is completed. Tribes would not be able to receive

any relief if a supplemental were passed until late August or

early September -- by that time the damage will have been done.

But even if the Appropriations Committees were willing to con-

sider the extraordinary measure of a special supplemental, it

could not do so because OMB is holding up the request. (In fact,

OMB is reported to have cut down BIA's supplemental request to

$6 million because the fiscal year was already partially expired.

What alternatives are there? Essentially (1) to consider

reprogramming of BIA funds. But this would require special ap-

proval of Congress and would result in decreased operational

levels in certain program areas and further pose threats of

jeopardizing future appropriations for important services. Com-

pound the problem by unanticipated costs due to blizzards in the

north and floods in the southwest and what have you got left?

A perplexing problem that many fail to appreciate. (2) Reprogram-

ming in anticipation of passage of a supplemental would apparently

not be legal;and lastly, (3) Let the tribes suffer the full burden

of the consequences.
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In the meantime, more fuel is being added to an already

explosive situation by the release of GAO studies citing what

appear to be gross management deficiencies within the BIA and

the Senate Select Committee has issued a press release with a

headline reading "Indian Affairs Committee to Hear Testimony

on Tribal Crises Caused by Improper Administration of the Indian

Self-Determination Act". These reports have generated outcries

of righteous indignation by tribes and terminationists across

the country.

Who is to blame for our present circumstances? The BIA?

OMB? The Appropriations Committee? The Senate Select Committee?

The Tribes? Interior? History? You decide. No one can be absolved

of all responsibility; we cannot lay the blame solely on anyone.

But even if we could blame won't solve our problems; some positive,

constructive action that will require the mutual understanding

and cooperation by all parties must be undertaken before this

crisis can be resolved.

From our perspective, it seems to us that the operations

of the BIA have in fact contributed to this problem, and we are

offering specific recommendations to improve the organizations's

fiscal management capacity. We believe that a great deal of the

confusion and misunderstanding resulting from the indirect cost

problem has resulted from the lack of open and adequate communi-

cation and involvement of Indian tribes in the decision-making
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structure of the BIA. We frankly have not been told the

"whole truth" by BIA officials and have been at the end of the

pipeline too long not to recognize when we are not being dealt

with openly and honestly.

We have witnessed first hand apparent problems in person-

nel, financial management, and have felt both the favor and the

wrath of Area Directors. We clearly recognize that there are

those within the BIA and elsewhere who would like to see self-

determination fail. We would be ready to participate in any

oversight hearings that may be called to constructively deal

with these problems. But further documentation of these pro-

blems will not solve our dilemma. Nor will the BIA's flat

denial that the allegations of tribes and the GAO are true serve

any useful purpose. The point is that for whatever reason the

BIA has lost credibility within the Congress, the Executive Offices,

the tribes, and even within its own organization. Somehow that

credibility must be restored.

We are proposing that the first step in this long and

aioisv process begin with the establishment of a new working

partnership between the tribes and all levels of the BIA. We

propose to change the fundamental character of the federal-Indian

relationship from paternalism to full participation in self-

determination. We would base this relationship urn the founding

principles of open communication, willing accommodation, andmutual

respect. Tribes must be given the opportunity to participate in

the management and operation of the Bureau, including fiscal
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management accountability and personnel assignments. No longer

should or can the BIA afford to unilaterally make the key decisions

which will affect our lives and destiny. Let us work to solve

our mutual problems together.

There are undoubtedly many reasons why the BIA may say

that sounds good, but it is naive and too impractical. To this

we would respond that there are compelling reasons why such an

arrangement is necessary. That a concerted effort made in utmost

good faith must be put forth to see if this impractical concept

cannot be made to work and work well.

The fundamental issue now is whether the sword of self-

determination has already mortally wounded the "enemy". We are

not seeking lip service to our needs and interests, or endless

flowery rhetoric; we ask only for a genuine commitment to form

a true partnership. We urge that the Bureau join hand-in-hand

with the tribes so that the spirit of self-determination can be

served.

Thank you.
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Mr. MORISHIMA. Mr. Chairman, my name is Gary Morishima. I
am a program manager for the Quinault Tribe that has experienced
the problems and the frustrations of trying to deal with Public Law
93-638 ever since its inception.

In the 2 years since Public Law 93-638 has been implemented, the
Bureau and the tribes across the Nation have experienced varying
degrees of difficulties in dealing with the fundamental changes brought
about as a result of this landmark legislation.

My testimony today will not dwell upon the problems of 93-638; but
rather we choose to concentrate, instead, upon certain positive things,
including S. 2460, which should be considered for implementation
to improve the process of self-determination.

I would like to preface my remarks by stating briefly that, in our
opinion, Public Law 93-638 and the implementing regulations, are
basically sound. But because the concept of self-determination
necessarily cuts across organization lines and involves philosophic
issues, relating to Federal responsibility, it is our belief that the prob-
lems and frustrations that many tribes are presently experiencing
with the Self-Determination Act are, in fact, manifestations of deeply
rooted problems which have resulted from a long and complex history
of more than 200 years of Federal/Indian relations.

We have concluded that these problems are not simply the result of
the Self-Determination Act or institutional deficiencies, which may
have become entrenched within the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

What the Self-Determination Act has done is just added some
additional visibility to some of the problems that already existed, by
enabling Indian tribes to become more directly involved in Bureau of
Indian Affairs and IHS operations.

The net effect of this participation has, in many instances, resulted
in a widening rift of BIA/tribal relationships.

The tribe and the Bureau have now, more than ever, assumed ad-
versary roles; and the Bureau is beginning to lose the support of the
people it has been established to serve.

We believe that the time has come in Indian country to stop and
really assess what is happening here.

We are not really used to addressing things with a cold imperceptive
and calculating eye. We, instead, tend to deal in the realm of intuition
and emotion.

For more than 200 years it has been like we have been tied in a black
bag and suspended in an atmosphere of politics and social reform.
We have been pushed and shoved and pushed and pulled in virtually
every direction, but where have we been going?

What is being done to us? What is happening? What are we doing
to ourselves?

We are confused, and seemingly powerless to seek outside the void
of this bag.

We have, in fact, become puppets. Are we being manipulated to
dance at the whim of some grand design to carry out our own genocide
under the guise of self-determination? Are we unwittingly playing a
role in the classic military strategy of somehow isolating and trying
to destroy some common enemy? Are we playing in the hands of
people who wish to subvert or repress the moral and legal obligations
of the Federal Government to recognize and deal responsibly with
our fundamental human rights?



We have no answers-only questions. We cannot help but feel and
wonder.

This much, however, is clear. All the laws, regulations and adminis-
trative direction in the world will not change the problems we have
experienced throughout Indian country in trying to exercise self-
determination.

Attitudes cannot be legislated; they cannot be mandated.
We recognize that there are certain dangerous undercurrents in

this whole issue that we must acutely be aware of lest we be swept
away.

I cannot help but be reminded of a parable of a forester who actually
fell off a cliff and desperately clung to a tiny branch for survival.

Lord save me, the forester appealed, and much to the forester's
surprise and consternation, a booming voice replied: My son, do you
have faith? Oh, yes, the forester responded without hesitation. To
which the voice answered: Then let go.

At this time in history, we must carefully assess our strengths and
weaknesses and design a workable and positive plan to begin to shape
our own destiny. This, we believe, is true self-determination.

We must resist the strong temptation to seek a convenient scape-
goat and not succumb to the enthusiasm of a mob mentality and point
wagging fingers at anyone, including the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

To be sure, it would be easy to yield to the temptation and point
to the Bureau as a self-perpetuating, money-gobbling, inefficient, and
monstrous bureaucracy. But what purpose would such action serve?
Only further polarization and suspicion could result.

Please don't misunderstand my comments.
To be sure, the Bureau is fraught with many problems-many

serious problems-which require corrective action, but we must all
recognize that the problems have not been of the Bureau's own making
and that dwelling upon the past will not help our future.

The Bureau has, in fact, evolved over 150 years of vacillating
Federal policies, from annihilation to assimilation, termination, and
now self-determination.

Let us all recognize that the Bureau is more an illegitimate and
unwanted child of Federal policies, for which we must all share a joint
responsibility.

Before self-determination can become a reality, the fundamental
character of the entire Federal/Indian relationship must be trans-
formed. We must have a relationship of advocacy with the Bureau of
Indian Affairs.

Self-determination is a double-edged sword, with potential oppor-
tunities but also very real dangers of a subtle and insidious nature.

We are here to discuss S. 2460 and Public Law 93- 638.
This is not really the proper forum to discuss my personal ideas

relative to the fundamental changes within the Indian/Federal re-
lationship, or even the operations of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

As presently enacted, we concur with the Navajo and Puyallup
Tribes, that the Self-Determination Act is not a self-determination
at law but is, in fact, a contracting law which enables tribes to operate
programs which the Bureau and IHS have formally failed to run to
our satisfaction.



It is clear that if these organizations had been providing the neces-
sary services to Indian tribes, there would be no need to consider
contracting. There would be no need for legislation of this kind.

As proposed, S. 2460 could provide a valuable addition to expand
the options that are available to the tribes in their quest for self-
determination by allowing for the. consolidation of grants and con-
tracts. We support, basically, this legislation.

There are, however, certain modifications to this legislation that
we would like to offer for your consideration.

Rather than dwell to any great detail on the recommendations,
I would like to refer to the comments in the written testimony with
your permission.

Senator BARTLETT. That is fine.
Mr. MORISHIMA. I believe our principal objection to the legislation

at this point in time appears to deal with the fiscal management
aspects of S. 2460.

The language of the act presently appears to restrict the so-called
comprehensive plan approval to the dollar amounts contained in
the secretarial level.

If an amount is requested in excess of that level, then conditional
approval, whatever conditional approval may be, is issued with no
clarification as to what happens if insufficient funds to meet travel
needs are appropriated.

Under such circumstances, it is not very clear whether the entire
plan would be disapproved, modified, or just held in limbo.

Further problems arise in determining just what the secretarial
funding level is, with certain benefit packages and other cost-savings
institutions like FTS and GSA which are available to the BIA or
IHS but not to the tribe.

Problems are further compounded, in our instance, with multi-
tribal agencies where the western Washington agency, which we are
serviced by, supports some 22 tribes.

We have experienced substantial difficulty in trying to separate
costs, which are attributable to providing services on our reservation.

More fundamentally, however, is that without a major revision
in the Bureau's budget and fiscal management process, restrictions
of this nature would continue to place tribes in the position of de-
signing its programs around our artificially entrenched priority systems
which are reflected in the Bureau's budget.

We view the restriction on plan approval contingent to secretarial
funding levels contradictory to the stated and desirable intent of
being able through the plan to reflect tribal needs and priorities
within appropriations requests.

Rather, if any reference to budgetary limitations is essential
within the language of the act, we would suggest that the Secretary
be instructed to provide the tribes with information indicating what
total funding level is available for use by the tribe, rather than re-
stricting funding to some vague language defining secretarial funding
levels for various programs or activities.

In summary, S. 2460 appears to have substantial potential and
provides much-needed help and a vehicle that the tribes may exercise
in their attempts to attain self-determination. But it is clear, from
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our standpoint, that many questions and problems still remain with
the legislation, as presently drafted, that must be resolved before such
an act should be implemented. Most of these issues, in fact, may be
inseparable from fundamental problems that we have experienced
within the BIA itself.

In the interests of time and clarity, I would like to confine my
remaining comments to a few very narrow topics concerning the
Bureau's fiscal management problems we have encountered in imple-
menting Public Law 93-638.

Many of these problems have plagued the Bureau for decades,
and some have been reemphasized by recent issuance of several GAO
studies relating to Bureau operations.

One thing is very clear: GAO reports notwithstanding, improve-
ments are not likely to occur until everyone begins to accept their
fair share of the ownership responsibility for constructively seeking
solutions to difficult and enormously complex problems.

Everyone-the tribes, the Bureau, the Department of the Interior,
the Executive offices, and Congress-must all share in this responsi-
bility of creating an efficient and effective delivery of services and
resources necessary for Indian tribes to attain self-determination.

With treaty abrogation issues, a spreading backlash against Indian
rights, a-n ever-growing scrutiny of Congress, this is no time for a
destructive finger-pointing accusation, self-protectionist attitudes,
shoulder-shrugging, buckpassing, minute inspection of past problems
and present deficiencies, or even looking back over everyone's shoulder.

We just might find ourselves walking off a cliff.
It would serve no constructive purpose whatever to add more

fuel to an already volatile situation by joining in a witch hunt and
launching into a stinging diatribe against the Bureau of Indian
Affairs or IHS.

The time has come, instead, to change our frame of reference and
our emphasis-to change our direction to think of positive and care-
fully planned impetus for the future.

We must stop dwelling upon what has happened in the past and
concentrate instead upon how we can become masters of our own
destiny. We must develop a working partnership to implement the
spirit of self-determination. Only through concerned and dedicated
leadership, by all parties, and active involvement can serious and
complex problems become resolved.

To illustrate, I would like to concentrate upon the intricacies of
the indirect cost problem presently facing Indian tribes across the
country.

The Quinault, like most other tribes into Public Law 93-638 con-
tracts, are facing some very severe and serious problems, resulting from
insufficient, levels of contract support funds for tribal administration
of these contracts.

Superficially, it appears that that problem was the result of negligent,
inefficient fiscal management processes within the BIA, heightened
by self-protectionist attitudes and in some cases incompetency en-
trenched within the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

But is this, in fact, the full case? We think not. There are indications
that lead us to believe otherwise. Let us examine the facts. The
history of the funds available for contract support is very revealing.



In 1976, the appropriation was for $10.7 million. Only $8.8 million
was obligated for contract support.

In 1977, $9.7 million was appropriated for contract support, and
$12.7 million was expended in contract support.

In fiscal year 1978, our present year, only $8.7 million was appro-
priated for contract support.

Let us begin by recognizing the roles of the budget cycle and the
appropriations process. Like other Federal agencies, the Bureau must
essentially prepare its budgetary requests 2 years in advance.

For all intents and purposes, the first year of operation for the Self-
Determination Act was fiscal year 1976. It was a new process to both
the Bureau and the tribes at that time.

The Bureau's expenditure for contract support underspent the
authorization by nearly $2 million in fiscal year 1976. In the second
year of operation, both the tribe and the Bureau were still getting
their act together; but the appropriations committees, apparently in
view of the underexpenditure evidenced at the time of the appro-
priation hearings, directed a $1-million reduction in contract support
funds for fiscal year 1977. The BIA ended up having to overspend by
over $3 million.

Unfortunately, certain weaknesses within the Bureau's own financial
reporting system did not provide sufficient backup to justify any
increase in contract support funds and nearly a $1 million additional
cut was directed for fiscal year 1978.

To Bureau officials, it was obvious that the developing interest
among the tribes and the appropriation was going to be insufficient
to cover anticipated needs.

It is our understanding that the reduction has, in fact, been appealed
by the BIA but was denied by the appropriations committees. For
fiscal year 1979, the Bureau requested only $10.9 million in its original
budget request.

Through the intercession of Secretary Gerard, that budget amend-
ment was added to that request to increase contract support funds
by an additional $12.8 million.

Why wasn't such executive action taken in the past? We conclude
that the principal reason was because of leadership problems within
the Bureau itself. There was no effective Commissioner, no Assistant
Secretary of Interior-fa bunch of people only in an acting capacity.

The situation for Quinault and other tribes in the Portland area is
this: We have been told that only 35 percent of the improved indirect
costs for operation of our programs will be available to us pending
some other action, such as approval of a supplemental request.

With cuts of this magnitude, we face some very serious unhappy
prospects-of having to stand by and witness the erosion and destruc-
tion of all the efforts that we have undertaken in the past 4 years to
develop our capacity to begin to manage our own affairs.

Senator BARTLETT. May I just interrupt.
Senator Mark Hatfield will be presiding as chairman, and I would

like a note made of that in the record.
Please proceed.
Mr. MORISHIMA. We have been lucky to date in that the dedication

of our staff and their commitment to see the process of self-determina-
tion suceed has motivated them to endure extraordinary sacrifices.



I will not attempt to delve in detail into all the effects of the indirect
cost shortfalls; rather, I request with the chairman's permission to
submit supportive documentation at some later date.

What has been done to relieve our distressing problems which
threatened to destroy our own self-determination efforts?

It is our understanding that a request was submitted from the
Assistant Secretary of Interior's office to the Department of Interior
sometime in December of 1977 for a supplemental request to cover
anticipated shortfalls.

For reasons which are unknown to us, this request was delayed in
the Department for approximately 2 months before it was referred to
the Office of Management and Budget where it remains to this day.

The appropriations committees of both the House and the Senate
are aware of the tribes' sorry plight. But they have made the decision
not to consider the request for a supplemental until after the fiscal
yet- ' '9 budget process has been completed.

This would mean that the tribes would not be able to expect any
relief from the indirect cost shortfall problems until such time late in
August or possibly even in early September. By that time, the damage
will have been done.

What alternatives are there?
Essentially, (1) to try to reprogram Bureau of Indian Affairs funds.

This would require special approval of Congress and decreased opera-
tional levels in certain program areas which may pose further threats
to jeopardize future appropriations and important services. Program-
ing, in anticipation of the passage of a supplemental, is apparently
illegal.

The last of these is the one that we are presently facing. It is to let
the tribes suffer the full consequences of the shortfall.

In the meantime, what has been happening? More fuel has been
added to an already-explosive situation.

The GAO has released studies, citing what appear to be gross mis-
management problems within the Bureau. The Senate Select Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs itself has issued a press release with a
headline reading: "Indian Affairs Committee to Hear Testimony on
Tribal Crises Caused by Improper Administration of the Bureau
of the Indian Self-Determination Act."

These reports have created outcries of righteous indignation by
tribes and terminationists throughout the country.

Who is to blame for our present circumstances? Is it the BIA,
OMB, the appropriations committees, the Senate Select Committee
on Indian Affairs, the tribes, Interior, or is it history? You decide.

No one can be absolved of all the responsibility for this present
crisis. We cannot lay the blame on anyone. But blame won't solve
our problems. Some positive and constructive action, that will
require the mutual understanding and willing cooperation of all
parties, must be undertaken before this crisis can be resolved.

From our perspective, the operations of the Bureau have con-
tributed substantially to this problem; and we are offering specific
recommendations to improve the organization's fiscal management
capacity.

We believe that a great deal of the confusion and misunderstanding
resulting from the indirect cost problem has resulted from the lack



of an open and adequate communication system and active involve-
ment of Indian tribes in the decisionmaking structure of the Bureau.

We, very frankly, have not been told the whole truth by Bureau
officials and have been at the end of the pipeline too long not to
recognize when we are not being dealt with openly and honestly.

We have witnessed, firsthand, apparent problems in personnel,
financial management, and have felt both the favor and the wrath
of area directors and clearly recognize that there are those within
the Bureau, and elsewhere, who would like to see self-determination
fail. But these problems will not solve our dilemmas, nor will the
Bureau's flat denial that allegations of the tribes and the GAO
are true serve any useful purpose.

The point is that for whatever reason the Bureau has lost credibility
with the Congress, the Executive offices, the tribes, and even within
its own organization, and somehow that credibility must be restored.

We are proposing that the first step in this long and arduous
process begin with the establishment of a new working partnership
between the tribes and all levels of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

We propose to change the fundamental character of the Federal/
Indian relationship from that of paternalism to full participation
in self-determination.

We would base this relationship upon the founding principles
of open communication, willing accommodation, and mutual respect.

The tribes must be given the opportunity to participate in the
management and operation of the Bureau, including fiscal manage-
ment accountability and personnel assignments. No longer should,
or can, the BIA afford to unilaterally make the key decisions which
will affect our lives and our destiny.

Let us begin to solve our mutual problems together.
There are, undoubtedly, many reasons why the Bureau may say

that that sounds very good; but it is too naive and too impractical.
To this we would respond: There are compelling reasons why such an

arrangement is necessary. That a concerted effort, made in the utmost
good faith, must be put forth to see if this impractical concept cannot

e made to work and to work well.
The fundamental issue now is whether the sword of self-determina-

tion has already mortally wounded the "enemy."
We are not seeking lipservice to our needs and interests or endless

flowery rhetoric. We only ask for a genuine commitment to form a true
partnership. We urge that the Bureau join hand in hand with the tribes
so that the spirit of self-determination can be served.

Thank you very much.
Senator HATFIELD [acting chairman]. Thank you very much for your

testinony.
We are much aware on this committee of some of the items to which

you have referred and the frustrations we share with you as members
of this committee because of our shared hope that this sel-determina-
tion could become a reality and not just something on paper.

Lest you feel that you are completely isolated from other citizens, let
me assure you that as far as the paperwork frustration is concerned, all
citizens are complaining about all agencies-not just the BIA.

That doesn't in any way justify the continuation of that kind of de-
lay or frustration or resolving that frustration; but I can assure you



that it is experienced by many citizens dealing with many .other agen-
cies as well.

Our Paperwork Commission, which has made about 800 recom-
mendations, which self-destructed after 2 years is now hopeful that we
can get some of this jungle of paperwork eliminated-the duplicating,
the overlapping, the long delays created by it-if we can get all of our
800 recommendations adopted.

We have had about 200 of them thus far adopted, and we can cal-
culate that it already has been a savings of about $1.5 billion-just in
dollar amounts. But we have launched last week a citizen's com-
mittee to help pressure the Congress and the Executive agencies of the
Government to adopt these recommendations, which I think would go
a long way in helping to resolve some of those frustrations.

But I only isolate the one that you have identified this morning-
certainly there are many others as well.

I believe at this time that we have some further recommendations
to be offered here and presented by Mr. Joseph DeLaCruz.

Mr. DELACRUZ. That concludes our panel recommendations.
Mr. Morishima just gave my statement.
One of the recommendations, I think, in listening to the panel, is

that definitely we need to take a look at tribal participation in the
Bureau budget process at the area level.

There has to be a strong push that would be a joint tribal/BIA plan-
ning effort-like there never has been before because of the dilemma
that we are in-by the tribes, the Bureau, and the administration
really.

It reflects on all aspects of what is happening in the process of trying
to carry out Public Law 93-638.

I am sorry that you didn't get here to hear the first part of the
statement that was given on my behalf, because we got into a lot of
the other problems.

We didn't go through the recommendations on the bill, because it
is quite likely we will be submitting for the record our recommendations
on the legislation that we are testifying on today.

Senator HATFIELD. Speaking of the record, we also have some
questions that we would like to submit to you as a panel and that you
can respond to at the appropriate time to be placed in the record.

Mr. DELACRUZ. Fine.
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Melcher?
Senator MELCHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Are you all convinced that passage of this bill would alleviate some

of what non-Indians call redtape and Indians call appropriately
whitetape?Mr. ITTLE OWL. Mr. Chairman, I am Ron Little Owl, the vice

chairman.
In reading S. 2460 last night, I think that the Three Affiliated

Tribes would support passing the bill.
I also feel that, as it was stated in one of the testimonies here, there

should be provisions made known to the Secretary of the Interior on
the part of the tribal-level governing body's wish to have a part in
imlementing.ut that is my own opinion. Maybe the chairwoman here would

relate a little more on that.



Also, I would like to have made known to the committee here-the
chairman and the committee-that we have submitted a copy of our
written testimony here. We have submitted a number of our proposals
in applying for 93-638 and phasing our tribal government on into the
indirect cost to the committee.

They have copies of each one of these papers that I have in front
of me, Mr. Chairman.

Maybe the chairwoman would like to say something about that.
Ms. CRow FLIEs HIGH. I just would like to say thank you to the

committee for giving me the chance to come here and testify before
you.

I would sooner have the other representatives here carry on.
Thank you very much.
Senator MELCHER. Thank you.
Ted, do you have anything to add?
Mr. RISINGSUN. I would like to add two statements here. They are

members of the Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council, Mr. George
Hiwalker, Jr. and IM~r. Raymond Spang. They are members of the
Northern Cheyenne Executive Committee.

They address themselves to some proposals on what we are talking
about here.

I would also like to add as an appendix to the Northern Cheyenne
testimony a letter from Dr. Khan, superintendent of Busby School,
that will help to clarify some of the statements that were made this
morning.

[The material referred to follows:]



My name. is George Hiwalker, Jr.

As an appointed delegate, enrolled member, and duly

elected Tribal*Council official of the Northern Cheyenne

Indian Tribe of the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation, I

would like to submit, on behalf of the Northern Cheyenne

Tribal President, Vice President, and Tribal Council, the

following testimony for internal reorganization of the

United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian

Affairs.

The context of this testimony on behalf of the Northern

Cheyenne Tribe is neither new nor extraordinary, merely

revised and modified from one congress to the next congress,

from one Administration of Indian Affairs to the next

Administration of Indian Affairs, from one Secretary of the

Interior to the next Secretary of the Interior.

I shall therefore entitle this testimoney the Northern

Cheyenne Replacement and Displacement Theory, Modification

number three, or more appropriately, third congress, third

Indian Affairs Administration, third Secretary of the Interior,

requesting Bureau reorganization.

In 1973, a unanimous Tribal Council action to invalidate

grossly illegal leases and permits for coal exploration and

mining on the Northern Cheyenne Reservation, fortunately or

unfortunately exposed tribal leaders'to the most critical flaw

within the Bureau structure, accountability for so-called

trust-related act.ions. This lack of administrative



accountability clearly exposed the Bureau's inabilities to

discern the legal obligations of trust responsibility to an

Indian Tribe from programatic services rendered which too

frequently.abuse tribal "jurisdictional rights" as a sovereign.

Trust responsibility to the Northern Cheyenne Tribe as a non-

treaty tribe is not a service-oriented program, it is a legal

and legislative obligation to preserve, protect, and guard its

land, resources an'd members from other parties who would dispose

of its jurisdictional ownership and entitlement rights.

I quote

"The concept is obviously one of full fiduciary respon-

sibility, not solely of traditional market-place morals.

When the federal government undertakes an 'obligation of trust'

toward an Indian tribe or group, as it has in the Intercourse

Act, the obligation is 'of the highest responsibility and

trust', not that of 'a mere contracting party' or a better-

business bureau. 173 Ct. Cl at 925.

Furthermore, the standard of care employed by the trustee

in the management of the beneficiary's land and resources will

be measured by the standard employed by the trustee in manage-

ment of its own lands and resources. It is elementary that

the standard or measure of care, deligence, and skill required

of a trustee in the administration of a trust is that of an

ordinary prudent man in the conduct of his own private affairs

under similar circumstances, and with a similar object in view.

Restatement of Trusts, §176; 54 Am. Jur., Trusts, §322; Scott



on Trusts (2d Ed.), §174. The obligation of the United States

to an Indian tribe whose lands are held in trust is greater

than that towards its own citizens. Oneida Tribe vs U.S., 165

Ct. Cl. 487 (1964)."

Obviously, if no administrative accountability exists

within the "Indian Affairs" bureaucracy structure of government,.

and it "trustee obligations" continue to be characterized as

"welfare programs" by those persons eternally employed within

that "Indian Affairs" bureaucracy, "internal reorganization" is

as destructive as a national "water policy" which deceptively

advocates national control over all Indian-owned water resources.

The Northern Cheynne Tribe therefore proposes two options

for "internal Bureau Reorganization" contingent upon the

establishment of Indian Affairs (civil) Review Boards which

would, annually monitor all legal and legislative trust obli-

gations, as assigned to all Indian Affairs personnel, other

than political appointees. The individual participants

comprising such proposed Indian Affairs (civil) Review Boards

would include the Secretary of Interior, Assistant Secretary

of Interior, Indian Affairs, Deputies of Indian Affairs, and

Trib-al leaders within common geographic and/or resource areas.

These indivudual board participants would be directly respon-

sible for consistant and continued evaluation of Bureau "trust

obligation" actions and all personnel assigned to carry out

those actions. They would be delegated the authorities to

monitor, advocate and lobby for legislative and judicial.

actions which would protect, guard and expand Indian lands,



resources and jurisdictional rights and remove those personnel,

other than political appointees within the federal "Indian

Affairs" structure, who fail to carry out "trust obligations".

The "political appointees" assigned to Indian Affairs

with the Interior Department,.and "Review Board"-participants

will thereby be held accountable to Congress for expressing,

advising, and advocating the true desires and needs of Indian

-Tribes and obligations of the United States Government as

trustee of these tribes.

The first proposed option contingent upon the affectuation

of Regional and/or Area Indian Affairs Civil Review Boards is

to abolish the Bureau of Indian Affairs Area offices and

contract the field agencies, contingent upon assessment of

functions, redesign of functions and implementation of the

*redesign through tribal control. Such a contracting action

will most probably require increased authority, staff and

funding at the agency level, as well as, research funding at

the tribal level for the redesign and contracting action.

The second proposed option, also, includes the assessment,

redesign of functions and contracting of the Bureau Field

agency coupled with the abolishment of the area offices.

The only variance from the first "reorganization option" is

that technical legal and-resource centers would be established

in capatible geographic regions'which are substantially

concentrated with Indian tribes of common natural resource

and land identities.



These technical (Trust Responsibility) centers would

address themselves to legal, land and resource issues which

consistly thwart Indian tribes from exercising total

jurisdiction and control over their respective lands and

resources. Such centers would be entrusted with-the

responsibilities of defining, advocating and lobbying for

regulatory and/or legislative actions which ensure tribal

jurisdiction, and control of land and resources and assist

tribes in the implementation and design of jurisdictional

authorities which supercede the regualtions of other federal

agencies which are virtually ignorant to the realities of

tribal jurisdictions. In other words such techincal centers

in conjunction with the surrounding Indian tribes could

potentially establish fundamental and appropriate regulatory

policies for dealing with Indian sovereigns. It is imperative

that, 1) the personnel housed within these proposed technical

"Trust Responsibility" centers be highly competent profes-

sionals, such as, attorneys, geologist, hydrologist, land use

specialists or the like: and 2) that these technical centers

be literal "think" tanks removed from any political arenas of

the bureaucracy.

I would now like to introduce the Northern Cheyenne Tribal

Comptroller, Mr. Edward Kennedy, who will address the need for

financial and budgeting reorganization within the Bureau:

Ed



The Northern Cheyenne Tribe find that in contracting, the

following items ,continously repeat themselves:

1. The budget process is archaic

The Base Line data used in developing the Bureau Budget

does not respond to the Tribal needs as expressed by Tribal

Governments. The Base Line data most times, is based on

obsolete OMB cost information which is not applicable because

of rapid inflation. Secondly, the data is geared to minimum

service rendition and not to real tribal need and thirdly,

budget negotiators for the Bureau use Bureau Budget line items

as items for "political bartering" on the "Hill".

2. The Bureau budget is impossible to decipher

The budget once established, is hidden from the tribe or

is doled out piecemeal so as to circumvent tribal knowledge

of the many resources available to conduct a service or

function. This leads me to say that the BIA requires, no

demands, that we submit report after report, yet who demands

an accounting of the BIA, their computer system in Albuquerque

is the laughing stock of "Indian Country". Bureau employees

when asked for accounting information always respond with

"we don't know", now, gentlemen, the Bureau says to the tribe,

lets "Capacity build" tribal management capabilities, the

Northern Cheyenne say lets "Capacity Build" the Bureau of

Indian Affairs.

3. The Bureau budget is non-functional as a management

tool.

Ini any common "Mom and Pop" business venture the



principals always.know what cpaital resources are available.

Here, we have a billion 247 million dollar Bureau budget and no

one is coqnizant of total bureau resources or the application

thereof. Should the Bureau be desirous of continuing to do

business with the Northern Cheyenne Tribe we demand, for a

change, that the Bureau become responsible and accountable

for the total resources available in the name of the Northern

Cheyenne Tribe.

4. Bureau accountability

The fourth area is Accountability itself. When the

tribe contracts a program, "under whatever title", this is a

tacit admission of failure of trust responsibility on the

part of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, this TACIT admission

of failure created PL 93-638.

The Northern Cheyenne Tribe contracts many and varied

functions and feels that this demonstrates the lack of

responsibility and accountability by the Bureau of Indian

Affairs. We recommend that Bureau employees be-removed from

Civil Service Commission status and that these same employees

be all issued yearly performance contracts with the Review

Board proposed by Mr. Hiwalker monitoring these same per-

formance contracts.

Had the Bureau employees (trust officers) done their

jobs properly many of the problems facing the Northern

Cheyenne Tribe would never have happened.

In conclusion, the Northern Cheyenne. Tribe will continue

to exercise its full sovereign and jurisdictional entitlements
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as a non-treaty Indian Tribe. It will continue to demand

total administrative and budgetary accountability from its

direct trustees both legislatively and judicially. More

importantly, the Northern Cheyenne Tribe will continue as

"human beings" long after the Bureau of Indian Affairs has

terminated itself.



The Northern Cheyenne Tribe contracted with the Bureau

of Indian Affairs to operate and Indian Action Program in

July, 1975.

The Indian Action Program is a model of the concepts of

93-638. It allowed the Tribe to make its own decisions; It

allowed for Tribal self determiniation in terms of needs and

directions. One of the needs met was that a quality education

to help the Northern Cheyenne People achieve social and economic

well being. Under continued funding we will be able to up

grade educational and vocational levels and reduce under-

employment and unemployment on the Northern Cheyenne Reservation.

The Tribe has made good use of the funds by developing the post-

secondary educational system we now have (Dull Knife Memorial

College).

To maintain the present operations and future program

development on the Northern Cheyenne Reservation we feel it

is absolutely essential that the Indian Technical Assistance

Center in Denver, Colorado remain a permanbnt organizational

structure of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In order to do

the task assigned to them the Indian Technical Assistance

Center must have the authority to institute necessary admin-

istrative changes with Central Office approval and support.

There must be a well qualified administator chosen to head

the office. We would strongly urge the Cental Office to

again offer, Mr. Bob Livingston (one of the original designers

of the Indian Action Program and an excellent administrator,)
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the position of Chief of Indian Technical Assistance Center.

In order to make the office a viable functioning office of the

Bureau of Indian Affairs, it will also be essential that this

office receive full support from the Central Office.

Again, we would strongly recommend that the Indian

Technical Assistance Office be maintained and upgraded. With

Central Office support it can provide the on-site contract

support and technical assistance necessary to strengthen

Tribal Indian Action Programs. It would be impractical to

design another delivery system for Indian Action Programs,

when all we need to do is to refine and strenghthen the present

system. The added cost of changing systems could be better

spent by increasing the grants to various Indian Action

Programs.

Presented by

Raymond Spang, Chairman
NORTHERN CHEYENNE INDIAN ACTION

PROGRAM, INC.
Box 206
Lame Deer, MT 59043

25-601 0 - 78 - 5
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SdeBusby, Mntan 506

t/VcA4he' Chejenn4ele
March 10, 1978

Mr. Allen Rowland, Chainren
Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council
Lae DeerdMntana 59043

Dear Mr. Rowland:

This letter is intended to acquaint you with the problems Busby School of the
Northern Cheyenne Tribe has been facing in the last few months.

Since our school is located on federal trust land and our school enrollment is
almost all Native American, the total funding for the school and the dorm etc.
cmes from federal sources. The officials require that we go through Billings
Area Office(BIA) for everything and anything. The procedure is so lengthy and
tedious most of the ties that the funding and the facilities provided for by
the funding lose their weight- it takes so much tine that the jobs are only
half done because the rise in the cost of materials and labor make the amount in-
adequate. A good ex ple is the renovation of our don . We were allocated $98,500.00
for the purpose. The funds had to be funnelled through the Area Office. We had
to wait for a long time to get a lette to the effect and the we had to rush
through working out the details. It was our hope that the funds would be made
available during Spring, 1977 and the renovation would be completed before the
re-opening of the sdool in Fall, 1977. Ne are housing our children in half of
each dons and the half under renovation will take a few more weeks. aur children
suffered throughout this school year. Several other things were pointed out by
the Area office and portions of the allocated amoint were sliced away for various
reasons. In August, 1977 we were informed by Senator Melcher's office about a
special funding for Busby School in the amount of $200,000.00 for the renovation
of our Elementary and Secondary Schol buildibgs. We were supposed to get a
letter fran the Area Office and the money was to be made available to us soon
after October 1, 1977. we did not receive any written note to the effect until
after the end of the year,1977 inspite of our repeated"requests. Every time we
were told "we are working at it".

The authorities from 5.E.f. in ashington D.C. told us that some funding was mde
available to Area Offices to help all Indian schools in "Child-Find" and starting
aid/or improving Special Education Programs. e have not heard any thing about
it yet. All we know is tha p.E.H. and B.I.A. have to agree on the funding
procedures before the money can be made available. Ie had submitted a proposal
for Education of Indian Handicapped Children in our school. We heard that we
would be getting about $47,000.00 to start our program. Somehow, within the
procedural formalities of the B.E.H. and B.I.A.the school year is almost over
and our program could not get off the launch pad. Consequently, the children
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remain unserved. We requested funds from Title IV C ESEA ($15,000.00) to o our
child-fild. The specialists of education in Area Office did not consider our
request. The money was agarded to another school in Wyoming although they had
received the sane grant for the samne purpose last year, ie cannot help get the
feeling of step-notherly treatment fron our Area Office specialists most of the
time.

Title I ESEA funds are also ade available to us through the Area Office. In 1976
the Area Office specialist fussed about some figures in am Title I proposal.
They wre changed several tines and finally approved with little variatiafrn the
very first ones. The proposal was delayed and approved on Septeber 20, 1976.
The school reopened on August 16, 1976. To our understanding the intent of the
Congress in creating, enacting, and continuing fording of Title I ESEA was to
help the needy children in their learning program during the entire sdol year.
We were later forced to return the amnt of mney spent on the salaries etc. of
Title I personnel during the period of August 16-September 20, 1976 bemause our
program was not approved before the start of the school. No cnsildration was
given to the fact that the proposal was submitted long before that. Tie school
had to cut down the Title I program and returne the required aMMot of Msaey in
question( $6,650.00) from Title I funds. This was accepted by the Contracting
Officer and by the Chief of the Division of Education but later on, the Assistant
to the Chief of the Division of Education ruled it cut and forced the school to
pay to them another sum of $6,650.00 from the General Fund. Title I ESEA was,
however, signed as valid funding as part of total sdool contract by Mr. Babby.
It %as ruled illegal by the Assistant Chief of the Division of Education in the
Area office. The earlier paymnt from Title I funds ws also kept by them any way.
The left over monies in Title I are taken any each year and the school canot
carry them over to next year.

Another interesting regulation in Title I ES9A is that the last date for filing
request for modification of the proposal is Decarter 15,each year. The last day
for ordering supplies, materials etc. is also Deeber 15. It is not allaoed to
order anything before the approval of the modification v&ich takes at least a
sonth or more. The result is that even if the modification is approved, no
supplies etc. can be ordered and that money has to be returned to Area Office.
Evidently, this ruling is contrary to the intent of the law and does not serve
the children at all.

In October, 1977 our budget amd Contract(Band Analysis) was signed. A week after
that we were told that the Area Office woMld not pay for the milk consunnd by aur
children. We were supposed to pay for it from oar general budget and food allo-
cation. For five years prior to this the Area Office paid the milk bills but
this year they discovered that it wa~n error-pointed out to us after signing
the total school contract. We did not include milk money in our food budget for
obvious reasons. We protested and in Decanter, 1977 the Contracting Officer
promised to :ail us out for the Milk bills( $30,000.00) but declined to pit it
in writing and in February,1978 (after our return from Nas1ington, D.C.) he backed
out of the promise. It is not important to them to consider the nutrition needs
of Northern Cheyenne children.

The B.I.A. Area Office contracted with the School Board and their own employees
for I.P.A. program. The School Board agreed to go along. That created a deficit



of $60,000.00 each year in school budget, which was taken care of by Area Office
for the last two years. After signing the Band Analysis Contract this year they
are dictating us to pay for this fros the General Fund which is already in the
red. They are also telling us to cut down the tens of service of the I.P.A.
ealoyees from 12 to 9 smiths each year, sanething they cannot do to civil service
personnel thaselves. For reasons of low performance by Plant Manageeent crew,the
school is paying for four employees who should be the responsibility of the BIA.
One person is retired through PLI.F. actioa4iich was uncalled for if the services
were not going to be ontracted. The School Board has no finds to keep the man
on jab and the Plant Management offices in Lae Deer and Billings don't think
the funds can be transferred to school.

We are hurting for soney and services to cur children in every area. Ie need
to isprove education and curriculum in Busby School and they cannot support us.
We need additional housing for our certified personnel who come to serve our
children from far-off places but they can't help us . We need additional zonies
to finish the renovation of our dons but it is a very far-fetched hope. We need
building facilities for our physical education programs and a gym. for sports etc.
activities. It does not appear to be a legitisate need to them. We need to
enhance the achievement level of our children but it cannot be done without
additional funds. We need these fundings to satisfy the needs of educational,
physical and professional growth of our children. Instead, e are constantly
forced to cut down aur budget to fit the frame that is provided us by the Area
Office.

The situation gets iire and mre frustrating if you look at it carefully. AdVhe
Chairsan of the Northern Cheyenne Tribe I want to request you to find a way to
oonv thetic state of affairs to the U.S.Congress who are trying to help aur
Cheyenne children but whose sincere intentions and efforts get clouded by the
bureaucratic procedures of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and their crew that is
responsible to deliver the "trust responsibilities" of the Indian children.

Sincerely,

Dr. Asgad All Khen
Superintendent

P.S. The Area Office also stopped paying for the travel of off-reservation dorm
students. No letter has been received but the paysent was stopped through
a telephone message. Thesekudents have to go haze on major holidays. This
puts the school into another"of at least $7,000.00 each year. This account
has always been the responsibility of the Area Office throughout the history
of this school (about 50 years or sore).



Mr. MORISHIMA. Senator Melcher, I would like to respond to your
question.

First of all, we believe that the consolidation authority that is
contained within the body of the proposed act has a good potential to
eliminate a great deal of the administrative costs andto help alleviate
certain problems of piecemeal funding of major project efforts.

However, just like the basic law itself-93-638-our principal
problems appear to come from vagueness involved in how such a
program might be administered.

On Quinault, we have attempted to consolidate some of our pro-
grams under block grant authority and under other contracting
authority within the BIA.

Our law enforcement contract, for instance, consists of the con-
solidation of five former separate contracts that were administered
individually.

We now have one master contract; but the strange part about it is
that we are still forced to maintain separate funds and separate check-
ing accounts and separate accounting records.

We are forced to do this, apparently, because of the separation of
funds from each of five funding sources within the Bureau's budget
process. We hope that such legislation would clarify the consolidation.
That does not mean that the tribes will be left to share the entire
burden of the administrative responsibility, while relieving some of
that burden from the BIA's shoulders.

Senator MELCHER. I guess the point of my question is: Is the bill,
as drafted, specific enough to alleviate a lot of this bureaucratic
restriction and mumbo jumbo that gets you involved in just what you
were describing.

Did you say five separate accounts?
Mr. MORISHIMA. Yes.
Senator MELCHER. Five separate accounts for one program.
Mr. MORISHIMA. Yes.
Mr. KENNEDY. We feel that it is vague as it is drafted right now in

certain areas.
We are preparing written suggested changes to specific portions of

the draft bill. We will be submitting that to the committee for your
observation.

Senator MELCHER. I think that would be very helpful.
Mr. KENNEDY. We feel, especially in the planning portion of the

comprehensive Elan portion of the granting mechanism, that we will
be addressing that.

But with regard to your original question, we feel that perhaps the
increased participation would come about. But, more importantly, it
would provide us with more planning stability and just one more
option in the contracting mechanism.

We feel it is a helpful step in the right direction, and we will submit
some testimony that we feel will clean it up.

Senator MELCHER. I think that would be very helpful.
Thank you very much.
Senator HATFIELD. I would like to just make a comment.
I find it increasingly frustrating to find that even where legislative

intent is clearly spelled out, that either it is circumvented or frustrated
frequently by bureaucratic design or inaction-whatever it may be
called.



We have a growing number of examples where Congress has passed
a bill. I think we have, in the case of Indian affairs, clearly established
congressional intent which is not in any way recognized by the time it
is actually implemented.

I think it is probably one of those occasions where we might con-
emplate--and I shall talk to the Chairman about it-even t ough it
is early in the so-called legislative history, to call in the BIA and have
some oversight hearings to see exactly what their record is as far as
carrying out legislative intent or if there needs to be clarification of
legislation that was assigned to them to carry out. And if they are not
perhaps clear as to what our intent was.

We have a very recent example of this in the oral bidding law which
was passed by the Congress only a few months ago and still has not
been implemented. Now we find that there is a review going on within
the review.

It becomes almost apparent--not quite-that they do not like the
law that we passed and, therefore, they are not going to enforce it, or
they do not want to enforce it.

So we get into that kind of a situation.
I wouldn't want to raise your expectations that even if we put to-

gether a clearly defined act here and passed it and got the signature of
the President, that doesn't end the problem. Many times we have to
follow through with legislative oversight.

Maybe this is the time to do that with the bills we already have
passed, and let them know we are serious.

I would like to recognize that we have today in our hearing room
four of the area directors:

Harley Zephier, Aberdeen, S. Dak.; James Canan, Billings, Mont.;
Vincent Little, Portland, Oreg.; and Clarence Antioquia, Juneau,.
Alaska.

We will have questions that we would like to submit to the area
directors.

They did not come with written statements or testimony, but rather
were invited here and made themselves available for resource purposes
today.

So we are grateful for their presence, and we have some questions we
would like to ask them to respond to for the record.

Senator HATFIELD. There being no other questions, this committee
will, therefore, stand in recess.

Thank you all for being here this morning and for your contribufion.
[Whereupon, at 11 a.m., the hearing recessed.]

[Subsequent to the hearing the following material was received:]
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Testimony of Mr. Jonathan L. "Ed" Taylor March 13, 1978

I wish to express my appreciation for this opportunity to submit my personal

and professional views of the proposed amendment to P.L. 93-638, the Indian Self-

Determination and Education Assistance Act.

First, I wish to reiterate that the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians remains

basically opposed to the existence of this Act, however, we do not wish to stand in

the way of or to interfere in any way with the individual rtahts of a tribe or a

group of tribes, to pursue their goals and efforts for their people within the intent

and purpose of the Act. Therefore, my testimony is being offered in that spirit.

I recall the days when this bill was being proposed as the long awaited

solution to problems created by the decades of paternalism and bureaucracy that

the Federal Government inflicted upon the American Indian people. This bill proposed

radical changes in the manner in which the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indian

Health Service were to administer their programs. I personally was overjoyed at

the prospect of change that was so promising at that time. In the three or four

years that have passed since then, I and thousands of other American Indians are

still waiting for those changes to occur. Although there has been significant

increases in the-practice of contracting between the Federal Government and Indian

Tribes, I still detect a gross lack of understanding and sensitivity on the part

of Federal employees regarding the recognition of Tribes' sovereign treaty rights

and implied powers contained within the Constitution of the United States, which

confirmed the existence of Indian Nations as separate governmental entities. Instead,

there is a continuing interpretation of the role of the Federal Government as

benefactor and a continulng perception of the American Indian as beneficiary much

in the same vein as welfare recipients of government provided services. Mr Senator,

this is WRONG.

If an amendment to P.L. 93-638 can change this attitude, than I am for any

such amendment. If this amendment can transfer control over the budget and the
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planning process from the Government to Tribes and eliminate the frustrating and

unnecessary delays in processing contracts and reimbursement documents, I say

"pass it!" If this amendment would expedite the transition from total Federal

control and domination of American Indian life and it would substantially restore

the lost dignity, pride and self-sufficiency once enjoyed by the Tribal groups,

then I am for it.

Mr. Senator, I stand for any type of change or effort that would increase,

or create an equal opportunity for American Indians. Even though the Civil Rights

laws have long been in effect, I still observe and witness incidents where American

Indians living on or near reservations are still victdms of discrimination. If

this amendment can help to overcome this discrimination, whether it is blatant or

subtle in intent, then I call for every American Indian to support it and testify

to that effect.

Today, we are speaking of something that is much greater -- which has the

potential of producing great impact upon the social, educational and political

structures of American Indian Tribes. In my opinion, we are not discussing pro-

cedural changes -- we are talking about a way of life! Never before, during

modern times, has the potential for institutional change been before us as it is

now. This amendment as I see it offers hope -- a hope similar to that which many

Americans had for Jimmy Carters' Administration. Every day I read or hear of the

disenchantment that many Americans suffer with this Admnnistration. Unfortunately,

what present day disappointment and fears they may have, American Indians have

suffered far greater under every U.S. President in history.

Now that Congress has spoken in the form of P.L. 93-638, let them speak

again now that our very existence as a unique and separate form of government is

being challenged in the courts and in the halls of Congress. I was asked personally

to offer my views concerning this amendment to'9.L. 93-638. I call for the passage

of this amendment, which would permit comprehensive plans to be prepared and sub-

mitted by American Indian Tribal Governments, which would direct the Secretaries
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of Interior and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to execute block

grant funding in response to these comprehensive Tribal plans. I understand that

these actions would not lessen or weaken the time tested and legally upheld trust

obligation and responsibility of the Federal Government in behalf of qualified Indian

Tribes, therefore, I am calling upon the Congress in its wisdom to reaffirm the

rights of Tribal Government to determine their own destiny and life course. I

am also calling upon Congress to reaffirm and strengthen the government to govern-

ment relationship that has evolved from the Constitution of the United States.

Thank you Mr. Senator for hearing my comments and I do want to set the record

straight that Jonathan L. Taylor does not waffle on the issues as you suggested

in the last.hearing on P.L. 93-638, held in Albuquerque, New Mexico.
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Mr. Chairman, and members of this mmittee, I am pleased to appear

before you today to offer the views of lie Colville Tribe on S. 2460, a

bill to amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act,

commonly referred to as Public Law 638.

My tribe generally supports the concepts of S. 2460, that of making it

easier for tribal governments or tribal organizations to contract for ser-

vices, programs, functions, projects, or activities for the benefit of Indian

people.

However, we do have some concerns with some provisions in the bill

which we would like to direct our comments to.

All tribes generally agree, I think, that the contract application and

contract modification process is quite lengthy and complicated--perhaps

deliberately and needlessly so. I personally don't feel that the time-

frame called for in the bill for Secretarial review, determination, and

the appeal process contributes much in the way of substantive improvement

on this situation.

If the Secretary were to take the full allotted time in which to

review a tribe's application and make a final determination or grant an

appeal hearing, a half year could conceivably lapse before a tribe knows

whether or not it can contract a bureau program or function. I hope your

co ittee or staff will give some consideration to amending the bill to

bring it more in line with the reality of the needs and goals of tribes.

I appreciate the efforts that have already been put into the drafting of

this legislation, but down on the level where we live and where the impact

is greatest, we don't feel this time span is a workable one for good manage-

ment control.
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The same could be said for the span o>f controls in implementing the

provisions of 638. Your bill calls for -ome rather comprehensive, long-

range planning by tribes. We are in agrement with that intent. Goals

must be set flowing upward from lower operating levels. We realize the

constraints imposed upon upper management by the guidelines of the legisla-

tion, but how many tribes have this long-range planning capability? For

that matter, where does that capability exist within the Bureau itself?

The present 3-tiered level of bureau operations is more suitably geared to

serve a single, common need, client hase. Indian people have differflog nceds

which require a variety not only in the services but also in the manner in

which those services are delivered.

And since that's the case, the decision-making must be moved closer

to the tribal level where more effective leadership can be provided, where

coimmunication is effective, and where bureau responsiveness is not e:cessively

long. I submit to you that if tribes had really had a more active role in

drafting the regulations we wouldn't need the present amendments. Now, we

have a need to upgrade the quality and quantity of the agency staff to meet

the contracting needs of the tribe. The agency people have to deal with the

the tribal people on a day-to-day basis - a relationship that isn't possible

with the Area Office or Central Office staff. The people at the local level

are aware of what our needs are, and if they're sincere at all in helping

to facilitate the contracting process, I'm sure it must be a source of

frustration for them to realize that their efforts can be negated by the

mere beck and whim of some bureaucrat in an office far removed from the

reservations, and by extension, from reality.

If the present activity and conduct engaged in by the BIA in the

1978 version of BIA Reorganization is any indication of the support tribes

can expect from our so-called trustees, I'm sure you can well appreciate

why we feel it's an absolute necessity to move more contract authority and
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people with contracting skills down to 1he agency level. Or, in the alter-

native, let that be a matter of local option for those tribes whose sole

i(-Ourco Is the Area Office.

My final conments are directed to the formula grant process based on

population. Eighty-two point nine per cent (82.97.) of the Indian tribes in

the United States have populations of less than 1,000 members. Small tribes

are adversely affected when allocations are determined on the basis of

population--the sums are so small in comparison to the needs as to be

almost meaningless. This phenomenon is nowhere more apparent in the money

allocated to support and strengthen tribal governments under section 104

of 93-638. This reflects a policy determination of OMB requiring Federal

program funding on a formula basis using 1970 Census data. Many tribes

complain that the 1970 census data is inaccurate.

Serious objections to this criteria have been raised by tribes because

of the discrepancy between eligible population under 638 and the service

population recognized by other Bureau programs.

The definition required by OMB is as follows: (I) for tribes eligible

for general revenue sharing, the latest revenue sharing figures; (2) for

tribes not eligible for general revenue sharing, an equivalent population

is used (whatever that means); (3) for Oklahoma, the census figure for Indians

belonging to that particular tribe in the former reservation area--if it

is larger than the revenue sharing population. The population figures for

revenue sharing fund distribution are based on the number of persons under

the jurisdiction of the government and receiving substantial governmental

services. For Indian tribes, the figures are U.S. Census estimates of

(1) all resident Indians within the reservation boundaries whether living

on trust land or not; and (2) Indian residing on trust lands pertaining to

the tribe and adjacent to the reservation. OMB assumes that those Indians

living on trust land adjacent to the reservation were receiving services

3



from some governmental unit if not from the tribe. This is not always the

case. I think that these are problems t. should be looked into under

this legislation.

With that, Mr. Chairmnan, I conclude my testimony, and again, I thank

you for the opportunity to appear here today.
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March 16, 1978

Honorable James Abourezk
Chairman Senate Committee
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Abourezk:

I received your letter with the enclosure of Senate Bill 2460, concerning
the P.L. 93-638 amendment, After reviewing the amendment in the Bill, I
have the following comments to maket

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma remains neutral at this time as to
whether they should favor or disfavor this Bill.

It has been the experience of the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma to
attempt to contract Bureau originating programs and finding
discouragement when notified that support funds for the Administra-
tion of the programs by the Tribe were not available.

It appeared that by using the methods outlined in Senate Bill 2460,
would allow the Indian Tribe greater latitude in its contractual
efforts.

The Choctaw Nation would request that rather than receiving a dead-
line for the Tribe to have submitted its proposal. But, rather
this be left at the discretion of each individual Tribe. I know
in our particular case, it seems that in the beginning the Bureau
was attempting to force Indian Tribes into a position,contracting
rather than allowing them at their own discretion. In later months,
in more recent time, it appears that this is not the case, however,
the Indian Tribe does feel pressure from the Bureau as to whether
or not they will contract.

Thank you very much for sending a copy of the Senate Bill 2460 to our
office. I hope the comments that I have made will help you and your staff
in their decision making process.

Sincerely yous

Emery D. Spears
Executive Director

IDS: eqn
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(907) 586-1432 or 586-3613

March 16, 1978

Honorable James Abourczk, Chairman
Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs
3121 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator:

Please accept this letter as our written testimony, for the
record, endorsing S.2460, a bill to amend the Indian
Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975.

The Central Council is particularly gratified by this amend-
ment in that it reaffirms, to the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and the Indian Health Service, the clear intent of Congress
and the desire of all people in Indian country that federal
domination in services to Indian people is no longer desire-
able nor conducive to the self-determination of Indian tribes.

It is our sincere hope that the expression of S.2460 will
leave the concerned federal agencies with no other conclu-
sion to square than that Indian Affairs shall be governed
by Indian government. Your consideration and effort in
this matter has been greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

CENTRAL COUNCIL OF THE TLINGIT
AND HAIDA INDIANS OF ALASKA

Raymond E. Paddock, Jr.
President

cc: Honorable Ted Stevens
Honorable Mike Graval
Honorable Don Young

1' Jnc'lt n )a
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BILLY CYPRESS
ASS'T. CHAIRMAN
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SECRETARY
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TREASURER
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LAWMAKER

Senator James Abourezk
Chairman, Senate Committee on Indian Affairs

United States Senate

Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Abourezk:

Thank you for personally soliciting my views about S.2460. Thank you
particularly for your continued concern for rationality and fairness in

the continuing development on national policy regarding Indians.

In general, we agree completely with the bill's obvious intent. In an

attempt to provide constructive criticism, however, we should like you

to consider the following changes.

In the preamble (page 3, lines 4-6) for the words "a consolidated simple
grant authority which follows a comprehensive tribal plan," perhaps

change the language to read: "consolidation of funds in contracts con-

taining scopes of work relating to more than one appropriations category."

Then under Title III, reference should be made not to "simple con-

solidated grants" but to "the consolidation of funds in a contract from

more than one appropriations."

Explicit statements, moreover, should be made to the effect that this

law supercedes appropriations legislation. Otherwise, the agencies could

come back (as they are now, especially in IRS) with the contention that

in spite of 638, the appropriations law supercedes.

CONSTITUTION APPROVED BY SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, JANUARY 11, 1962

25-601 0 - 78 - 6



Senator James Abourezk
March 23, 1978
Page 2

Finally, the provision (in section 301 (b) ), that the Secretary of
Interior should be authorized to make even IlS Interior contracts and
grants does make sense, but may be too radical for IHS to leave alone.
Through their people, they may be able to shoot the whole set of amend-
ments down on this score alone.

On this matter, it may be better to have the amendment designate some-
one within IiEW at a lower level than the Secretary to enter into the
actual contracts with Indian Tribes. The way it works now is that
Dr. Emery Johnson's office seems ready to agree to certain provisions
but the actual contracting has to be approved by someone else in DHEW
who is not as familiar with Indians as IRS. Perhaps Dr. Johnson's
office could be charged with the actual contracting in the amendment.

Again, thank you for considering my views.

Sincerely,

Bufd4'liger
Tribal Chairman
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4,. March 28, 1978

Senator James Abouresk
Senate Select Committee on Indian Affiairs
Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D. C. , 20515

Dear Senator Abouresk:

On behalf of the National Tribal Chairmens Association, I am pleased to lend
our full support to S 2460.

As you are aware, we have on several occasions expressed our concerns relative
to problems associated with the implementation of PL 93-638. The potential for
the development of Tribal Governments, under the Act, have not been fully real-
ized.

S 2460 would certainly be a preferred mechanism to attain both long and short
range goals and eliminate the frustrations of piece meal processing of con-
tracts and grants.

S 2460 however, will pose scme additional problems. Small tribes may very well
suffer from continuing exclusions, because of their inability to meet planning
requisites. Thus, even if the small tribes would prefer to utilize the Con-
solidated Grant approach, their lack of resources for planning assistance
would make the exercise of the additional option, prohibitive.

Since neither the BIA or IHS have, to date, exhibited the capability to provide
quality technical assistance for annual contracts or grants, it is not likely
that the expertise needed by small tribes, will be available to meet long range
requirements.

Unless the Congress can effectively monitor the technical assistance performance
of BIA and IHS, smaller tribes will continue to be frustrated in their attempts
to achieve intended developmental goals.

Respectfully submitted,

ErinF

EF:niw



March 30, 1978

Senate Select Cocestte on Indian Affairs

Re S. 2460 - Amendments to 93-638 LI

I understand you have received a number of suggestions regarding this bill
.so my comments may be redundant. I can only hope that they are not too

late and will be useful.

638 is as you have stated still a concept rather than a means of effecting

real practical benefit to tribes but it still has great potential. You
have, in S. 2460, hit on an approach most likely to achieve beneficial

results. Not only is the grant approach an improvement, the addition of

T/TA from DOI should be a very positive amendment. The lack of T/TA was
the major weakness in 638.

I also think that 638 or 2460 should contain a provision to overcome
the problem of exceptionally high (anticipated) administrative costs for
any service or program a tribe took over. It is very likely that any
individual tribe will experience high administrative costs at the beginning
of a program, project or service year. This would be for administrative,
management and technical type positions.

The recommendation here is that S. 2460 have a provision to supplement
by 10% the basic budget for any service project or program assumed by an
Indian tribe whether by grant or contract. This would ensure that the

level and quality of the service or program would not be negatively
affected. This could be done on a declining basis. That is, the supplement
could be reduced by 1/3rd after the first year, another third the second
and third years to where the forth year the supplement would not be provided.

There are other possibilities to address the high administrative cost.
For example, the tribes could use Title I of 94-437 (The Indian Health
Care Improvement Act) to establish management and technical internships.
Or Internships or training could be achieved to support tribal 638 or
2460 through Title III, Title II or Title III of the CETA manpower program.

If this were not possible or proved to be too complicated it wo'ild be
possible to supplement 638 initiatives with ANA (formerly ONAP) funds for
administrative costs. This approach would of course reduce or eliminate

a tribal community action program but considering the potential long-term
benefit many tribes may want to do this.

George Clark

Washington, D.C.
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The Honorable James Abourezk
1105 Dirksen Senate Office Building
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Abourezk:

We are legal counsel for the National Congress
of American Indians; NANA, a Regional Corporation formed
pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act; the
Arapahoe Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, Wyoming;
the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead
Reservation, Montana; the Three Affiliated Tribes of the
Fort Berthold Reservation, North Dakota; and the Hoopa
Valley Tribe of Indians of the Hoopa Valley Reservation,
California.

We would like to comment on S. 2460, a bill to
amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act of January 4, 1975. If enacted into law, this
bill would allow Indian tribes the option of receiving a
single consolidated grant for all programs qualifying
under the Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act
rather than separate grants for different programs. The
bill would give the tribe authority to determine how the
grant money would be allocated among the various programs.
Under the bill, the Secretary of the Interior would review
the tribal plan, but he would not be authorized to
disapprove the plan simply because he disagreed with the
percentage of funds the tribe had determined to allocate
to any given project within the scope of the Act. Instead,
the Secretary's review would be limited to determining
whether (1) the services to be rendered under the program
would be adequate to the beneficiaries; (2) adequate
protection of trust assets was assured under the program;
or (3) the proposed project in the plan can be adequately
completed or maintained by the plan.
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The Honorable James Abourezk
March 31, 1978
Page Two

The proposed Act provides that a consolidated
plan submitted by a tribe may cover a period of up to
ten years, or any lesser period of time which the tribe
may elect. The tribe would have the right to amend the
plan either before the grant or after a reasonable period
of implementation.

The proposed Act also provides that the Secretary
shall approve a tribal consolidated plan which requires
funding up to the amount which the Secretary would have
otherwise provided. If the tribal plan requires funding
in excess of this amount, the Act provides that, upon the
request of the tribe, the Secretary shall conditionally
approve the program up to the requested amount. The
Secretary would then be required to submit to the appro-
priations committees of both Houses of Congress both the
figure requested by the tribe and the figure indicated in
the Secretary's budget. If Congress appropriates the tribal
estimate, the tribe's budget would be increased up to that
amount.

The bill should not constitute a means by which
the Secretary of the Interior can ignore his own trust
responsibility or attempt to shift this responsibility to
Indian tribes. The goal of Indian self-determination should
not be misused to become a prelude to the termination of
the federal trust responsibility. We note that under the
bill, the Secretary of the Interior would continue to
exercise his trust responsibility in the administration of
the program; he would simply not be allowed to substitute
his judgment for that of the tribe in determining how funds
were to be allocated among eligible projects. Since the
bill thus appears to be consistent with both Indian self-
determination and the trust responsibility of the United
States, we do express our support of it.

We appreciate the opportunity to present this
statement.

Sincerely,

WILKINSN, CRAGUN & B

By: R. Anthonyrgers']
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TESTIMONY

Hearings before Senate Indian Affairs Committee
on S. 2460 Indian Self-Determination and

Education Assistance Amendments

When we speak about-I1dian Self-Determination we need to assure
real self-determination by having the capability to do so. Not only
does this mean the resources of capital, land,.equipment, etc., but
also the manpower resources. To implement Indian self-determination,
we need American Indians who are trained as professionals in all the
various activities and functions that a tribe must participatein,
both within and outside of its'reservation life. The situation is
such that there are serious inequities regarding the kinds and quality
of health, legal, educational, business, etc., services available on
a reservation as compared to the general population of the United
States. Although it is well that the government sees the tribes as
becoming more in control of the business of running and overseeing
their own affairs, it is essential too, that some investment be made
into providing trained Indian personnel to accomplish any semblance
to self-determination.

It is this investment in people that we (AIS,Inc.) are concerned
with. Of all investments made on behalf of the Indian people it
would appear that this could be the most direct, in addition to mul-
tiplying the benefits over and over. The individuals with the pro-
fessional degrees would serve as role models for children in the
community, while also working effectively with the people of the com-
munity to solve local problems according to what is best for the com-
munity. We have had outsiders who know little or nothing of the peo-
ple and the community tell us what is good for us too long; in spite
of this general knowledge, little has been done to assure the "returns'
to the community.

True, there isipartial support for special programs from the BIA
such as the MPH program at Berkeley, the education program at Penn-
sylvania State, and the American Indian Law Program at the University
of New Mexico, but these have limited interests. Their objectives
and clientele are specific to certain areas of Indian concern. How-
ever, a tribe does not have interest or problems in just these areas,
but a vast array which would look at the community as a whole. A
tribe needs all the professional expertise that can be brought together
collectively to promote and inplement realistic goals for the community.

The Office of Education in HEW also has fellowships for individuals
pursuing graduate work, but their grants are again limited to the five
areas of law, medicine, engineering, business administration, and fo-
restry. It may be well to set priorities, but this should not limit
the choices of profession that an individual can pursue. If we as



Indian people agree to these directives and regulations as set by
individuals outside the community, then we are denying our own free-
dom of choice and the pursuit of happiness. Further, if all the
funds are invested in these specified fields, we may be getting less
quality, in that a person who may have been an excellent historian
or musician, may only be a mediocre lawyer or engineer.

Another point is that with the federal monies going to institu-
tions of higher education to administer graduate fellowships, such
as Title IX and Title IV, large portions of the congressional allo-
cations intended for grants get siphoned off the top for administra-
tive costs. For instance, the OE-HEW, Title IX, or Higher Education
Act, stipulates that the government pay the institution of higher
education an allowance that "is equal to the total sum of stipends
paid to fellows attending that instituation." This seems as if the
institution gets a 100% administrative fee without providing any
extra services for these fellows.

"This allowance is intended to pay for the instructional costs
of the fellows." In other words the tuition and fees other graduate
students pay. Thus it may be that these fellows are paying more than
other graduate students for attending the same school. The maximum
stipend for a fellow is $325 per month or $2925 for an academic year
of nine months (two semesters). Thus, for a student attending say UNM,
full-time, where such a program exists, with nine hours of course
work, the "regular" graduate student pays $387 for the two semesters
($1134 for an out-of-state student) while the fellow pays $2925 for
the same period.

The inequities apparent here do not need to be explained. But
the reason for this continued practice does--to the students who are
in financial straits because of their desire to pursue an advanced
degree. Our experience shows that most graduate students are mar-
ried and have several dependents to support while they take the time
to go to school. Often times these federal programs prohibit the
students from engaging in gainful employment. It seems the funds
would be more well spent by giving as much as possible to the stu-
dents directly.

Also, we understand the current administration's emphasis on the
implementation of 93-638, and commend efforts towards this end, how-
ever, we cannot ignore the importance of a national organization that
provides services to tribes nationwide. AIS, Inc. is such an organi-
zation. If the higher education monies are contracted out bit by
bit to the various tribes in the United States, it is necessary that
some of that money be used to support whatever administrative costs
are involved in disbursing the funds to tribal members. The overall
effect of such an action, if no other monies are provided, would be
to seriously diminish what little funds are available for scholarships.



Along this same course, tribal educational agents would be
funding only people from their tribe. Tribes would be bidding against
each other, and if contracts are based on a per capita count of tri-
bal members, the larger tribes would get more funds and smaller tribes
the least funds. Unless, the BIA sets a funding level for all scho-
larship applicants, which would apply no matter what the particular
circumstances of each student. Thus there needs to be some organi-
zation that can be unbiased in its efforts to provide all American
Indians this much needed professional leadership and expertise.

AIS, Inc.'s costs for administering graduate scholarship funds
have been very low compared to the costs stated above. For instance,
this academic year we were able to fund 229 students from a BIA con-
tract giving us $700,000 from October 1, 1977 to August 31, 1978.
The administrative costs from this amount totaled $76,945.91, or
11% of the funds contracted from the Bureau. This left $623,054.09
in direct student support. However, even this was not enough, as
we were not able to fund everyone the full amount they needed, nor
were we able to fund all the applicants. From over 300 applicants for
the 77-78 academic year we were able to fund only 229, and that was
by stretching the funds as far as possible.

By the end of Febrary we had many applications already for the
78-79 academic year, with approximately two to four per day arriving
in the daily mail. This yearly increase in graduate applicants is
indeed encouraging and heartening to see, but at the same time
alarming, because we do not have the financial resources to assist
them.

Carlotta P. Concha

Approved: 3-i ._
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November 10, 1977

Ms. Kathryn H. Tijernia UL, 'b[tB.RT
3158 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

Re: Proposed Amendment to P.L. 93-638

Dear Kathy:

My apologies for not getting to you my comments on the
proposed amendment to Public Law 93-638 sooner. Several
crises have intervened.

As to the draft bill, I have the following thoughts.

The new section 105 is intended, as I understand, to
simplify the procedures by which a tribe may administer a
Bureau program or programs b'& allowing the tribe, at its
option, to obtain a "block grant" instead of a contract.
I think it is important to look very closely at the ways
in which the amendment would actually realize this inten-
tion and also at ways in which it might have the opposite
effect.

First, as to the positive side, by obtaining approval
of a section 2 plan, the tribe will be enabled to move funds
around within the activities covered by the plan. Apparently,
under section 2(b)(2), section 2(c)(2), and section 4 the
tribe has the absolute right to set funding priorities within
the limits of the dollars covered by the plan, subject, of
course, to the declination criteria (repeated from the exist-
ing law in section 2(c)(1)). If the tribe's plan requests
more money than the Bureau expects to have under the Presi-
dent's budget request to Congress, the Secretary is required
to submit the tribe's request to the Congress with appropriate
information comparing the tribal request to the Presidential
request. Inclusion of funds requested in the plan remains,
of course, conditional on the Congressional appropriation.
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On the negative side, I am concerned as to whether the
bill really affords to tribes increased budgetary flexibility.

First, does the bill really authorize a tribe to move
funds around from one budget activity to another so long as
the total amount covered by the plan does not exceed Congres-
sional appropriation? As noted above, it gives the impres-
sion that it does this, but what is the effect of the langu-
age in section (c) (4) directing the Secretary to approve a
plan "which required funding up to the amount the Secretary
would have otherwise provided for his operation of the pro-
gram or portion thereof for the period covered by the plan."

Suppose a tribe's plan covers all agency operations,
including social services, law enforcement, education, realty
services, land operations, etc. I have the following ques-
tions as to how the amendment would work under this situa-
tion.

(1) Would a tribal plan be able to increase the portion
of the budget used for counseling services for welfare clients
and decrease the amount for grants (i.e., "hand-outs"), or
would such a change require Congressional action?

(2) Would the tribe be able to transfer funds from education
to law enforcement, or vice versa, or from land operations to
education, etc., if these are its choices, or could the Bureau
take the position that Congressional action was necessary to
make such transfers? The answer to this and the foregoing
question is necessary in order to be able to explain what the
term "program" means in section (c) (4).

(3) Section (c) (4) provides that the amount which the
Secretary would otherwise have for operation of the program
shall "include direct costs, indirect costs and administra-
tive costs for the operation of the program."

This language contains an ambiguity which could lead to
a curtailment under the amendment of an important right which
tribes now have under the present Act and 638 contracting pro-
cedures. Does the phrase "indirect costs and administrative
costs" refer to the Bureau's indirect costs and administrative
costs and require that these be included in the plan budget?
Or does it mean that tribal indirect costs must come out of
the maximum determined under section 2(c) (4)?
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Under the present 638 regulations a tribe is entitled
to at least the Bureau's own program costs (including BIA
administrative and indirect costs) plus tribal indirect
costs based on the negotiation of an overhead rate with
the Interior Department's Office of Audit and Investiga-
tion. Without this provision, a tribe would be required
to subsidize the operation of the program in order to
manage it under 638.

(4) While the requirement that tribal requests in excess
of the BIA funding level be presented to the Congress is
desirable, it certainly provides no assurance as to the
availability of funds for the tribal plan.

(5) In view of the foregoing, I have some doubt as to
whether the amendment would really provide greater budget-
ary flexibility to tribes than they have now under 638 con-
tracting procedures provided such procedures are followed
by the Bureau and the Indian Health Service. Instances in
which the agencies have not followed their own regulations
and procedures have occurred. If a tribe is knowledgeable
and aggressive in insisting on its rights under the regu-
lations, the agencies (at least the BIA) have, in my
experience at least, been forced into compliance.

(6) One continuing problem is the uncertainty as to what
is the amount of the tribal entitlement under the language
"the amount that the Secretary would have otherwise provided
for his operation of the program or portion thereof for
the period covered..." The use of this language in the
amendment carries the same problem over from the contract-
ing situation. The Bureau's internal bookkeeping proce-
dures are such that it may well be impossible to determine
the amount spent by the Bureau on the program up to the
point of contracting (see enclosed letter from the Juneau
Area Office), leaving the decision as to the amount avail-
able for the future in the arbitrary discretion of the Bureau.

On the other hand, the statutory language has proved
useful to the tribes. In almost every instance of which
I am aware the Bureau has ultimately agreed that "the
Secretarial funding level" was actually higher than it
first said it was.
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(7) It may be that one of the reasons for expressions of
support for a "block grant" is the desire of tribes to eli-
minate mandatory contract clauses now included in 638 con-
tracts. I do not believe that the amendment would have any
effect on this issue. Each Secretary can under P.L. 93-638
now draw up standard mandatory clauses for 638 contracts with-
out reference to other contracting laws. I note that the
amendment does not contain any specific authorization for the
issuance of regulations. I assume that this is because sec-
tion 107 of the existing Act would be applicable. Under sec-
tion 107 the Secretaries will undoubtedly promulgate regula-
tions providing for standard grant conditions. It can be
anticipated that these conditions would cover many of the same
matters now covered with such variations as the respective
agencies consider appropriate in view of the use of a "grant,"
instead of a "contract." HEW grant conditions have histori-
cally been extremely complex and often irrationally burden-
some to grantees.

(8) I note that in section l(b) the Secretary of the Interior
is authorized but not directed to make grants under approved
plans although under section 2(a) he "shall provide financial 7
assistance..." To clarify this ambiguity I suggest that "and
directed" be inserted after "authorized" in section l(b).

(9) Is it intended for the Secretary of the Interior to make
grants from funds appropriated to HEW which section l(b)
seems to indicate? Is this workable?

(10) One final question: Doesn't the requirement for prepara-
tion of the "plan" add an additional layer of paper work in
the event that the amendment is interpreted to require the
processing of a "plan" and then the processing of a grant
application?

Again, my apologies for the delay in transmitting these
thoughts. I appreciate the opportunity to comment. Don't
hesitate to call if you have any other questions. I would
like very much to see any subsequent version of the bill.

Sincerely,

Bob.o a
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RECEIVEP--0CT 2 6 'J17

IREly SEWER to

UNITED STATES0 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Juneau Area Office
P. 0. Box 3-8000

Juneau, Alaska 99802

October 20, 1977

S. Bobo Dean
Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver

& Kampelman
Suite 1000, The Watergate 600
600 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Dear Mr. Dean:

During fiscal years 1971 through 1977 no record was kept
of the road maintenance dollar amounts spent at Annette
Island. Our reporting system records the money spent by
the type of work performed on an Area-wide basis. In the
past we have not differentiated as to the amount spent in
the various villages. The best information we can give
you is an estimate based on the number of locations we
worked at and the Area budget for that particular year.
The following figures represent such an estimate:

Amount Spent at
Fiscal Year Annette Island

1971 * $20,000
1972 20,000
1973 18,000
1974 19,000
1975 20,000
1976 25,000
1977 35,000

Sincerely yours,

A preaicO/ L
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COUNCIL ANNETTE ISLANDS RESERVE

XVALLy LEA.K. NI .Oe " krLL.TLA [l. tX Coemir.y" -

NI.4Pc.arr \IA.uU-'. SrrP, r.n To. ov NIFL.,"Tt ... M-rL -r, A- sk 90926
BOSAw.NILN, TILASt lHH P. 0. Box 8 -"" 5T.LIbS{E'1887

October 31, 1977

Clarence Antioquia, Area Director
Juneau Area Office
P.O. Box 3-8000
Juneau, Alaska 99802

RE: Metlakatla Indian Camnrnity
Roads Maintenance Program

Dear Mr. Anticquia:

This is in response to the Pxea Office's letter of October 20, 1977 to the
Coaunity's Eastern Counsel, S. Boo Dean, which informed Mr. Dean of estiutes
of road maintenance dollars spent at Annette Island* As you know, the Council
had this infor.ation requested in order to develop a proposal to contract the
Pnnette Islands roads maintenance program under P.L. 93-638,

The Cuncil vehaeently protests this letter. The letter is an insult to the
l,tlakatla Indian Camunity. The letter has grave implications as to the relation-
ship bet.een the Area Office and the Mietlakatla Indian Coamunity and reflects
an attitude in the Area Office which seriously undermines the Federal goverment' s
policy of Indian self-Determination.

In light of the Council's dissatisfaction with this response, the Council
hereby formally requests pursuant to 25 CFR § 271.16 description of the Annette
Islands Reservation Roads Maintenance Program as operated by the Bureau and an
identification of the Bureau's direct costs for the program.

Yours truly,

cc: S. Bobo Dean, Esq
Ts,ssh'an Itar C-o
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\ COMMUNITY COLLEGE-T,)/ (.2,,P,5SV
DEVELOPME C

SHIPROCKBRANCH - BOX 580
SHIPROCK, NEW MEXICO 87420 505-368-5131

505-368-5132

November 4, 1977

Senator James Abourezk, Chairman
Select Committee on Indian Affairs
Dirkson Senate Office Building
Room 5325
Washington, D.C. 20215

Attn: Katherine Harris Tejerina

Dear Senator Abourezk:

Thank you for providing me with a copy of your proposed
amendments to PL93-638. While I am not familiar with all the

roblems associated with contracting and grants pursuant to
38, I have just recently become aware of the requirements

outlined in 638 regulations regarding front end money.

In studying your proposed amendments I've arrived at
the observation that the block grant mechanism proposed is not
fully the answer to front end funding. Especially since in your
cover letter you indicate that the contracting and grant pro-
visions now in 638 would be left intact. While the block grant
approach may be looked upon as the answer to front end money
availability, block grants are normally only a consolidation
of several categorical grants. By retaining the rules pre-
scribed in Section 276.10 of 638 regulations regarding grants,
a disbursement procedure is layed out inhibiting advanced
funding as, I'm sure, Indian tribes would like to have.

A case in point is the Navajo Community College's inability
to receive funds in advance due to the specific regulation
cited above. BIA is indicating that it can only advance 1/12
of NCC's annual allocation based on projected monthly expendi-
tures. NCC would rather have 25% of its annual allocation in
advance but the BIA cites Section 276.10 which prohibits ad-
vances in amounts necessary to start-up a program.

To circumvent this problem, I would suggest that the words,
"The amount approved for grants shall become available in ad-
vanced quarterly increments for obligation on October 1 of each
Fiscal Year and shall remain available until obligated," be in-
serted in the appropriate place. This is paraphrased from
Section (103). (a) (1) of PL93-383 which I believe is the first
time the block grant mechanism was used.
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Of course, there will be need for additional language to
clarify the point. Another suggestion might be that 80% of
grant funds be advanced to each grantee at the start of a
program and 20% paid out prior to closing out of a grant
period or Fiscal Year.

Whichever way the advanced funding problem is addressed,
it will most certainly require changing the regulations and or
authorizing the Secretarys to waive any requirements when
lack of sufficient cash flow will create undue problems.

I hope the above will be of some use.

Sincerely,

6~ams S.Hena
Director
Development Office

25-601 0 - 78 - 7



THE NAVAJO NATION
I.~t WINDOW ROCK. NAVAJO NATION (ARIZONA) 86515

PETER MACDONALD

APR 19 CHAIRMAN, NAVAJO TRIBAL COUNCIL

WILSON C. SKEET
VICE CHAIRMAN. NAVAJO TRIBAL COUNCIL

The Honorable James Abourezk
United States Senate
Select Committee on Indian Affairs
5331 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Abourezk:

Here are the comments of the Navajo Nation concerning S.2460, the
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act amendment.

We are in total support of the bill. As you will recall, at the
Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs oversight hearing on Public Law
93-638 held in Albuquerque, New Mexico, in June, 1977, we presented a
lengthy written statement and an oral statement delivered by myself. In
both of these presentations we explained how Public Law 93-638 does not
actually allow meaningful tribal self-determination. It merely provides a
mechanism for contracting BIA and IHS programs.

As you well know by now, the contracting mode of dealing with the
BIA and IHS leaves much to be desired. Although the intent of "6358" is clear,
the BIA and IHS still has an open opportunity to delay, impede, camouflage,
and otherwise hinder the "self-determination" efforts of Tribes. And they
are masters at this.

The only way to avoid this is not to begin contracting negotiations
with them. This is where the value of grants is realized. As I stated in
Albuquerque, the mechanism through which state and local governments receive
federal funding to carry out programs to serve their citizens is that of
grants. The grant mechanism allows greater flexibility in the design and
conduct of programs, and puts the federal grantmaking agency in much more
of an "arm's length" relationship to the local or state governmental entity
receiving the funds. If the $31 million that the Navajo Tribe contracts
from the BIA were to become a single line item in the Bureau's budget for
Fiscal Year 1979, and were to be set aside as an entitlement to the Navajo
Tribe, to be awarded as a grant upon submission of plan for its use, taking
into account all the other needs of the Navajo Tribe and the resource avail-
able to it, we would, for the first time, be able to use these funds for pur-
poses related to Tribal priorities, rather than continuing to accommodate the
self-protective instincts of a federal bureaucracy.



In one major area we are already using a similar approach. For
this year we receive a single "block" grant from the IHS. This grant is
administered by our Division of Health Improvement Services which then awards
sub-contracts to other health service providers. This process does not need
to require the permission of either the Secretary of the Interior or H.E.W.
however.

To make this more workable, it is important that sufficient funds
are available to allow for indirect costs at the "actual audited cost level."
Our experience with "638" thus far shows that this is a major problem. To
illustrate this, concerning the BIA, we receive only $200,000 of an estimated
need of $2.8 million for indirect and contract support costs. The situation
with the IHS is similar. It might be important to point out that the "Federal
Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act", Public Law 95-224, which defines contracts
and grants and eligible governmental entities, does not mention Indian tribal
governments. We hope this will not develop into a problem. We would appreciate
you looking at this and advising us of your findings.

With this I would like to urge you to take all steps to see that this
bill is passed into law and please let me know if there is anything I can do
to help achieve this. Your support and attention to Indian affairs is to be
commended and I sincerely appreciate your work.

Respectfully,
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NATIONAL iNNiAN MANAQEMENT SeRViCeS, iNC.

March 
29

,ig
78

, N 2178

Honorable James Abourezk
United States Senate
Select Committee on Indian Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Abourezk:

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the proposed amendment to Public Law 93-
638, S.2460.

I believe you have introduced legislation which could provide valuable flex-
ibility to tribes that would wish to take advantage of it in pursuing the
course of Indian Self-Determination. Of course, all tribes may not wish to
take advantage of this new option in a Title III of the Act. Some tribes may
prefer the relatively more secure contract mechanism, under which cost over-
runs are allowed regularly, over the grant approach, under which, when the
dollars run out, they are gone, whether or not it is the end of the fiscal
year or not. Of course, tribes with adequate financial and reporting systems
should not run into trouble with grants.

I believe language could be included to clarify section 302 (c)(6) somewhat
as it pertains to the Band Analysis and the current Congressional budget pro-
cess. Should a tribal plan based on the current budget level for, say, three
current Bureau programs, what happens to the allocation in the next fiscal
year? Will it be based on a division of the grant amount into three arbitrary
parts for the purpose of calculating the President's budget request? Were the
line items to be maintained, this would be no problem. However, I interpret
section 302 (a): "a single consolidated grant in lieu of or in addition to
the contracts under sections 102 and 103" as allowing the prioritization in
use of line item funds to occur at the tribal level; for example increasing
funds for Agriculture Extension Services because of assignment of a lower
priority to Soil and Moisture Conservation-type activities. I fear that con-/
tract funds converted to grant use could be lost along the line in the budget/
process unless proper safeguards are prescribed in the bill.

It would also be extremely helpful to many of the tribes that our firm has
aided in the past, if the bill could contain some solution for the dilemma
tribes face in the approval of indirect cost rates. I discussed this problem
in a letter to OMB, a copy of which was published (on page 461) in the record
of the hearings before the Select Committee on Indian Affairs on the Implemen-
tation of Public Law 93-638, June 7 and 24, 1977.
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The reply (attached) which we received from OMB said that BIA maintained it
had "not received any correspondence on this subject from tribal governments
or organizations representing tribal governments." We ourselves have written
several. The letter goes on to state that "OMB has not yet prescribed cost
principles for Indian Tribal Governments," yet our client tribes are being
required to sign off on "Certification by Agency Government Official" form
that their indirect cost proposals conform with FMC 74-4.

The final and task force reports of the American Indian Policy Review Com-
mission repeatedly decry the lack of support for general costs of tribal
governments. Without the requirements of FMC 74-4, these costs could certainly
be considered indirect. Tribal governments are simply not the same as state or
local governments, and their circumstances are unique. Tribes were set up
under the auspices of the Indian Reorganization Act, which make them, legally,
unique entities. Perhaps some language could be added to the bill to make this
fact clear to OMB ind Interior in the negotiation of indirect cost rates.

Over-all, I believe the bill to be a positive development, and thank you for
the opportunity to comment on it.

Sincerely,

" ilinart
i

President

Enclosures
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NATIONAL iNNIAN eNT SeRVICeS, INC.

O~R 3 1981

Mr. Ray Butler, Acting Ce cuare .o

Bureau of Indian Affairs
1951 Constitution Avenue, .V.
Washington, D. C. 202115

Dear Ray:

Since I left the positic, of Tribal Chairman of the Mtisissippi Band of
Choctav Indiana in July, 1975, We have established National India Managemnt
service, ino. (K=U). NM is an Indian-owned managmt consulting fria estab-
lished to provide training and technical assistance services to reeipients of
of federal grants and contracts (i.e., Comimity Action Agencies, health boards,
tribal governments and associations, school boards, etc.) Saying served 18 keers
in tribal government (10 years as Tribal Chairman), I feel that the knowledge and
experience gained enables our firm to be of great assistance to tribal government@
in developing a viable organisation which meets the requirements of f deral agencies.

We have been working, primarily, with Indian tribal governmaente throughout
the country - having successfully completed six contracts. We have visited
numerous tribes, seeking business udner P.L. 93-638 requirements, and vt would i.ke
to relate to you some of the problems that we have enoomtered and make roeceom-
dations that we feel could be helpful in Implementing t6 intent of melf-detarmimm-
tion for tribal governmente. Ve discussed Training and Technical Asistance pro-
gram under 93-638 with Mfr. W"e Chattim, of your staff, ding a visit on Ha
23.

There is no doubt in w minds that good maagemeat Is a major factr I&
Indian controll of India affairs. On ow visit@ to varlw tribes m find that
many are in need of dow-to-earth ameistesee In the develpet of bae ddIa.
We have found that training of peopla Sk I 1Ig as beea s o pee e lebtg,
and that without adequte teohaloal assItameet tribes we pIlsed ia the
of wanting to gain control of their Instttim, but not being e~msal. M~m
firms and the governmaent itselt prov asistance pleeimal, Ia abrt visit r
off-reservation training sessiem, %Mob leads to ocftseimp Inadaqute Istemb-
tion, and inadequate follow-up. We believe a acre real tie approseh Is to pro-
vide long-term in-depth, c-eiu asaistee to tribal officIals, edeiaistratese,
and fiscal amd program staff whch would be designed an their level and meet their
specific nees.

We have interested several tribes who wanted to do business with us, but they
have not been able to utilize our services because of bureaucratic procedures in-
volved in the use of training and technical assistance f sI. In our recent visits
with the Anadarko Area Office, we vere informed that the Area Office wus allocated
4a,058,498 for 638 grants for FT ,77, of which 23.24%, or W,000, as hold back
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by the Area Office for T & T/A. We were, also, told that we would have to go to
the Tribes and interest then in our services and that the tribe would make the
decision on who they wanted to provide such services - which we did. We foumd
that this is not true. As as example, we visited and net with officials of
several tribes regarding our desire to provide assistance in the development of
a Comprehensive Management Plan which would include organizational and financial
management systems; training of personnel; and the development of an Indirect
Cost Proposal and Cost Allocation Plan, all of the above, in accordance with the
requirements of P.L. 93-638. The Tribe was then instructed by the Area Office
that they would have to solicit bids from 3 firms for their review. The Tribe
obtained the 3 bids, and submitted them to the Area Office - designating our
firm as their choice. Although the Tribe wanted our services, the Area Office
made the selection on the basis of lowest bidder. We have invested a considerable
amount of time and money on the belief that the Tribe had the right to make the
selectionand that the Area Office wae there to lend their support. So, in the
final analysis, the Tribe does\not make the selection but has to be satisfied with
whom the Area Office selects.\

After considerable time, we were fortunate enough to complete one contract
with a Tribe in the Anadarko Area - for the development of an Indirect Cost Pro-
posal and Cost Allocation Plan. Although the Tribe subitted our payment vouchers
to the Area Office in Janur, we have not, to this date, received th6 first
dollar for our work - we have been informed that these vouahers are still in the
Area Office. Another example - in the Aberdeen Area, we completed a contract with
a tribe in October, 1976, and, as of this date, we have not received final payment
for these services although the Tribe eaumitted the vouchers sometime ago. The
policies of the BIA are not consistent throughout the nation. For instaiae, work-
ing with 3 tribes in the ,astern Area, the Area Director has worked directly with
the tribes and supported them on the procuement of T & T/A services according to
their wishes. This is the approach, I believe, which should be instituted nation-
wide.

The purpose of this letter is to identify certain weekneeee in the regula-
tions of P.L. 93-638, and to make some recomendations which would speed-up the
process and be beneficial to the tribes.

o Ideally, the grant and technical assistance portion of 638 should be
administered out of the Central Office and negotiated directly with the
tribal governments. The Central Office could establish a grants manage-
ment office which would provide the following functions: 1) grant
processing; 2) contracting; 3) T & T/A; and 4) monitoring and evaluation.
This would elilnato red-tape at the Area and Agency levels. Precedence
for granting of funds to tribal governments has been sot by progams
such as ONAP, OZ, DOL, and others. If the Tribe wishes to contract
BIA-operated programs at the local level the Tribe could then negotiate
through the local Agency.

o We recmeand that awarding of grants should include built-in technical
assistance money so that the tribe can buy T & T/A and utilize the
firmas that they wish to use without having to get approval from every-
body in the country. Funds in the local budget would ellinate red-tape
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and would expedite the procurement and payment for these services. This
would place more responsibility on tribal governments for the management
and implementation of their own affairs in accordance with P.L. 93-638
and the intent of Congress.

o We think that the regulations, specifically Part 276.16, Sections C.9.
and D.6., should be changed to allow tribal officials to participate
fully in 93-638 and be compensated as administrators of tribal govern-
ments. The economy of many tribes is dependent upon federal funds
(i.e., BIA, IHS, and tribal). Tribal governments, in many cases, do
not have their own tribal funds to compensate tribal officials for their
duties and employment. The intent of the law was to strengthen tribal
governments. However, if tribal officials are eliminated, by virture
of their position, it seems that self-determination and strengthening
of tribal governments cannot become a reality for the Tribes. If, how-
ever, a tribal official must receive prior approval for full-time sala
(as specified in the Federal Register - Part 276, Section C.9.), from
the BIA, we recoinnd that it not be at the Agency Superintendent or the
Area Office level, but from someone that the Commissioner designates at
the Central Office. This would minimize direct control of federal
officials over local tribal officials.

o We would recommend, in connection with the above, that BIA not force
the tribes to comply with the provisions of FM 74-4 (Attachment V,
Section D.6.) which places tribal officials in the same category as
state and local officials (unallowable costs.) This has been interpreted
under 638 regulations; however, the language in FM[ 7 -4 has no fefer

-

ence to tribal councils or officials. Federal, state and local govern-
ments are operated on funds derived from a tax-base system. It is true
that some tribal constitutions provide for the taxation of their con-
stituents - this is unrealistic due to the poor economy and low income
of the people on the reservations.

o We recommend that the Indirect Cost Proposal and Cost Allocation Plan
developed by the Tribe be submitted directly to the appropriate Depart-
ment of the Interior's Office of Audit and Investigations with a copy
forwarded to the appropriate Area Office for their information. Just
a point of information regarding Indirect Cost Proposals, the various
federal agencies (HEW, DOL, BIA, ete.) are requiring that rates be
established by their own agency - this sometimes requires several
proposals for each tribe, thereby creating more expense to the Tribes.

" We would recommend that the procurement procedures and regulations
pertaining to T & T/A services for tribes, with private firms, be
waivered to the extent that Tribes would not have to follow the bid
process for BIA-controlied T & T/A service contracts in amount. up
to $15,000. Most tribes do not have the staff and/or the expertise
required to handle the bid process, as required by BIA, and generally
the need for assistance is crucial and prevalent. We believe it is in
the best interest of the Tribe to solicit proposals to determine which
firms would provide the services they need, and once the selection has
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been made by the Tribe it should be honored and respected by the BIA. It
is difficult for tribes and mall business concerns to go through this
long-term negotiation for service contracts for such smal anmats.

o We would recommend that the Federal Procurement Regulations (Section
14H-70.610) pertaining to "Use of Indian Business Concerns" in sub-
contracting be enforced.

o Last, but not least, we would recomend that prior to the annual meeting
to consider revisions to P.L. 93-6M, that BIA establish a Task Force
composed of persons knowledgeable in triba goverment operations and
who have experienced problem in attempting to implement these regula-
tions (through T & T/A contracts with tribes), to study and assess their
effectiveness. Any changes in the 93-638 regulations should be recom-
mended and endorsed by a majority of the Tribal Chairmen.

We do not intend to sound as if we have a bone to pick with the BIA or
638, but we are concerned since the concept of 638 and the intent of Congress
was sold and endorsed by the Tribes throughout the country. This was going to
be a program designed to let the tribes plan, develop and menage their own affairs.

Also, we think that it is time to consider President Carter's coaitment to
re-organise the branches of goverment to eliminate inefficiency and duplication of
services. We feel that it is an opportune time for the BIA to develop a now system
which would be responsive, supportive ead servant to the Tribes.

We would appreciate receiving any coments you have cooerning the ontents
of this letter.

Sincerely,

PM:wt

cc: Wayne Chattin
Office of the President
Cecil Andrus, Secretary of the Interior
James Abourezk
Sidney Yates
James 0. Eastland
John C. Stennis
G. V. Montgomery
David Bowne
Jamie Whitten
Chuck Trimble, NCAI
William Youpee, NTCA
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE P-ESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND r, GE i-

August 12, 1977

Mr. Phillip Martin
President
National Indian Management

Services, Inc.
P. 0. Box 498
Philadelphia, Mississippi 39350

Dear Mr. Martin:

This is in reply to your letter of July 1, 1977, which
questions whether the cost principles covering State and
local governments in FMC 74-4 should be applied by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs to Indian Tribal Governments.

One specific problem that you mentioned in your letter
was the provision in the cost principles which makes
salaries and expenses of general government unallowable.
You stated that theBureau of Indian Affairs has included
Indian Tribal Governme.,ts under this provision and strict
enforcement of this could be disastrous. We brought this
matter to the attention of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
They contend that they have not received any correspondence
on this subject from tribal governments or organizations
representing tribal governments. Further, they stated that
many tribes have been given approval to fund salaries of
tribal officers in connection with grant projects. You may
want to follow up with them with your specific problems.

As you probably know, OMB has not yet prescribed cost
principles for Indian Tribal Governments. Therefore, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and other Federal agencies have
discretion as to whether they use the State and local cost
principles. However, we believe that one uniform set of
cost principles is needed for Indian Tribal Governments,
and we are working toward this goal with the Federal
agencies and other interested parties.

Based on our work to date it appears that the FMC 74-4
cost principles might be appropriate for Indian Tribal
Governments. However, before promulgating any principles
for Indian Tribal Governments, we will make a careful
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analysis of the applicability of provisions such as the
one mentioned in your letter which may make the'cost of
Indian Tribal Councils unallowable.

If there are any other parts of the FMC 74-4 cost
principles which you feel are not applicable to Indian
Tribal Governments please let us know.

Sincerely,

Palmer Marcantonio
Financial Management Branch
Budget Review Division
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LEGISLATION COiMITTEE

Policy Resolution No.5
A i M E D 'ONT P L . 9 3 -6 3 8

Adopted Septber 22, 1977

WEiRtAi: The Indian Self-Detlrination and Education Asstance Act (P.L. 93-638) was passed by Congrcsl
for the pucpose of factl it ing transfer of control scar Ioceau of Indian Affairs and Indies
Hetalth Srnices to India. tribes and tribal organteations through the contract process;

WHEREAS: A .orallory purpose of P.L. 93-638 was to bring about a basin change in the orgatition and strut-
tore of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Indian Realth Seroice in their relations with Indian
tribes; ad

WEHREAS: Oersihi harings before the Snate lelent Contittee ceea led that Indian tribes hae encontered
nertos difficulties in the implecentatiun of 93-638 In the feli-ing areas. (1) The protest of
contracting has di scouraged India trihe fnr n antunini control ocer Burcau of Idin ARfairs and
Indian Health Selces because of the inrdinate a ont of burcaucracie forne and red tape
associated with contracting.

(2) The Self-Rtermtnation Act has resulied in only elinal change in the organization and sro-
tore of the Rursan of Indian Affairs and Indian enith Sernices but rather, the charges arc
constantly nada that the Bureau of Indian Affairs has attepted to ake P.L. 93-638 siply
another Bureau of Indian Affairs prograe.

(3) A ronsisten lack of f"enibility in the type of nercices which are aueilahle for soetract ng
and ohe nature of the seenices that are subjeet to contracts bane prord to he aeriously'
I ilntini.

(8) Thr funding lene!s identified an available for contracting are too often Iess than the Bur.ea
of Indian Affairs' on Renels and tribes are penalized with costs associated with contratinog.

VCREAS: mending P.L. 93-63i to proIde for.asystn of ronsolldated block grants in lien of contracts foe
each inascidual Bureau of Indian Affairs or n nath Sercice progras along wuh ar rest ncio
on adeinistratice reie and ieterference, and proiding for a aethod of loop sun prepaycent to
each tribe at the hrgtnning of each sarcice year in lieu of the letter of credit reinburseent
system ould grecly aIlleIate cony cf the adinistratie and budgetary difficulties in the 638
contracsing process; and

VAERCAi: Integration of other Federal Doesotic Assistance Progran grants with BA-I S would greatly espam
Indian tribes' access to nary helpful goerent pcogras.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED the National Congress calls upon the Congress to ecpedite anendoent of P.L. 93-638
to authorlee a change f..s a contracting systea to consolidated block grants.



AMEND THE INDIAN SELF-DETERMINATION AND
EDUCATION ASSISTANCE ACT

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 22, 1978

U.S. SENATE,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room S-207,

the Capitol, Senator James Abourezk [chairman of the committee]
presiding.

Present: Senator Abourezk.
Staff present: Alan Parker, chief counsel; Kathryn Harris Tijerina,

staff attorney; and Michael Cox, minority counsel.
Chairman ABOUREZK. The hearing will be in order.
The purpose of this morning's hearing is to give testimony on S.

2460, a bill to amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act. Earlier, on'March 14, 1978, this committee heard from
a panel of tribal witnesses who spoke in support of the bill and this
morning we have scheduled witnesses for the administration who I
understand will be speaking in opposition to the bill.

Although the Ind-an Self-Determination Act is only 3 years old, a
great deal of controversy has surrounded implementation of this law
by the BIA and Indian Health Service. As we noted in last week's
hearing, this committee's oversight essentially formed the record upon
which S. 2460 is based. There is a clear need to streamline and simplify
the process through which Indian tribes may attempt to gain some
control over the delivery of Federal services on their reservations. At
the same time, previous testimony before this committee under-
scored the need to free the tribes from the continuing policy, program-
matic, and excessive budgetary control exercised by BIA and IHS
officials.

The first witnesses this morning are from the Department of Interior.
They are Forrest Gerard, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, and
George Goodwin, Deputy Assistant Secretary.

I am pleased to- welcome you.

STATEMENT OF FORREST GERARD, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR, INDIAN AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE GOOD-
WIN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY

Mr. GERARD. Mr. Chairman, we have submitted a formal report
on S. 2460 to the committee as well as a prepared statement. With
your permission, what I would like to do is summarize the statement.

We have George Goodwin, my deputy, as well as several others to
respond to specific questions the committee may have.

(105)



Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to testify today on S. 2460, which is
intended to further facilitate the tribes' abilities to assume control and
management of activities currently administered under Departments
of the Interior, and Health, Education, and Welfare.,

As a staffer from the former Senate Interior Committee working on
the legislation that led to the enactment of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act, I am aware of the congressional
intent of that landmark legislation. Briefly, again, it provided the
statutory right for tribes to formally assume control of programs and
activities of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indian Health
Service.

As the committee is aware, the final rules and regulations did not
go into effect until late 1975. So, we are really just into the second
full fiscal year of Public Law 93-638. I think it is fair to say that there
have been a lot of growing pains on the part of both the beneficiary
tribes and certainly the agencies in trying to work out the details for
an orderly implementation of this new policy.

As of January 18 of this year, we can point to the fact that we had
about 537 Public Law 93-638 contracts for a dollar value of about
$137 million. So, I think there is certainly evidence that the tribes want
to exercise the rights under the act.

Unfortunately, we have only implemented a management informa-
tion system relating to 93-638. I personally found the absence of such
a system a very serious handicap in our efforts to evaluate the Bureau's
implementation of the act. We are hopeful, however, that this system
will provide us with information the minute a contractor grant is
approved through all stages of action on it.

I want to turn now to a new activity that we are involved in regard-
ing the Joint Funding and Simplification Act. We are currently working
cooperatively with the Cheyenne and Arapahoe Tribes of western
Oklahoma. They are undertaking to work out packaging of programs
utilizing the Joint Funding and Simplification Act.

Just for the record, that act offers a procedure whereby tribal
organizations which have several Federal agencies funding local pro-
grams may simplify their management systems such as financial, prop-
erty, procurement,. control, and personnel. It can also simplify the
reporting requirements in audits, establish a common fiscal year,
establish funding on single letters of credit, permit consolidation of
quarterly reporting, and provide one single annual audit and a single
annual evaluation.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs is currently taking the lead in that
effort with the tribe. We are also looking at the Salt River Pima-
Maricopa experience under the Joint Funding and Simplification Act.
We were not. the lead agency in that effort, but, if the tribe desires
that we become so, we are willing to do it.

We believe that this new authority, coupled with the potential under
the Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act, which intends to
establish a clearer government-wide distinction between "contracts,"
"grants," and "cooperative agreements" as used by Federal agencies,
give us the new tools that we really have not yet fully utilized, and
offer the opportunity for tribes and the agencies to do a better job of
consolidating their funding from several sources.



Under that newer act, our authority is broadened so that, as appro-
priate,.we may make grants and enter into cooperative agreements as
well as contract with tribes.

The OMB guidelines have not yet been fully developed to implement
the new act. So, we are not in a position yet to fully assess its relation-
ship to Public Law 93-638.

In conclusion, we believe we have the tools available to us that we
have not yet fully used or are only beginning to use which can improve
the opportunities for tribes not only to contract under Public Law 93-
638, but to simplify and consolidate some of the funding from other
sources as well.

For those reasons, and more detailed reasons set forth in our report,
we would recommend against the enactment of S. 2460 at this time. We
would be more than willing, of course, to report to the committee on
our experience in the Cheyenne and Arapahoe effort as well as what-
ever experience we can gain from the Salt River exercise as well.

That concludes my summary, Mr. Chairman. We would be pleased
to respond to any questions.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Your full prepared statement, the report of
the Department of the Interior on S. 2460, and a memorandum from
Senator Robert C. Byrd, chairman, Senate Subcommittee on the De-
partment of the Interior and Related Agencies, Senate Committee on
Appropriations on reprograming guidelines will be placed in the
record.

[The material referred to follows :]
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STATEMENT OF FORREST GERARD, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
(INDIAN AFFAIRS) BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS,
U.S. SENATE, HEARING ON S. 2460, A BILL TO AMEND THE INDIAN SELF-
DETERMINATION AND EDUCATION ASSISTANCE ACT", MARCH 22, 1978.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to testify today

on S. 2460 which is intended to facilitate tribal assumption of control

and operation of certain activities provided for Indians by the

Departments of Interior and of Health, Education, and Welfare.

From my work with Senate Interior Committee during the several years of

legislative activity leading to the enactment of the Indian Self-

Determination and Education Assistance Act, I am aware of the intent of

that landmark statute. Indian tribal governments were given the

statutory right to assume certain activities of the Bureau of Indian

Affairs and of the Indian Health Service.

As the Committee is aware, the initial regulations implementing the Act

went into effect in December of 1975 and we are now in the second full

fiscal year of operation under those regulations. The extensive

consultation process during 1975 that led to the issuance of the

regulations, the training sessions for BIA and tribal staffs during the

past two years, and the experience gained by those staffs during that

time can be expected to result in increased efficiency and interest by

the tribes in contracting under the Act.

Within the past few months we have had training sessions and have begun

implementation of a management information system relating to the

implementation of PL 93-638. I found the absence of such a system a



severe handicap in evaluating the BIA's implementation of the Act. The

system will track a contract or grant application from the time of its

receipt through all stages of action on it.

We are also in the beginning stages of a Joint Funding Simplification

Act undertaking with the Cheyenne-Arapahoe Tribes of Oklahoma in which

the BIA will be the lead Federal agency in an undertaking by the tribe

which will involve funding from several Federal agencies. Such a joint

undertaking is now underway involving the Salt River Pima-Maricopa

Indian Community in Arizona and although the BIA is not now a part of

the Salt River arrangement, we will be watching it with great interest

and will join the arrangement if the tribe so requests.

We believe that the Salt River and Cheyenne-Arapahoe expereience under

the Joint Funding Simplification Act could lead to greatly improved

mechanisms whereby tribes may undertake more comprehensive planning to

meet their needs. In addition, the tribes can be expected to benefit by

better coordinated implementation and simplified administration of their

Federally aided activities.

A recent development that may effect our implementation of PL 93-638 is

the Febraruy 3, 1978 enactment of the "Federal Grant and Cooperative

Agreement Act". That Act intends to establish a clearer government wide

distinction between "contracts", "grants", and "cooperative agreements"

as used by Federal agencies. Under that Act our authority under

PL 93-638 to contract is broadened so that, as appropriate, we may make

25-601 0 - 78 - 8
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grants and enter into cooperative agreements as well as contract with

tribes. However, the OMB guidelines implementing that Act have not been

issued as yet and we have not assessed the impact on our PL 93-638

contracting, including what advantages or disadvantages there may be

from the viewpoint of the tribes.

In short, we have tools available to us that we haven't yet used or are

only beginning to use which may achieve much of the benefits intended by

S. 2460. For that reason, and the more detailed reasons set out in our

report, we do not recommend enactment of S. 2460. It may be that the

tools provided to us by the Congress at this point can be improved on

but we should first better determine and use existing authorities.

This concludes my prepared statement and I will be pleased to respond to

any questions the Committee may have.
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MAR 2, 2 1t978

Honorable James Abourezk

Chairman
Senate Select Committee on

Indian Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This responds to your request for the views of this Department on
S. 2460, a bill "To amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act".

We recommend against enactment of S. 2460 because most of its objectives
can be implemented under existing law and because of specific problems
with the bill set out below.

S. 2460 would require the Secretary of the Interior to make, upon request
of any Indian tribe entitled to receive contracts or grants under Sections
102, 103, or 104 of PL 93-638 (25 USC 450f, 450g, and 450h), a single
consolidated grant "in lieu of or in addition to contracts under sections
102 and 103" of PL 93-638. Before any tribe would be eligible for a
consolidated grant, it must have submitted to the Secretary a plan setting
forth a comprehensive description of what is to be carried out or provided
under the grant.

The Secretary's review of the proposed plan is to include determinations
on whether -

(A) the service to be rendered to the Indian beneficiaries
of the program or function involved will be adequate;

(B). adequate protection of trust resources is assured;

(C) the proposed project or function can be properly
completed or maintained.

The Secretary would be precluded from disapproving a plan "because of the
percentage of funds devoted to a particular program, project, function,
activity, or service."
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Further, the Secretary's evaluation of the plan would be on the basis of
"whether approval of the plan would constitute a failure as trustee to
uphold the rights of the beneficiaries, and not whether the tribal policies
reflected in the plan are consistent with the judgment of the reviewing
official or officials."

As introduced, section 304(c) would have dealt with the applicability of
GAO and other audit requirements in section 5(b) of PL 93-638 (25 U.S.C.
450c(b) to the grants under the new title III. However, we have been
advised by the Committee's staff that the subsection should be corrected
to read as follows:

"(c) The provisions of section 5(d) shall not be applicable
to any financial assistance provided pursuant to this title."

Section 5(d) of PL 93-638 provides:

"Any funds paid to a financial assistance recipient [under the
Act] and not expended or used for the purposes for which paid
shall be repaid to the Teasury of the United States."

Administrative Alternatives

Much of what S. 2460 is intended to accomplish can be done without further
legislative authority.

There is nothing to prevent the use of a single contract to cover all or
several BIA funded activities contracted to a tribal organization under
P.L. 93-638. Indeed, such consolidated contracts are now in use although
we do not now require the use of consolidated contracts. We intend to
implement such a requirement for instances where tribal organizations
request consolidated BIA contracts. Such contracts include appropriate
provisions and funding levels for the activities involved.

We should note at this point that section 7(a) of the "Federal Grant and
Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977" (P.L. 95-224) provides that "each
executive agency authorized by law to enter into contracts, grant or
cooperative agreements, or similar arrangements is authorized and directed
to enter into and use type of contracts, grant agreements, or cooperative
agreements as required by this Act." Sections 4, 5, and 6 of that Act
describe in general terms the circumstances under which contracts, grant
agreements, or cooperative agreements are to be used. Section 9 authorizes
the Office of Management and Budget to issue "supplementary interpretative
guidelines" to promote consistency in implementation of the Act.

The OMB guidelines have not been issued as yet and we have not determined
the implications of the application of PL 95-224 to PL 93-638. It may be
that the use of grant agreements and cooperative agreements would be of
benefit.
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Thus under current law, we not only can provide for the use of consolid-
ation BIA contracts but authority also exists for adding the use of grants
agreements and cooperative agreements if they are found to be more appro-
priate than contracts.

One aspect of the consolidation intended under S. 2460 would require some
congressional action. Neither the BIA nor the tribal contractors may use
funds under one appropriation for the purposes of another appropriation.
However, practically all of the BIA programs and activities (other than
construction) are included in a single appropriation item entitled
"Operation of Indian Programs". Therefore, there is no statutory bar to
the shifting of funds among the several activities and subactivities of
that appropriation item which include:

Education:
School Operations

Johnson O'Malley Educational Assistance

Continuing Education

Indian Services:
Tribal Government Services
Social Services
Law Enforcement
Housing
Self-Determination Services
Navajo-Hopi Settlement Program

Economic Development and Employment Programs:
Business Enterprise Development
Employment Development
Road Maintenance

Natural Resources Development:
Forestry and Agriculture
Minerals, Mining, Irrigation and Power

Trust Responsibilities:
Indian Rights Protection
Real Estate and Financial Trust Services

General Management and Facilities Operations:
Management and Administration
Program Support Services
Facilities Management

However, we consider ourselves bound by the Guidelines of the Appropriations
Committees as to shifts of funds between activities. Enclosed is a copy
of the August 1, 1977 joint letter from the Chairman of the House and Senate
Appropriation Subcommittees on the Department of theInterior and Related
Agencies setting out their current guidelines regarding reprograming of
funds within appropriation items.
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We propose to request that the above Appropriations subcommittees modify
their reprograming guidelines to permit on a demonstration basis the
shifting of funds among Operation of Indian Program activities under
contracts with several tribes. The extent of such shifting of funds to be

allowed and the number of tribes to be given such flexibility would of

course be subject to negotiation with the Subcommittees.

In addition, our regulations governing P.L. 93-638 could be revised (after
the consultation procedure prescribed in section 107 of that Act (25 U.S.C.
450K)) to provide for long term planning by the tribes of the programs
they now are operating under contract or plan to assume operation of in
the future. We strongly believe that long-term planning should be an
integral part of the budget process and to the greatest extent feasible

.the BIA and the tribes should adhere to such plans, thus insuring
financial integrity.

Section 106(c) of P.L. 93-638 now permits contracts for periods of up to
3 years, subject to the availability of appropriations during each fiscal
year of the contract term. This latter restriction is necessary to avoid
the necessity of obligating more than one year's expenses out of a single
year's appropriation.

Section 104(a) of PL 93-638 now authorizes grants which can provide the
technical assistance which the section 302(b) proposed in S. 2460 would
provide for under contracts. Section 104(a) provides for grants to tribal
organizations under which they may obtain their own technical assistance
without the need of requesting the BIA to contract with a third party to
provide the assistance to the tribal organization.

Section 102 of PL 93-638 now limits the Secretary's authority to decline
to enter into requested contracts based on substantially the same criteria
as set out in the section 302(c) proposed in S. 2460. Section 102 of PL
638, like the proposed section 302(c), also requires the statement of the
Secretary's objections in writting within 60 days, the provision of
technical- assistance to aid in overcoming the objections, and the granting
of an opportunity for a hearing.

Additional Comments

The proposed new findings which S. 2460 would add to PL 93-638 do not
indicate a key aspect of the policy underlying that Act. Indian tribal
governing bodies are given a statutory right to contract if they so choose.
There is no suggestion that tribes must so contract; they are free to
decide not to contract. Any suggestion that might be interpreted as
requiring tribes to contract would probably be self defeating as well as
inconsistent with a policy of tribal self-determination. For this reason
we believe that the language in paragraph (1) beginning on page 1, line
7 of S. 2460 misstates the policy of PL 93-638 by not stating that the



115

option is with the tribes rather than implying that contracting is the
objective without regard to the rights of the tribes. A similar problem
exists with the portion of paragraph (2) on page 2, lines 3 thru 5.

We do not know what "priorities and policies" are meant by the sentence
beginning on page 2, line 7. Since the following sentence (beginning on
line 9) refers to problems with "the narrow parameters of the current
programs and budget allocations of the agencies", it is not clear whether
the earlier reference to "priorities and policies" identified by the
agencies is a separate problem and, if so, what specific examples there
may be and whether administrative action could resolve the problem.

In order to make the BIA's budget process more responsive to and reflective
of tribal decisions, priorities and policies, we are developing a new
budget planning procedure. Tribal comments on the proposed procedure
have been received and Interior Department review of the proposal is
underway.

The final sentence in paragraph (2) on page 2, lines 13 thru 16, states
that -

"Duplication of effort, excessive paperwork, and inhibitions
against long-term planning inherent in the contracting process
have seriously undercut the intended tribal control".

The above quoted sentence would seem to suggest that the specified
problems are "inherent in the contracting process" but would be avoided
in a granting process. We do not believe that simple change in terminology
alone would result in any significant changes. Indeed, section 106(a) of
PL 93-638 now authorizes the Secretary of the Interior (and of HEW) to
"waive any provisions of such contracting laws or regulations which he
determines are not appropriate for the purposes of the contract involved
or inconsistent with the provisions of this Act." No similar authority
exists as to laws or regulations relating to grants or grant agreements.
It follows that with the waiver authorization, it is possible for our PL
638 contracting process and requirements to be more desirable for tribal
organizations than a grant process.

We agree that duplication, excess paperwork, and inhibitions against long
term planning may be inherent in the fact that tribes receive contracts
and grants from a number of Federal agencies and programs, each with its
own set of statutory and regulatory requirements and its own administrative
structure and staff which must be dealt with by the tribes. However, we
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are hopeful that tribal experiences under the Joint Funding Simplification

Act (88 Stat. 1604; 42 U.S. 4251 et seq.) will lead to a minimizing of

such problems. The Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (Ariz.) is

involved in a joint funding effort under that Act and, although no BIA

funds are involved, we expect that the tribe's evaluation of that effort

and any recommendations they may have could lead to simplification and

better coordination of tribal programs generally. The BIA is the lead

Federal Agency in a planned joint funding effort with the Cheyenne-

Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma. As with Salt River, the evaluation and
recommendations of the tribes could lead to improvements in Federal

funding arrangements for tribes generally.

At least to some significant extent, the "excessively long delays in

receiving contract approvals" referred to in paragraph (3) on page 2,
lines 17 and 18, have been the result of the newness of the PL 93-638

contracting process and the unfamiliarity of the BIA and tribal staffs
with that process. Significant continuing improvement can be expected
as experience is gained by both BIA and tribal staffs.

It is true that some tribal contract proposals have not been entered into
because they called for more funds than could be made available. Approval
of such requests but with a r-duced funding level is not usually possible
because the inadequate level of funding would result in inadequate service
or activity levels which would require a finding that the revised proposal
violates one or more of the three declination criteria set out in section
102(a) of PL 93-638.

The sentence beginning on page 2, line 21 of S. 2460 refers to problems
with "the agencies' reimbursement vouchers system of payments". The
Treasury Department's report to the Committee on S. 2460 states the
Administration's position on the advancement of Federal funds to tribal and
other contractors and grant recipients. We shall endeavor to aid tribal
organizations in planning and scheduling their cash disbursements in a

manner which will be compatable with the Federal system and the needs of
the tribal organizations. New funding procedures-for the BIA and the
tribal organizations are in preparation with a completion scheduled by

the end of April.

Section 301(a) on page 3 of the bill provides that any "Indian tribe or
tribal organization entitled, under this Act !i.e., PL 93-6381, to enter
into contracts * * * " which suggests that the consolidated grants only
apply in the case of BIA and Indian Health Service administered funds.
However, section 303 (page 8) states that all programs, projects, functions,
activities, or services which the Departments of Interior and HEW
"are authorized to perform for Indians" may be included. We believe the
former interpretation is more logical at this point in time than an attempt
to extend the proposed consolidated grant system to include programs and



agencies not even subject to the Title I of PL 638 contracting require-
ments and authorizations. However, we defer to HEW for any discussion of
the problems involved with inclusion of HEW components other than the

Indian Health Service.

Section 301 would not only have the BIA acting on tribal plans relating to

activities within BIA areas of responsibilities and administering grants
of funds appropriated to the 8IA but also on plans relating to health
activities and administering funds justified by and appropriated for
administration by the Indian Health Service. We do not believe that such
an arrangement would be desirable from either the viewpoint of the tribes
or of the Federal Government. It is bound to be cumbersome and could
lead to duplication of efforts by the redevelopment of health related
activities within the BIA while the primary Federal responsibility and
expertise relating to Indian health are in the Indian Health Service.

As indicated above, we of course believe that long-term planning by tribes
could be of great benefit. However, we note that section 302 lacks any

mention of social _or economic goals 'for such tribal plans. In addition,
planning periods of less than 1 year are authorized but we believe that
such short planning periods are not feasible.

The last sentence of section 302(b), on page 5, lines 7 thru 13 would
direct the Secretary of the Interior to provide "whatever assistance and

expertise" is needed to "implement" a tribe's plan with respect to equip-
ment, adequately trained personnel, and other necessary components. The
provision may be subject to an interpretation which would require the

Secretary to furnish equipment and staff to a tribal organization when
funding ur e r 1-e ant-cues-funds for such equipment and staff.

Section 102(b)(2) of PL 93-6387(25 U.S.C.450f(b)) provides a better way

of stating the intended requirement. t 1;

Paragraph (4) on page 6, lines 11 thru 13, of S. 2460 would preclude the
Secretary from disapproving any tribal plan "because of the percentage of
funds devoted to a particular program, project, function, activity, or

service." Although it is not clear, we assume that this provision is not
intended to override or limit the Secretary's responsibility for the
determinations required under paragraph (1) on page 5, lines 14 thru 21.
We have a similar concern with the portion of paragraph (5) on page 6,
lines 22 thru 24, which we believe is intendhd to only preclude disapproval
actions based on judgements not essential to sound determinations under
the aforementioned paragraph (1).

Paragraph (6) on page 6, line 25 thru page 7, line 4, of the bill differs
from a similar provision in section 106(h) of PL 93-638 (25 U.S.C. 450j
(h)) in that the Secretary apparently would not be authorized to approve
a tribal plan if it requires funding in excess of the amount that would
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have been provided for BIA's operation of the program or activity involved
even if it were possible to make the additional amount of funds available
from savings within budgeted totals or by altering agency priorities.

The Administration strongly objects to the bill's requirement that
specific budget materials accompany the President's budget request, as
is required in section 302. The Administration cannot support a require -

ment in law to provide specific materials that are not generally applic-
able to all agencies' budgets. However, if this type of information is
requested following the transmittal of the President's budget, the
information may be provided in accord with current practice.

For the foregoing reasons, including the availability of existing authori-
ties, we do not recommend enactment of S. 2460.

The Office of Management & Budget has advised that there is no objection
to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the Administra-
tion's program.

&ssistant SECRETARY

Enclosures
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WA*S-CN-.ON. o.C. 20510

August 1, 1977

,e Honorable Cecil D. Pjxlrus
Secretary
Departmnt of the Interior
..ashlniton, D. C. 20240

Dear Secretary Andrus:

Repr-granming guidelines for apencies funded under the Department
of the Interior anid Related Ageneles Aboropripations Act have beer developed
and revised from time to tite over a period of nfany years. During that
same period the budget structures of n-any agencies have changed, and new
agencies have been created. The Coersttees are aware that so:..e confusion
has developed among agencies over the application of existing guidelines
and that chang;Ing conditions require a standardization and updating of
these guidelines.

Accordingly, the Cornittees have developed'the attached guldelinies
for reprooga-idngi procedures, designed to apply un-iforeily to all affected.
agencies. Unless specific exceptions are spelled out in the Ccminittces'
reports, all agencies will be e>.pcted to erply with the guidelines.

qbcse guidelines shall be effective i.mnediately for any reprogra ring
proposals not already pending before the C-rmttees and shall apply for the
fourth quarter of FY 1977 with regard to reporting procedures.-

In addition to providlng unifoxm, up-to-date procedures, it is
expected the attached guidelines, particularly the provisions of paragraph

* 3a, _.ill streamline and measurablv Jimrove and facilitate reprogr .,nirg
actions. The Cm )ittees wdsh to stress, however, that the major intent of
the guidelines is to insure that any siEgificant departure from approved
program allocations will be sub)mitted for Committee review. If any doubt
should arise over whether a fundinxg shift requires Coco-ttee review and
approval, the proposal should be submitted to the Lo nittees.

Sinc Tyours

7. ldney R. Yates. r~rt C. Byrd
Chairi-an, coite .a-lrmn, Senate Sub rcnc. t teeSon the Decu-rent of -Von the Dcpartrent

Interior and Felated Inter or and elated
Aencies Ago-scics I UfC[I.'O

,,flC ir tlI.',T
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Pouse (Y:.nittee on A.prct-wratons
.e (Y cr'ittce on kr1Pnprjations

SubcCi;ittecs on the DcPa'.t-',nt of Interior nd Rela0ted Pc-les

Refiioi-n-alnr Proce.ders

1. Definition -- "P~eprogra i~nng", as defined in these prbcociures, includes
the reallocation of .lncs 1ran one bud-.et activity to noth.-r. Tn
cases where either COi'.ttee report displays an alocatlon of an
aporopriation below the activity level, that finer level of detail
shall be the basis for repro-,. lug. Far constr'ction accouts, a
reproq-.ininig constitutes the rze.liocaton of funds rpan one
construction project identified in the justificati(ons to another. A
.. reprog ,ng shall also consist of any other sln-ficant de-Jarure

from the program described in the aEency's budzet justifications.

2. Criteria for reprog-ming

a. Any project or activity which ray be deferred thmoush reprogramrdnrg
shall not later be acco.- mlished by means of further reprokn-.ting; but,
instead, fLnds should again be sought for the deferred project or
activity through regular appropriation processes.

b. A reprogr'-rning should be made only when an unforeseen situation
arises; and then only if postponement of the project or the activity
until the next appropriation year would result in actual loss or dam.age.
Y-re convenience or desire should not be factors for consideration.

c. Reuro-rand. should not be employed to initiate new proLrar or
-to chpjlge allocations specifically denied, limited or increased by
the Congress in the Act or the repot. In cases where unforeseen
events or conditions are de ed to require such chances, proposals
shall be subndtted in advance to the Comittee, regardless of a_-mounts
involved, and be fully 'exlained and justified. -

3. Reporting en appro-al procedures -

.a. Any proposed reprcgram:'dng rust be sube- tt-d to the Coittee in
,writine prior to irunlcc,entation if it exceeds "250,009 an ally or
results in an increase or decrease of more than 10" annually in
affected progrms."

b. All rcprogZrangji s shall be reported to the Comnittee quarterly and
shall ix)clude cumulative totals. . -

c. Any sijpificant shifts of funding a-ong object classifications shiou'
also be reported to the C-mittecs in a ttnely m:anner.- -
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d. ep.oV'armn' pracsals sunitted to. the Coylittee for prior
apmDval sh'll be considr'ed approved af^ter 30 calendar days if the
Co.:',rttee has pxsed no objection. Po:exer, afencles ,AII. bd e)..ected
to extend the ap.poval deadline if specifically reque2sted by either
Ccm.ni ttee.

A&d.lnistrative Os'hcr .' 3d Acconts

1. For all approoriations ws ere costs of overhead adn-snlstrative exeenses
are f -ried in part fr-am "assess ,ents" of varlous budset activities
within an appropriation, the assessments'shall be so.,n in justi fications
under the discussion of adrnistrative e.eonses (as is the case with the
Dureau of Mines).

Continpencv A.!cc rts

1. For all appropriations where assessments are made asainst various budget
activities or allocations for contireencles, the Co:ittee expects a
full explanation, separate fron the justifications. Mie explanation
shall show the a-o'-nt of the assessment, the activities assessed, and
the purpose of the fund. Te Cai.tittee ex.ects annual reports each
year detailing the use of these funs. In no cases sball such a fu.d
be used to finpnce orojects and activities dis-a-ooved or liited by
Con - ss or to finance n-w peranant positions or to flnance pro'--as
or activities that could be foreseen and included in the noroal bu_et
review process. Continency funds shall not be used to initiate-new
prloxr1'-a
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August 1, 1977

Subcormmittee on the Department of the Interior
and Related Agencies

TO : Heads of Related Agencies

SUBJ: Reprogramming Guidelines

Reprograsing guidelines for agencies funded under the Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act have been developed
and revised from time to time over a period of many years. During that
same period the budget structures of many agencies have changed, and new
agencies have been created. The Committees are aware that some confusion
has developed among agencies over the application of existing guidelines
and that changing conditions require a standardization and updating of
these guidelines.

Accordingly, the Committees have developed the attached guidelines
for reprogramming procedures, designed to apply uniformly to all affected
agencies. Unless specific exceptions are spelled out in the Committees'
reports, all agencies will be expected to ccsply with the guidelines.

These guidelines shall be effective immediately for any reprogramming
proposals not already pending before the Comittees and shall apply for the
fourth quarter of FY 1977 with regard to reporting procedures.

In addition to providing uniform, up-to-date procedures, it is
expected the attached guidelines, particularly the provisions of paragraph
3a, will streamline and measurably improve and facilitate reprogramiing
actions. The Cemittees wish to stress, however, that the major intent
of the guidelines is to insure that any significant departure frcx approved
program allocations will be submitted for Comsittee review. If any doubt
should arise over whether a funding shift require6-Gccmrittee review and
approval, the proposal should be submitted to the ttees.

/,/2

Sdney R. tes / Robert C. Byrd
hairman, House ubqkx ittee Chairman, Senate Subcommittee

on the Department of on the Department of
Interior and Related Interior and Related
Agencies Agencies

Attachment
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House Committee on Appropriations
Senate Caiinittee on Appropriations

SubccTmittees on the Department of Interior and Related Agencies

Reprogramming Procedures

1. Definition - "Feprogramnilng", as defined in these procedures, includes
the reallocation of funds from one budget activity to another. In
cases where either Committee report displays an allocation of an
appropriation below the activity level, that finer level of detail
shall be the basis for reprogramming. For construction accounts, a
reprogramming constitutes the reallocation of funds from one
construction project identified in the justifications to another. A
reprogramming shall also consist of any other significant departure
from the program described in the agency's budget justifications.

2. Criteria for reprograrming -

a. Any project or activity which may be deferred through reprogramming
shall not later be accomplished by means of further reprogramming; but,
instead, funds should again be sought for the deferred project or
activity through regular appropriation processes.

b. A reprogramming should be made only when an unforeseen situation
arises; and then only if postponement of the project or the activity
until the next appropriation year would result in actual loss or damage.
Mere convenience or desire should not be factors for consideration.

c. Aeprogrsmming should not be employed to initiate new program or
to change allocations specifically denied, limited or increased by
the Congress in the Act or the report. In cases where unforeseen
events or conditions are deemed to require such changes, proposals
shall be submitted in advance to the Committee, regardless of amounts
involved, and be fully explained and justified.

3. Reporting and approval procedures -

a. Any proposed reprograming must be submitted to the Casmittee in
writing prior to implementation if it exceeds $250,000 annually or
results in an increase or decrease of more than 10% annually in
affected programs.

b. All reprogramings shall be reported to the Comittee quarterly and
shall include cumulative totals.

c. Any significant shifts of funding among object classifications should
also be reported to the Ccmmittees in a timely manner.
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d. Reprograming proposals submitted to the Comittee for prior
approval shall be considered approved after 30 calendar days if the
Cc ittee has posed no objection. However, agencies will be expected
to extend the approval deadline if specifically requested by either
Conusittee.

Administrative Overhead Accounts

1. For all appropriations where costs of overhead administrative expenses
are funded in part from "assessments" of various budget activities
within an appropriation, the assessments shall be shown in justifications
under the discussion of administrative exoenses (as is the case with the
Bureau of Mines).

Contingency Accounts

1. For all appropriations where assessments are made against various budget
activities or allocations for contingencies, the Committee expects a
fall explanation, separate from the justifications. The explanation
shall show the amount of the assessment, the activities assessed, and
the purpose of the fund. The Conrnittee expects annual reports each
year detailing the use of these funds. In no cases shall such a fund
be used to finance projects and activities disapproved or limited by
Congress or to finance new permanent positions or to finance programs
or activities that could be foreseen and included in the normal budget
review process. Contingency funds shall not be used to initiate new
programs.

August 1, 1977



Chairman ABOUREZK. So, your position is that you are against S.
2460?

Mr. GERARD. That is correct, based on the authorities that we now
possess.

Chairman ABOUREZK. What do you see as the objective of Public
Law 638? What do you think is the central objective of that law?

Mr. GERARD. I have always felt, Mr. Chairman, the central objec-
tive of P.L. 93-638 was to provide another option for a tribal govern-
ment to become active participants in the delivery of services which
are primarily government services to their constituents or the members
of the tribe.

Chairman ABOUREZE. You do not believe that the central purpose,
then, was assumption of control by the tribes over their own destiny?

Mr. GERARD. Certainly, yes. That is implied in exercising that
option. They do assume control and management and with no loss of
funding if the agency had continued to operate the program.

Chairman ABOUREZK. So, what you are saying is, even though you
agree that the present form of Public Law 93-638 is not working,
you think it might be allowed to work if the Department is allowed
to have its way to use whatever existing authority might be there?

Mr. GERARD. Mr. Chairman, I believe that 638 contains many
good provisions. I have talked to a number of people who have
looked at the act in relation to the rules and regulations. They are
satisfied that the rules are compatible with the act.

I believe that our fundamental problem has been the manner in
which it has been implemented. I would concede that it involves
attitudes of employees up and down the line. I think, as the new
policy centers within the Department, we have a responsibility to
deal with those matters.

So, in answer to your question, I think we would like to continue to
use 638 in relation to these other newer authorities that we have just
cited in our statement. V

Chairman ABOUREZK. You do agree with the tribes who have
testified before this committee that the central purpose of turning
over control to the tribes has not been accomplished through 93-638?

Mr. GERARD. I do not think it has been fully accomplished. I have
not had an opportunity to study that testimony in detail. But I think
there is evidence that it has not occurred in all instances.

Chairman ABOUREZK. I think, from the people we have talked to,
it has not occurred in very many instances where the tribes have
really assumed control over their own affairs despite the figure you
cite of 537 contracts and $137 million in Public Law 93-638 contracts.
The complaints by the tribes that we have heard-and we think that
is probably a cross-section-indicate that the long delays, the citing of
lack of funds by the agency when the tribes do attempt to contract,
the effort to frustrate the purpose of 93-638 on the part of the bureauc-
racy, has made it virtually more of a failure than it is a success.

My question is: If you say you have the existing authority to
provide bloc grants, as we have tried to cite in this amendment to
638, and that you don't need this legislation, you already have the
authority, you really should not object to the passage of the leis-
lation if the authority is there and if you intend to use that authority.

Would you care to comment on that? Why you think the legislation

25-601 0 - 78 - 9



should not be passed if you do not object to the objective of the legis-
lation?

Mr. GERARD. Basically, the administration-we take the posture
that, with the authorities there, it is a matter of policy setting and
implementation. I believe there are some other provisions of the
legislation that the administration would probably take exception to.
For example, I understand-and I have not had an opportunity to
read their report fully-the Treasury Department may have some
problems with the bill as drafted.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Would you tell me what legislative authority
exists for the granting of bloc grants as is set out in S. 2460? Would
you cite the authority?

Mr. GOODWIN. I do not think that we are saying that there is any
authority for bloc grants, Mr. Chairman. What we are saying is that
there is authority for single agency grants or contracts of making a
single contract or grant for all of the bureau's programs; for instance,
rather than-

Chairman ABOUREZK. What does that mean? I do not follow you.
Mr. GOODWIN. Rather than making a number of grants or contracts

as presently exist in some Bureau offices, rather than have the tribe go
directly to the Bureau and ask for 10 contracts or grants, the authority
is there now for the tribes to, come to the Bureau and ask for one single
contract or grant.

Chairman ABOUREZK. And the authority is there for the.Bureau
to provide that grant?

Mr. GOODWIN. There is some question as to how far the regulations
will allow us to go on that.

Chairman ABOUREZK. How far will the law allow you to go?
Mr. GOODWIN. Our preliminary indications in law are that we see

a broader interpretation in the law than there is in the regulations.
Chairman ABOUREZK. What does that mean?
Mr. GOODWIN. We think that the regulations are pretty narrowly

defined as to what can be contracted versus what can be granted.
Chairman ABOUREZK. When you say there is a broader area in the

law than there is in the regulations, what do you mean "broader area"?
Mr. GOODWIN. We think that the people who were involved in the

history of the law intended to allow more granting authority than
there presently exists in the Bureau.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Would you cite the exact section you believe
allows that grant authority? I

Mr. GOODWIN. Mr. Chairman, under section 104(a) of Public Law
93-638: "The Secretary of Interior is authorized upon request of any
Indian tribe to contract with or make a grant or grants to any tribal
organization"-and it lists the types of grants that can be made.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Contract with or make grants?
Mr. GOODWIN. Yes.
Chairman ABOUREZK. Have you made any such bloc grants pur-

suant to or similar to the provisions of this amendment?
Mr. GOODWIN. No; we have not.
Chairman ABOUREZK. Have you told the tribes that that is available

to them?
Mr. GOODWIN. No; we have not.
Chairman ABOUREZK. You haven't?
Mr. GOODWIN. No.



The regulations as currently exist say specifically what kind of
grants can be made.

Chairman ABOUREZK. I wonder if I might ask you again to address
the question. If you believe you have the authority, what harm can
there be in passing the amendment giving the authority?

Either one of you can respond.
Mr. GERARD. Mr. Chairman, we would have to take the position

again that, as a matter of policy with the statutory authority already
in place, enactment of the bill would certainly be a duplication.

I think the problem up to this point, as we have readily conceded,
is that we have not made full use of the authorities that are in place.
Moreover, the more recent act has not yet been fully implemented
because the Office of Management and Budget is still in the process of
drafting the guidelines.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Well, even if it is a duplication-let's assume
that it is, although I do not accept that argument-then passage of
the bill cannot really harm anything; can it? It will not be a harmful
amendment; will it?

Mr. GERARD. If Congress takes that position and determines that
it wants to move the legislation forward, certainly we would have to
analyze it in relation to the other statutes once it came out in final
form.

Chairman ABOUREZK. I wonder if you would respond to my question.
It cannot be a harmful amendment-can it-if it is merely duplica-

tion of already existing law?
Mr. GERARD. If we agree that it is a duplication, then certainly it

would not be harmful.
Chairman ABOUREZK. Thank you very much.
I do not have any more questions of this panel. I appreciate your

appearance. Thank you.
We have some technical written questions that we would like to

submit.
Mr. GERARD. We would be glad to respond.
[The questions and answers referred to follow:]
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r t'iin"?" .1978ff
United States Department of the Interior'-

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 JUN 1 2 1979

Honorable James Abourezk
Chairman, Select Committee on

Indian Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We regret the delay in responding to your March 31 letter setting out
further questions to be answered for the record of your March 22 hearing
on S. 2460, a bill to amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act.

The questions and our answers are as follows:

1. Q. "In the Departmental report you indicate the Bureau
is presently using consolidated contracts; how many such
contracts have you entered into and with which tribes?"

A. We have entered into 44 contracts with 39 tribes,
with each such contract encompassing more than one program.
The tribes and the number of such contracts with each are
as follows:

1. Santee Sioux Tribe of Nebraska - 2
2. Ramah Navajo - 1
3. Ute Mountain - 3
4. Laguna Pueblo - 2
5. Flathead - 1
6. Northern Cheyenne - 1
7. Crow - 1
8. Tlinget-Haida Central Council - 1
9. Metlakatla - 2
10. Tanana Chiefs Conference - 1
11. Cook Inlet Native Association - 1
12. Inupiat Community - 1
13. Association of Village Council Presidents - 1
14. Mauneluk - 1
15. Oneida Tribe of Wisconsin- 1
16. Minnesota Chippewa - 1
17. Sault Ste. Marie - 1

4oUIoN
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18. Navajo - 1
19. Quinault - 1
20. Shoshone-Bannock - 1
21. Hoh - 1
22. Lummi - 1
23. Makah - 1
24. Nisqually - 1
25. Muckleshoot - 1
26. Nooksack - 1
27. Point-No-Point Treaty Council - 1
28. Puyallup - 1
29. Quileute - 1
30. Skagit System Cooperative - 1
31. Squaxin Island Tribal Council - 1
32. Stillaquamish - 1
33. Suquamish - 1
34. Tulalip - 1
35. Warm Springs - 1
36. Umatilla - 1
37. Creek Nation of Oklahoma - 1
38. Seminole (Florida) - 2
39. Miccosukee - 1

2. Q. "Would you describe how the Bureau's consolidated
contract works?"

A. Briefly, the contract has a common face page, common
general terms and conditions and a separate description of
the requirements for each program covered under the contract.
All programs may be included in the contract from its start
or new programs can be added by modification as they come
along.

3. Q. "Would you provide the Committee with copies of
these consolidated contracts?"

A. Copies of those from the Portland Area have been
provided to the Committee's staff and we have been advised
that the others are not needed. However, the other copies
are available upon request.

4. Q. "Has the use of a consolidated contract resulted in
a more streamlined application process?"

A. It is really too early to say as only a few of the
Area Offices have moved in this direction. Also its potential
for increasing efficiency depends to a great extent on the
tribes. If all programs to be included in the contract are
included in the initial application and are therefore reviewed
concurrently, the process should move faster. However, if the
programs are submitted separately the potential savings is
largely, although not entirely, lost.
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5. Q. "You indicate in your report that you plan to request
a modification of the Appropriation Committee's reprogramming
guidelines to permit a shifting of funds among operation of
Indian program activities; what are the goals and objectives
of your demonstration projects?"

A. The goals and objectives of the demonstration would be

to provide tribal governments with greater flexibility in the
administration of programs and services for their members and
with greater ability to meeting changing priorities due to
changing conditions.

Consideration is also being given to a FY 1980 BIA budget
and approprition structure which would facilitate such
shifts without the need for a reprogramming request.

6. Q. "Would you describe the new funding procedure you plan
to implement at the end of April as noted on page 6 of the
departmental report?"

A. The procedures consist of instructions for cash
advances or letter-of-credit advances. When the annual
advance to a recipient organization is less than $120,000 or
when there is not an expected continuing relationship between
the BIA and the recipient organization of at least one year,
advances are to be made by direct Treasury check scheduled
through the BIA. When the BIA has, or expects to have a
continuing relationship with the recipient organization for at
least a year involving advances aggregating at least $120,000
annually, advances will be made by the Treasury Regional Dis-
bursing Office System of Advancing by letter-of-credit. In
either case, the recipient organization can obtain advance
funding for immediate disbursing needs. We will forward a
copy of the new proposed procedures as soon as they are
available.

7. Q. "Please cite what statutory or regulatory authority
exists to achieve which specific objectives of S. 2460?"

A. The Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act (PL
95-224) and the Joint Funding Simplification Act (42 U.S.C.
4251). The Treasury Fiscal Requirements Manual, Vol. 1,
Part 6, part 2000, provides regulation and guidance for
advance payments to grantees and contractors.

On May 19, 1978, the Office of Management and Budget published
for comment their proposed "Guidance" for "Implementation of
Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-
224)". A copy of that publication is enclosed for your in-
formation.
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8. Q. "Identify which regulations you are considering modi-
fying to more closely conform with the purpose of S. 2460?"

A. At this time we cannot identify specific regulations
that may need to be modified. We plan a cooperative effort
with the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribe in regard to a joint funding
proposal they have submitted. One purpose of this effort is
to identify any regulations that may inhibit or prevent in-
clusion of P.L. 93-638 contracts in joint funding projects.

9. Q. "On the basis of information available to the BIA,
have attempts to apply the Joint Simplification Act to an
Indian Tribe been shown to be practical or functional."

A. At this point there is insufficient evidence on which
to base a conclusion. We do believe that the Joint Funding
Simplification Act is potentially beneficial and it is for
this reason that we are in support of the Cheyenne-Arapaho
Tribe's effort.

10. Q. "Would you personnally recommend a Presidential veto
of the provision to append the Tribe by needs assessment to
the President's budget request?"

A. No, but I believe that our answer to question 12
below provides a reasonable alternative.

11. Q. "What is your view of the merit of basing the BIA
budget on an assessment of tribal needs?"

A. We are endeavoring to assure that the BIA's budget
is based on an assessment of tribal needs and tribal deter-
minations of priorities.

12. Q. "On the last page of testimony you stated that the
Administration objects as a matter of law to providing
specific material not generally applicable to all agency
budgets. What do you understand to be the underlying
reason for this objection if Congress makes the determination
that it needs to know more about a specific area of the
President's budget?"

A. The objection is to the information having to
accompany and be part of the President's budget. There is no
objection to the Department providing such information subse-
quent to submission of the President's budget.
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13. Q. "If you intend to continue to follow the practice of
refusing to contract because of insufficient funds, as page
6 indicates, do you have any objection to amending the same
appeal provisions for such refusal as for the three proper
declination criteria?"

A. Such a revision of the regulations is being considered.

Sincerely,

DepufYAssistan Secretary--Indian Affairs

25-601 0 - 78 - 10
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[Subsequent to the hearing the following letter was received from
the Office of Management and Budget:]

~ 6 ~ EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503

MAR 2 7 1978

Honorable James Abourezk
Chairman, Select Committee on

Indian Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your request of February 8,
1978, for the views of this Office on S. 2460, a bill
"To amend the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act."

We share the views expressed by the Departments of
the Interior and Health, Education, and Welfare during
their testimony on S. 2460. Also, in its report to
you dated March 22,.1978, the Department of the
Interior detailed its reasons for opposing the enact-
ment of S. 2460. We concur with the views expressed
by the two departments and, accordingly, recommend
against enactment of S. 2460.

Sincerely,

/ James M. Frey
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference
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Chairman ABOUREZK. The second group of witnesses is the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare: Emery Johnson, Director of
the Indian Health Service.

Mr. Johnson, welcome to the hearing.
Your prepared statement will be inserted.
[Mr. Johnson's prepared statement follows:]



STATEMENT

BY

EMERY JOHNSON, M.D.

DIRECTOR

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

BEFORE THE

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

UNITED STATES SENATE

MARCH 22, 1978
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Committee to

discuss this proposed amendment to the Indian Self-Determination

and Education Assistance Act, P.L. 93-638. As we understand S. 2460,

it would establish an additional option available to the Indian

tribes by which they could elect to receive a single consolidated

grant for all or any part of programs fundable by contracts under

Sections 102 and 103 of P.L. 93-638.

As we have consistently stated, the Indian Health Service fully

supports Indian manning and management of IHS program activities

when, where and to such extents as the law allows and the tribes

may wish. We, therefore, support in principal, proposals that

would give greater flexibility and additional options to the Indian

tribes in their determination of how best to plan, organize, operate

and evaluate their health services.

We support the concept in S.2460 that would give the tribes the

alternative of receiving a consolidated grant. It is our view,

however, that the Indian Health Service already has the authorization

for such a consolidated approach under P.L. 93-638 since a tribe

could, if it so chose, request a contract for all health services

currently provided to it by the Indian Health Service. In any event,

the recently-enacted Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of

1977, P.L. 95-224, as eventually implemented, may cause those

contracts to be replaced by grants or cooperative agreements. Our
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grant authority under Section 104(b) of P.L. 93-638 is also broad

enough to accomplish most of the goals of S.2460 except that its

use, unlike 638 contracting, is discretionary.

Another positive aspect of this proposal is the impetus it would

give to long range tribal planning. The comprehensive nature of

such planning could bring to tribal governance the same recognition

and need to deal with the ordering of scarce resources between

conflicting needs as the recent Congressional Budget and Impoundment

Control Act of 1974, P.L. 93-344, brought to the Congress itself.

I should like, at this time, to point out that the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare is already encouraging such planning

in the health field through our program of affording each tribe the

opportunity to develop tribal specific health plans. This program

is part of the implementation of the Indian Health Care Improvement

Act, P.L. 94-437. These tribal specific health plans will, to a

great extent, be the basis upon which the Secretary will, in 1980,

report to Congress his recommendation concerning any additional

authorizations needed to achieve the purposes of P.L. 94-437. We

are pleased to report that most tribes have taken this opportunity

and are developing tribal specific health plans. This purpose

aside, however, we are confident that these tribal specific health

plans will prove to be of great value in meeting the health needs

of the individual tribes and in enabling them to determine their

health priorities and what aspects they wish to takeover under P.L. 93-638.
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There are a number of problems with S.2460 as currently written.

The first of these deals with financial accountability. As I

understand the bill, the Secretary of the Interior would be authorized

to make grants of funds appropriated to the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare (DHEW). Though the responsibility for

justifying and answering to Congress for the use of these funds

would remain with DHEW we would appear to have no defined role in

either the planning or in the execution stage. In the Department's

view it would be preferable to assure that financial accountability

be in the same hands as the granting authority even if this meant

transferring an appropriation amount from DHEW to the Department of

the Interior sufficient to cover the grants made by the Secretary

of the Interior for purposes which are the responsibility of DHEW.

The second and more important problem I see with the current proposal

has to do with the responsibility of the Department, acting through

the Indian Health Service, to raise the health status of Indians

and Alaska Native by assuring that health services are available at

the necessary quantitative and qualitiative levels. The bill

provides that the Secretary of the Interior will make the grant and

need only consult with the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare. The Secretary of the Interior has sole responsibility for

approving the plan upon which any grant is based. Finally, as I

indicated above, DHEW has no role in the execution of the grant.

Yet, I think it is fair to say that it is within DHEW where is

found the largest available resource of experienced people, trained

and skilled in determining the efficacy of both proposed and operating

health programs.
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I am concerned that neither the plan nor the grant need reflect an

adequate review'by health professionals. Without a requirement for such

a review, I do not see how the Secretary of the Interior can properly

determine either that "... the service to be rendered to the Indian

beneficiaries of the particular program or function planned [in this

case health) will be adequate ... " or that "... the proposed project or

function in the plan can be properly completed or maintained by the
I

plan..."--both of which are requirements of the bill.

The same concern with how the government will assure fulfillment of its

responsibilities to the Indians and Alaska Natives exists with the

provisions covering operation of the programs covered by the consolidated

grant. It appears that the intent of section 304 is that the tribes

shall determine the priorities as long as the total spent is within

the grant amount. This would weaken the planning function since funds

could be transferred from one project to another without any concurrence

by the granting agency. Again, how does this allow either the Secretary

of the Interior to assure that the beneficiaries will receive adequate

services or that the project or function can be properly completed or

maintained or allow the Secretary of Health, Equcation, and Welfare to

carry out his responsibilities. It is possible that the intent of the

proposal was to allow shifting of funds between categories within an

overall program area (e.g., shifting funds from immunization to health

education within the overall health program) but this is not clear.
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There are a number of ambiguities in the proposal that need ciarification.

For example, section 303 states that all programs which DHEW is authorized

to perform for Indians may be included in the plan. I assume this

includes programs run by such Departmental organizations as the Administration

for Native Americans as well as individual projects benefitting Indians

funded under any of the various programs administered by the Department.

Section 301 seems to indicate that the consolidated grant could cover

only projects fundable under Sections 102 and 103 of P.L. 93-638. If

the intent is that the consolidated grant may include any and all Departmental

1rograms, there are administrative problems which will have to be addressed

by those responsible for the individual Department programs.

The problems, accompanying the early stages in the implementation and

administration of P.L. 93-638 have to a great extent been alleviated.

This process continues and, hopefully, will be aided as a result of the

Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977, which I mentioned

earlier. The basic purpose of this act is to differentiate between

Federal assistance relationships and Federal procurement activities.

Our experience has shown that the lack of a clear differentiation

between Federal procurement and P.L. 93-638 contracts with tribes have,

in fact, caused some problems of the kind spelled out in the "Finding

and Purpose" of P.L. 95-224.
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P.L. 93-638 has been law for only slightly more than three years and has

been funded for less than a year and a half. I do not think this is

sufficient time to conclude that the intent of Congress has been

frustrated because there has been no meaningful transfer of control of

basic Government services to the tribes. There have, of course, been

problems. But I believe that the Indian people are the ones to decide

to what extent they wish to use P.L. 93-638. The Indian Self-Determination

Act is new to the Indian community and generally they have chosen to

approach it cautiously. Many appear to consider it a termination

policy in the guise of self-determination. Their caution should not be

combined with our problems in implementing a new, far reaching,law to

declare that the law is ineffective or its purpose has been frustrated.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy

to answer any questions you or the members of the Committee may have.



STATEMENT OF EMERY 1OHNSON, M.D., DIRECTOR, INDIAN HEALTH
SERVICE, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Dr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We basically support m princi le the bill before you, any proposal

that would give greater flexibility and additional options to the
tribes.

I would like to point out that we in the Indian Health Service
already have the authority to give both bloc contracts and bloc
grants. Our section 104 of Public Law 93-638 is a little different from
the Bureau's. It provides that we can give bloc grants for operations.
So, we do not see that as adding any new authority to what we
already have.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Then you agree with the Bureau of Indian
Affairs and the Assistant Secretary that this amendment certainly
would not be harmful for legislative purposes?

Dr. JOHNSON. The amendment that provides for bloc grants in
and of itself is not harmful. I think there are certain aspects of it
that give us some concern. I would like to address my remarks to
those.

First, I would like to point out the concept in the bill for long-range
tribal planning is, again, something that we would endorse. I would
like to point out again that the Secretary of HEW has, in fact, imple-
mented an option for the tribes to do this kind of planning in terms
of his implementation plan for the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act. In the implementation plan that was sent to the Congress last
September the Secretary outlined the option for the tribes to engage
in the basic health planning process.

At this point, most tribes have picked up on that. So, we will have
tribal health plans a little more than a year from now, if everything
goes on schedule. Each tribe that has chosen to do so will in fact have
a comprehensive health plan. That will be available to the Secretary.
It is our understanding that the Department will plan to use that as
the basis of the Secretary's report to the Congress that is required
by 437. So, for the first time, the Congress will have available to it a
tribe-by-tribe health plan developed by the tribes.

I would point out that there is no requirement that tribes plan.
This is clearly their option to plan, but they have been given that
opportunity. For the most part, they have very gladly accepted it.

With those two things, we feel that this act is quite consistent
with what we have in mind.

We do have, however, a couple of problems with the law as now
written and an area in which we see some ambiguity in the law that
gives the Department some concern.

The first problem that we see with the law as written is that dealing
with fiscal accountability. As the law is written, it would give the
Secretary of Interior the authority to give the bloc grant with only
a requirement that there be consultation with the Secretary of HEW.

The Department finds that that is difficult to go along with in the
sense that the Secretary of HEW would be held accountable for the
appropriation. Yet, he would have no access to either the giving of
the grant or the monitoring of the grant.



The suggestion for the Department in the bill would be that, when
the Secretary of the Interior gave such a grant for health programs,
for example, or any activity that was covered under HEW's appro-
priation, that amount of funds would be transferred to the Secretary
of the Interior so that the accountability for those funds would rest
with the agent that is in charge of the grant.

The second basic problem that we see with the bill really follows,
in a sense, from that same concern. There is nothing in the bill that
seems to require that there be any health review or consideration of
the tribal plans

Chairman ABOUREZK. By the Indian Health Service.
Dr. JOHNSON. Or by the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare.
Chairman ABOUREZK. When it deals with health-
Dr. JOHNSON. That is correct.
The same thing would be true-going back to what I will mention

about what is actually encompassed by this act. The Department
would have the same problem if other departmental programs that
were enacted under other statutes were also included in this bloc grant.
There is no way for the Department to maintain its accountability

Chairman ABOUREZK. I just have to say that I sort of see your
point. But the reason for this particular procedure is to avoid having
the tribes go to two different agencies. It is slow enough to go to one
agency, but to have to go to two is crushing; it is almost impossible.

We would be happy to work with you on trying to give the amount
of accountability that is needed to HEW and BIA without slowing the
process down.

Dr. JOHNSON. There are mechanisms, Mr. Chairman, through
which that could be accomplished.

Chairman ABOUREZK. Would it be all right if we had the legislative
staff work with you then?

Dr. JOHNSON. We would be glad to, Mr. Chairman.
The final point that I would like to make is that the Department is

unsure as to what is actually covered under this law. Section 303
states that all programs which HEW is authorized to perform for
Indians may be included in the plan.

Our reading of that would be that any program funded by the
Department that provides services to Indians, regardless under what
statute, would be subject. This would include not only the admin-
istration on Native Americans but perhaps welfare programs, Head
Start, whatever it might be, where the recipients were Indian groups.

That gives the Department considerable concern in the administra-
tive process by which that might be carried out and the potential
jurisdictional problems with other statutes and other committees.

On the other hand, section 301 of this bill suggests that these
consolidated grants would only cover projects fundable by sections
102 and 103 of Public Law 93-638, which is the Indian Health Service
as far as the Department is concerned.

If the latter is correct, then the Department's problems are con-
sidered reduced. If it is the former, then the Department, again, has
a good bit of concern about the accountability and the jurisdictional
problems that that would provide.

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman.



Chairman ABOUREZK. Do I understand, Dr. Johnson, that you sup-
port the bill with those amendments that we have talked about, if
the amendments could be worked to your satisfaction? The IHS could
support the bill?

Dr. JOHNSON. Yes. We see nothing inconsistent in the bill with what
basically we already have the authority to do. It does add one more
flexibility to the tribe.

I think, Mr. Chairman, we ought to be very careful in looking at the
accountability. Under the Indian Health Care Improvement Act
there are very specific congressional mandates that are identified in
terms of scope of health service, quality, and so forth.

If it were the will of the Congress to provide funding, irrespective of
how the money was appropriated or for whatever purpose-and this is
another part of the bill that gives us some concern, the statement in
there that the grantee may change his plan without, apparently, any
contact with the granting agent-one could see the potential then that
money which would be appropriated for health could end up not pro-
viding health services at all but providing something entirely different.

I think, if one wants to do that and if that is the intent of the act,
then it seems to me that one might look at something even simpler,
and that is to simply go to a revenue sharing program in which there
really needs to be no Federal intervention whatever. That would carry
out that intent of the act.

On the other hand, if there is still an intent that certain other
statutes and Federal responsibility to be carried out-for example, a
responsibility for health of Indian people-then I think we have to
sort through this act and look at it a little bit differently.

Chairman ABOUREZK. I want to ask a question on a different subject
if I might.

You and I talked earlier about the private health contracting that
some of the tribes have done with hospitals and medical centers and so
on around the country. The last time [talked to you, I think the Indian
Health Service was behind some $1.5 million in payments to these
private hospitals. Some of them, incidentally, in South Dakota have
called me directly and complained about it. I think that is about half
of the national debt out in South Dakota.

Dr. JOHNSON. I wish it was. [Laughter.]
Chairman ABOUREZK. Have you been able to work out any way to

pay these hospitals what is owed to them?
Dr. JOHNSON. The Department testified about a week ago before

the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee that there were
certain potential administrative funds available that, given authoriza-
tion by the Congress, could be spent for that purpose.

That is a little bit beyond my understanding of where they are-the
so-called M accounts that the Department has.

Chairman ABOUREZK. It needs congressional authorization?
Dr. JOHNSON. Yes. It needs congressional authority in an ap-

propriation act which permits us to spend money. It is basically
prior year money. It must be released by the Congress before it
could be spent for that purpose.

[Material received from Indian Health Service follows:]
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARI'.
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 2W552

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

April 14, 1978

The Honorable James Abourezk
Chairman, Senate Select Committee

on Indian Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The information on S. 2460 requested in your letter of March 31, 1978
follows:

Question No. 1:

Please specify by what mechanisms the Tribe could obtain a single
grant for its BIA & IRS programs using only one application procedure,
one accounting procedure and one evaluation report without violating
the IRS accountability?

Answer No. 1:

To our knowledge, the only authority which could be used to enable
a tribe to obtain joint funding for both its Indian Health Service
and Bureau of Indian Affairs programs is the Joint Funding Simpli-
fication Act of 1974, P.L. 93-510. This act permits a wide range
of administrative arrangements aimed at enabling an applicant for
Federal assistance to better utilize and coordinate resources from a
number of programs. The Act permits such things as: uniform
provisions for financial administration, and timing of Federal pay-
ments; establishment of joint management funds for a project; single
agency administration and project supervision of a multi-agency
funded project; and the creation of joint or common application
review and processing.

The Indian tribes are covered by P.L. 93-510. The Indian Health
Service, however, has had very little experience with P.L. 93-510.
I understand that several tribes in Oklahoma are considering applying
for a joint funding grant to cover programs funded by the Indian
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Health Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In addition, the
Salt River Tribe has been utilizing joint funding procedures for
several years now--initially under OMB Circular All1 and now under
P.L. 93-510. The Indian Health Service has had little direct involve-
ment, but there is an alcoholism component to the joint funding
project and this component is one of the projects being transferred
from the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration to the
Indian Health Service. The Administration for Native Americans has
had considerable input into the project. It is my understanding that
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is the lead agency
in the Salt River Project which is under the overall purview of the
Indian committee of the Western Federal Regional Council. Though
limited, there does appear to be some experience to draw upon.

Question No. 2:

Since both BIA and IHS must change its 638 regulations due to
P.L. 95-224, do you intend to work with the BIA to achieve identical
procedures and substantially the same regulations?

a. If the answer to 2 is yes, what problems might you
encounter from HEW regulations?

b. If the answer to 2 is no, specify practical or legal
reasons why you should not have identical procedures
and substantially the same regulations?

Answer No. 2:

The Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977, P.L. 95-224,
authorizes the Director of the Office of Management and Budget to
issue interpretative guidelines for the implementation of this act.
There are no provisions in the act itself that would require the P.L.
93-638 regulations to be revised. Until the Office of Management and
Budget guidelines are issued, we cannot determine which, if any,
Departmental regulations might have to be revised or to what extent
they might have to be revised. Should any P.L. 93-638 regulations
require substantive revision, we will strive to have both the regulations
and the procedures match those of the Bureau of Indian Affairs to the
greatest extent possible.

Question No. 3:

In your testimony on page 5, you mention that the problems accom-
panying the early stages in the implementation and administration of
P.L. 93-638 have to a great extent been alleviated. Please identify
the problems you are referring to, and which have been alleviated?
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Answer No. 3:

The problems referred to in my opening statement involves those normal
to the beginning of a new program effort. These involved such things as

publishing the regulations, training staff, establishing grant and

contract capability, providing information to the Indian people on the

new law and defining the health delivery systems involved. In addition

to establishing the machinery with which to implement the Act, there

were many legal questions that had to be addressed by the HEW bffice of

General Counsel of HEW and this process too is proceeding smoothly.

question No. 4:

On page 2, you speak of "Tribal specific health plans." How do such

plans compare with the comprehensive Tribal plan and needs assessment

as set forth in S. 2460?

Answer No. 4:

Section 701 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, P.L. 94-437

requires the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare to report to

Congress concerning any additional authorizations for fiscal years 1981

through 1984. In order to obtain that data necessary for this report,

and as part of the implementation plan for P.L. 94-437, it was decided

to offer each tribe the opportunity to develop tribal specific health

plans (TSAD) It should be noted that this system includes urban specific

health plans since the report required by section 701 must cover all

programs authorized under P.L. 94-437.

The format for developing Tribal Specific Health Plans for FY1981 -

1984 includes the: (1) scope of the Plan, (2) descriptive data on the

service area, (3) demographic and health data, (4) total health needs

for the tribe, (5) health resources currently available, (6) unmet

needs, and (7) approach and plan for overcoming the unmet health needs.

The plans developed under S. 2460 may cover "any, some, or all "programs

covered by S. 2460. It would therefore, be possible for an S. 2460 plan

to be wider or narrower in scope than a TSHP. The S. 2460 plan could

cover up to 10 years while the TSHP would intially cover only 4 years.

The S. 2460 plan covers function performed by the tribe or for the tribe

under the consolidated grant. The TSHP deals with the total health needs

and all health resources available to meet these needs. The S. 2460

plan would be an intricate part of a grant request. TSHP is not a
request for specific funding, but rather part of a system to both

assess total health needs and to develop justification for budget

authorizations and appropriations to meet unmet needs.
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Question No. 5:

Please describe the mechanisms with which you are monitoring the de-
livery of a new training and technical assistance funds appropriated

under the authority of P.L. 93-638 to the Tribes.

Answer No. 5:

IHS monitors the delivery of training and technical assistance funds

provided under P.L. 93-638 through the (TRAIS) information system.
The system has been programmed to accept quarterly reports from the
Area and Program Offices, and produces a consolidated report for three
types of technical assistance, five types of suppliers from whom such

technical assistance is acquired, six specific IHS activities which

generate and provide the technical assistance, and the costs obligated

for each category during the current reporting period.

This system provides management personnel in the Headquarters an overview
of what is required and provided, as well as an awareness of funds being

expended and residual funding balances for future technical assistance

requirements. A copy of the mandatory quarterly report is enclosed
for your information. (Enclosure No. 1)

Question No. 6:

Are any P.L. 93-638 training and technical assistance monies now being

used directly or indirectly for IHS salaries, travel support, employee
conferences, or other overhead expenditures?

Answer No. 6:

Such funds are used to meet tribal requests for technical assistance and
training and to improve IHS administration of programs that are under
tribal management. These monies may provide additional IHS P.L. 93-638

capabilities for training and technical assistance operations by IHS

staff.

Ouestion No. 7:

What training and technical assistance monies under 'Category B' were

allocated to the Navajo Area Office in FY78? Were they to be used in

conjunction with the Navajo Tribe's health contracts? What specific

activities were these funds used for? Why did the Navajo Tribe's health

programs not receive any Category C funds for FY78? Which other health

contracts received no Category C funds in FY78? How much Category D and

E funds were allocated to the Navajo Area Office for FY78 Navajo Tribal

Health contracts? What specific activities were these funds used for?

25-601 0 - 78 - 11
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Answer No. 7:

A. What training and technical assistance monies under Category B
were allocated to the Navajo Area Office in FY78?

In FY78, $123,000 was allocated to the Navajo Area. As of the
end of the 3rd quarter, $118,352 was unobligated and $4,647.50
has been obligated for special activities.

B. Were they to be used in conjunction with the Navajo Tribe's
health contracts?

Yes, the specific use of these funds are listed in the next
question.

C. What specific activities were these funds used for?

They are used for the items discussed in Question #6 on the
Navajo Reservation these funds were used: (1) to develop IHS
staff capabilities to meet Navajo tribal requests for technical
assistance and training, (2) to improve IHS administration of
programs that are under Navajo tribal management, (3) to provide
technical assistance (including training) to the Navajo tribe
in their preparation for program management, and (4) to provide
additional P.L. 93-638 support for program operation by IHS
staff not otherwise available.

D. Why did the Navajo Tribe's health programs not receive any
Category C funds for FY78.

Category C, Indirect Administrative Cost, funds were only
distributed to Areas and Programs that had unmet needs for these
type of funds and to those Area and Programs who could not fund
their unmet indirect administrative cost needs out of existing
funds. The Navajo Area was able to fund all Indirect Administrative
Costs out of its existing funds which eliminated the need to
obligate Category C funds to the Navajo Area in FY78.

E. Which other health contracts received no Category C funds in FY78?

The list of such contracts is displayed in Enclosure No. 2.
(See Enclosure #2).

F. How much Category D and E funds were allocated to the Navajo
Area Office of FY78 Navajo tribal health contracts?

In FY78 $104,000 ($93,000 and $10,900 mandatories) of Category D

funds, Personnel Support, were allocated to the Navajo Area.
There were $117,000 of Category E, Non-reoccuring, funds allocated.
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G. What specific activities were these funds used for:

Category E funds are distributed as non-recurring amounts to
assist IHS in direct support of implementation of P.L. 93-638
program and projects.

We appreciate the clarification in your letter that other HEW
programs are not intended to be within the purview of S. 2460. We
assume that the language in the bill will be amended to reflect
this position.

Thank you for your continued interest in the health of Indian people.
Should you need additional information, we will be happy to oblige.

incerely yours,

ssitant Surgeon General
Director, Indian Health service

Enclosu~res
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ENCLOSURE 1

SUBJECT: P,L, 93-638 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITY REPORT (QUARTERLY) FY7

DUE DATE IN I.H.S. HEADQUARTERS: APR 6 1978

2ND - 3RD - 4TH QUARTER (CIRCLE ONE)

I, BUDGET ALLOCATION (IN DOLLARS FOR FY-78)

I. AMOUNT OBLIGATED

A. TYPE OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

1, PRE-CONTRACTUAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

2. CONTRACT SUPPORT

3. ALL OTHER TECHNICAL SUPPORT

B. TYPE OF.SUPPLIERS

1. INDIAN

2. NON-INDIAN

3. GOVERNMENT

.4 ' I'NTERNAL

;5. OTHER

C. ACTIVITY

1. MANAGEMENT OF HEALTH PROGRAMS

2. STAFFING

3. PLANNING

4. DEVELOPMENTAL ACTIVITIES

5. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

6. OTHERL . TOTAL OBLIGATED THIS QUARTER

E. BALANCE

.H.S. HQ. CONTACT: E, F. MOON 443-5204

s-i---

5-
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Enclosure #2

7E.. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Albuquerque

CONTRACTOR

Islets Pueblo

Santa Clara

Eight Northern Indian Pueblos

U/e Mountain Ute

Southern Ute Tribe

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

Sanat Clara Pueblo

Zuni Pueblo

Six Sandoval Indian Pueblos

Pueblo of Laguna

Zuni Pueblo

Zuni Pueblo

AMOUNT

$10,588.

$38.169

$90,034

. . $38.403

$36,519

$62,525

$55,803 ..... ..

$146,308 .... .

$237,973....

$167,016

$49,000

$37,017
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH*CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Bemidji

CONTRACTOR

Menominee

Stockbridge-Munsee

Mille Lacs

Fond du Lac

Mille Lacs

Leech Lake

Grand Portage

Upper Sioux

Lower Sioux

Prairie Island

Shakopee

White Earth

Minnesota Sioux Inter-Tribal

AMOUNT

... $1,209,000.

... $272,774

.. . .$208,315. . .

.$18,943

... $28,414

.. . .$151,654 .

.. .$9,455 .

.. .. . $9,487.

....... $9,461.

$9.439

$9.461

.$119,736

$9,461
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7E._ ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Portland

CONTRACTOR

Squaxin Island

Nooksack

Puget Sound Health Board

Puyallup

Lummi

Lummi

AMOUNT

..... $48,883

.$24,148 .....

.. .$52,759. . . .

. $52,207-

.$36,674

..... $29,253.
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Sacramento

CONTRACTOR AMOUNT

Tri-County Indian Health Project, Inc.

California Tribal Chairmans Association

Indian Health Council, Inc.

Modoc Indian Health Project ....

........ ..

.... ........
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Tucson

CONTRACTOR AMOUNT

All Papago Tribal Health Contracts
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7E. ATTACWMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA
Oklahoma -

CONTRACTOR

Cheyenne Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma

AMOUNT

... $25,000
.. .... . 0 ... . .

. . . . .
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS-THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Bemidji

CONTRACTOR

Red Cliff

Michigan Indian Health Board

AMOUNT

.... $28,376 ..

. $20, 167. . . .



7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Billings •

CONTRACTOR

Flathead Tribal Health Board

Rocky Boy Health Board

Flathead Tribal Health Board

R cky Boy Health Board

Rocky Boy Health Board

Northern Cheyenne Board of Health

Blackfeet Tribal Health Department

Blackfeet Tribal Council

AMOUNT

$73,292 ..... .

. $41,160 .......

$30.,000..

. $18 ., 0 .......

$50,o 00 .......

. $50,000.

$ 50,000 .... ..

..... $46,255...

AREA
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Alaska

CONTRACTOR

North Slope Borough

AMOUNT

$417,173.
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA USET

CONTRACTOR

County of St. Regis Mohawk

Seneca Nation of Indians

AMOUNT

- $760,000....

$87,775 - . -
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7E. ATTACHMENT

HEALTH CONTRACTS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE
CATEGORY C FUNDS

AREA Phoenix

CONTRACTOR

Ralph E. Scissions

Hopi Tribal Council

Hopi Tribal Council

Gila River Indian Cammu3nit

Quechan Tribe

San Carlos Apache Tribe

AMOUNT

.... $16,500.00

... $19,080.00

$ 9,600.00,

y $420,583.72

.. .$14, 145.00. . . .

.. .$73,246.22. . . .

I



Chairman ABOUREZK. I have no more questions.
Mr. GERARD. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could just make one

more additional point?
Chairman ABOUREZK. Yes.
Mr, GERARD. Dr. Johnson has expressed HEW's concern that

the bill as drafted would authorize the Department of Interior to
really assume the lead in the health area, which we all know statutorily
they are charged with administering.

Our exploration of the Joint Funding and Simplification Act
reveals that, even though Interior or BIA might be designated as
the lead agency, this would not relieve the other participating
agencies in the funding process of their ongoing monitoring and
evaluations responsibilities.

We would be more than willing to continue to work with your
staff, as we develop the Cheyenne and Arapahoe proposals.

But I think this distinction ought to go on the record.
Chairman ABOUREZK. Thank you very much.
We have no more witnesses 'scheduled this morning. We appreciate

the appearance of all witnesses.
The hearings are adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]


