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Advantage one is culture:

Roads on Native land are falling apart—federal investment is critical to Native economies and cultural survival

NCAI 2012 (National Congress of American Indians, “Indian Country Budget Request FY 13,” http://www.ncai.org/resources/ncai-publications/indian-country-budget-request/fy2013/FY2013_Budget_Transportation.pdf)
Surface transportation in Indian Country involves thousands of miles of roads, bridges, and highways, and connects and serves both tribal and non-tribal communities. Millions of Americans and eight billion vehicles travel reservation roads annually. Despite being the principal transportation system for all residents of and visitors to tribal communities, reservation roads are still the most underdeveloped road network in the nation.

Currently, there are over 140,000 miles of Indian reservation roads with multiple owners, including the Bureau of Indian Affairs, American Indian tribes, states, and counties. Construction of transportation systems that allow for safe travel and promote economic expansion will help strengthen tribal communities, while also making valuable contributions to much of the surrounding rural America.

Maintenance and enhancement of transportation infrastructure is critical to economic development, job creation, and improving living conditions for individuals and families throughout Indian Country. Deficient transportation infrastructure is a barrier which impedes economic development in Native communities. Tribal governments are working to improve public safety, education, health care, and housing, and generate jobs through economic development. These worthy objectives are more difficult to achieve when transportation infrastructure in Indian Country continues to lag behind the rest of the nation.

Tribal nations require sustained and adequate federal transportation appropriations to address the large backlog of deferred road and bridge construction and road maintenance needs. Investing in tribal transportation will create jobs and make Native economies stronger.
Key Recommendations

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Appropriations Bill

Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Programs

• Provide $500 million for the Indian Reservation Roads Programs.

• Provide $20 million for the Indian Reservation Roads Bridge Program.

The officials at the Departments of the Interior and Transportation have recognized that transportation systems within Indian Country are suffering from a nearly $40 billion construction backlog. An equally daunting backlog exists for deferred maintenance for tribal transportation facilities. Rising construction inflation rates continue to diminish the purchasing power of the limited federal funds currently provided to the IRR Program and other tribal transportation programs. Even solid tribal roads and bridges fall into disrepair and require costly reconstruction years before the end of their design life due to a lack of more cost-effective maintenance funding. Under any assessment, tribal transportation programs remain severely underfunded and the construction and maintenance funding backlog will only get worse without significant funding increases during the next highway reauthorization period.
Poor infrastructure is the key barrier to Native economic growth

NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
Currently, there are over 140,000 miles of Indian reservation roads with multiple owners, including the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian tribes, states and counties. Indian reservation roads are still the most underdeveloped road network in the nation however; it is the principal transportation system for all residents of and visitors to tribal and Alaska Native communities. Approximately eight billion vehicle miles traveled on Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program system annually. Many road conditions on Indian reservations are unsafe, inequitable and it is the primary barrier to economic development and improvement of living conditions. For example, more than 60 percent of the system is unimproved earth and gravel, and approximately 24 percent of IRR bridges are classified as deficient. American Indians have the highest rates of pedestrian injury and vehicle deaths per capita of any racial or ethnic group in the United States. These conditions make it very difficult for residents of tribal communities to travel to hospitals, stores, schools, and employment centers.
Strong economies are key to Native cultural survival—it’s the only way to safeguard rights and identity

CARTER 6-12-2012 Writer for the Journal Record (M. Scott, “Former chief: Economic development crucial to tribes' future, sovereignty in Oklahoma”, 2012, Journal Record, Proquest) 
Oklahoma's tribal nations should push economic development not just for jobs, but to secure and protect their tribal sovereignty, the former chief of the Cherokee Nation said Tuesday. Speaking at the state's annual Sovereignty Symposium at the Skirvin Hilton Hotel, former Chief Chad Smith said the true value of economic development was tribal sovereignty and self-determination. "Over the decades, we've seen treaties, 23 of them, which were supposed to protect our rights," Smith said. "Step by step, the federal government has taken those rights away." And because of this interference, Smith said, the culture of tribal nations is being jeopardized. Smith, who served three terms as principal chief of the Cherokees, urged tribal representatives to make economic development a priority. "Economic development gives tribes the ability to protect their sovereignty," he said. Once known as Indian Territory, Oklahoma is home to 39 federally recognized Indian tribes. Records show that three Oklahoma cities, Tulsa, Norman and Oklahoma City, are listed among the top five cities in the nation with the highest percentage of Native American or Alaska Native residents. Additionally, Native American businesses continue to have a major economic impact on the country, according to the U.S. Department of the Interior. The United States, the agency said, is home to more than 237,000 Native American businesses that generate almost $35 billion in revenue. And those same businesses employ more than 115,000 workers. "Economic development is one of the most important things a tribe can do, said Robert J. Miller, a professor of law at Lewis & Clark Law School. "If a tribal member can't find a job that pays a living wage, how are they going to support themselves?" Miller said. "How will we make it into the next 1,000 years?" For too long, he said, tribal leaders and even tribal members, themselves, have recoiled from the word capitalism. "Indian culture is not opposed to economic development," he said. "But there are native people who recoil from the word capitalism and we must change that." Miller said many people live under the false impression that tribal nations are like socialists and that holding private property is discouraged. "The only thing Indians had in common was land," he said. "And as long as you used your land, it was as if it were private property." And tribes, he said, understand business. "We know how to run businesses and how to support ourselves," he said. "We've been doing it for thousands of years." The Sovereignty Symposium continues through Wednesday.
Destruction of Native culture will spill over to elimination of others

CHURCHILL 1997 (Ward, Professor of Ethnic Studies at University of Colorado at Boulder,  A Little Matter of Genocide: Holocaust and Denial in the Americas, 1492 to the present, p. 346)
In days gone by, when a real miner’s canary began to show signs of distress, its owners could immediately abandon it to its fate, themselves scurrying to safety at the mouth of the mine. The cynically analogous use of indigenous nations in the context of nuclear proliferation is unworkable. As should by now be apparent, in this case there is quite simply nowhere safe to run. Rather than serving as an early warning of avoidable danger, then, the fate of radioactively colonized native peoples – whether concentrated in the Grants Uranium Belt or scattered across the upper reaches of Saskatchewan, around the Nevada Test Site or far out in the northern Pacific – should be seen merely as a prefiguration of what will happen – indeed, is happening – to everyone else. “The chickens,” as Malcolm X once put it with typically eloquent bluntness, have truly “come home to roost.”
American policy towards Indians is key to worldwide protection for indigenous peoples

MORRIS 1992 (Glenn, The State of Native America: Genocide, Colonization, and Resistance, ed. M. Annette Jaimes, p. 55-57)
Only in the past fifty years, or the past thirty for over a third of the states of the world, has self-determination been realized through the recognition that colonialism is abhorrent to the desired liberty of humankind. Through the acceptance of the UN. charter and other human-rights instruments, self-determination of peoples is a universally accepted aspiration. Unfortunately, thousands of the world's peoples have yet to realize that aspiration. Indigenous peoples from Burma to Brazil, from the Arctic to Australia, continue to be denied the right to control their affairs in any effective and meaningful manner. In many of these countries, such as Guatemala, Bolivia, Greenland, and Ecuador, indigenous peoples comprise a majority of the total state population; yet, they often remain disenfranchised and subordinated by the descendants of the original settler or colonizing classes. Despite recent and tentative advances in the recognition of the rights of indigenous peoples in such places as Nicaragua, Greenland, and Panama, and despite some progress in certain international forums, the overwhelming majority of indigenous peoples are forced to struggle for their very existence against the enormous pressure of encroaching states surrounding them. 
Through the application of international legal and political norms, many peoples under colonial domination have achieved some level of political self-determination. Many representatives of indigenous peoples and nations point to the example of the decolonization of southern Africa as an example to be emulated in the case of indigenous peoples elsewhere. Just as principles of self-determination have been applied to liberate the peoples of Zimbabwe or Namibia, where the idea of Black majority rule is accepted without question, so, too, should such principles apply to all indigenous peoples. This essay is devoted to the examination of why such principles have not been applied to indigenous peoples and how the operation of European and American legal doctrines has been used to maintain their colonial condition. One particular paradox in this examination will be the recognition that even by their own legal standards, the Euroamerican colonization of the Western hemisphere (and, by extension, other indigenous peoples' lands across the globe) was unjustified.

More important, the purpose here is to indicate that through the application of contemporary principles of international law, particularly in the area of decolonization and self-determination, indigenous peoples must ultimately be entitled to decide for themselves the dimensions of their political, economic, cultural, and social conditions. It must be emphasized that the construction of this position is not based in the supposition that because indigenous peoples constitute ethnic or cultural minorities in larger societies they must be protected due to that status. Rather, the position is that since Europeans first wandered into the Western hemisphere they have acknowledged the unique status of indigenous peoples qua indigenous peoples. That status is only now being reacknowledged through the application of evolving principles of positive and customary international law.
While such assertions may seem novel and untenable at present, it should be recalled that just forty years ago, tens of millions of people languished under the rule of colonial domination; today, they are politically independent. Central to their independence was the development and acceptance of the right to self-determination under international law. Despite such developments, many colonized peoples were forced by desperate conditions to engage in armed struggle to advance their legitimate aspirations. Similarly, for many indigenous peoples few viable options remain in their quest for control of their destinies. Consequently, a majority of the current armed conflicts in the world are not between established states, but between indigenous peoples and states that seek their subordination. Armed struggle for most indigenous peoples represents a desperate and untenable strategy for their survival. Nonetheless, it may remain an unavoidable option for many of them, because if their petitions seeking recognition of their rights in international forums are ignored, many indigenous peoples, quite literally, face extermination.

Although this chapter has implications for the status of all indigenous peoples, its concentration is primarily within the United States. This is because, in several ways, the status of indigenous nations within the U.S. is unique, and the policy of the United States toward indigenous nations has frequently been emulated by other states. The fact that a treaty relationship exists between the United States and indigenous nations, and the fact that indigenous nations within the U.S. retain defined and separate land bases and continue to exercise some degree of effective self-government, may contribute to the successful application of international standards in their cases. Also, given the size and relative power of the United States in international relations, and absent the unlikely independence of a majority-indigenous nation-state such as Guatemala or Greenland, the successful application of decolonization principles to indigenous nations within the U.S. could allow the extension of such applications to indigenous peoples in other parts of the planet.

Survival of Native culture solves human extinction—it’s key to every other impact
WEATHERFORD 1994 (Jack, Anthropologist, Savages and Civilization: Who Will Survive?, pp. 287-291)
Today we have no local and regional civilizations.  The world now stands united in a single, global civilization. Collapse in one part could trigger a chain reaction that may well sweep away cities across the globe.  Will the fate of Yaxchilán be the fate of all cities, of all civilization?  Are they doomed to rise, flourish, and then fall back into the earth from which they came? Whether we take an optimistic view or a pessimistic one, it seems clear that we stand now at the conclusion of a great age of human history.  This ten-thousand-year episode seems to be coming to an end, winding down.  For now, it appears that civilization has won out over all other ways of life.  Civilized people have defeated the tribal people of the world who have been killed or scattered.  But just at the moment when victory seems in the air for civilization, just at the moment when it has defeated all external foes and made itself master of the world, without any competing system to rival it, civilization seems to be in worse danger than ever before.  No longer in fear of enemies from outside, civilization seems more vulnerable than ever to enemies from within.  It has become a victim of its own success.  In its quest for dominance, civilization chewed up the forest, leeched the soil, stripped the plains, clogged the rivers, mined the mountains, polluted the oceans, and fouled the air.  In the process of progress, civilization destroyed one species of plant and animal after another.  Propelled by the gospel of agriculture, civilization moved forcefully across the globe, but it soon began to die of exhaustion, leaving millions of humans to starve.  Some of the oldest places in the agricultural world became some of the first to collapse.  Just as it seems to have completed its victory over tribal people, the nation-state has begun to dissolve.  Breaking apart into ethnic chunks and cultural enclaves, the number of states has multiplied in the twentieth century to the point that the concept of a nation-state itself starts to deteriorate.  The nation-state absorbed the remaining tribal people but has proven incapable of incorporating them fully into the national society as equal members.  The state swallowed them up but could not digest them.  The state could destroy the old languages and cultures, and it easily divided and even relocated whole nations.  But the state proved far less effective at incorporating the detribalized people into the new national culture.  Even though the state expanded across the frontier, it could not make the frontier disappear.  The frontier moved into the urban areas with the detribalized masses of defeated nations, emancipated slaves, and exploited laborers.  After ten thousand years of struggle, humans may have been left with a Pyrrhic victory whose cost may be much greater than its benefits.  Now that the victory has been won, we stoop under the burdensome costs and damages to a world that we may not be able to heal or repair.  Unable to cope with the rapidly changing natural, social, and cultural environment that civilization made, we see the collapse of the social institutions of the city and the state that brought us this far.  The cities and institutions of civilization have now become social dinosaurs.  Even though we may look back with pride over the last ten thousand years of evolution and cite the massive number of humans and the ability of human society and the city to feed and care for all of them, one major fluctuation in the world might easily end all of that.  The civilization we have built stretches like a delicate and fragile membrane on this Earth.  It will not require anything as dramatic as a collision with a giant asteroid to destroy civilization.  Civilization seems perfectly capable of creating its own Armageddon.  During the twentieth century, civilization experience a number of major scares, a series of warning shots.  Civilization proved capable of waging world war on itself.  Toward that end, we developed nuclear energy and came close to provoking a nuclear holocaust, and we may well do so yet.  When we survived World War I, then World War II, and finally the nuclear threat of the Cold War, we felt safe.  When catastrophe did not follow the warning, we felt relief, as though the danger had passed, but danger still approaches us. Civilization experienced several “super plagues” ranging from the devastating world influenza epidemic early in the century to AIDS at the close of the century.  These may be only weak harbingers of the epidemics and plagues to come.  Even as life expectancy in most countries has continued to climb throughout the twentieth century, diseases from cancer to syphilis have grown stronger and more deadly.  If war or new plagues do not bring down civilization, it might easily collapse as a result of environmental degradation and the disruption of productive agricultural lands.  If the great collapse comes, it might well come from something that we do not yet suspect.  Perhaps war, disease, famine, and environmental degradation will be only parts of the process and not the causes.  Today all of us are unquestionably part of a global society, but that common membership does not produce cultural uniformity around the globe.  The challenge now facing us is to live in harmony without living in uniformity, to be united by some forces such as worldwide commerce, pop culture, and communications, but to remain peacefully different in other areas such as religion and ethnicity.  We need to share some values such as a commitment to fundamental human rights and basic rules of interaction, but we can be wildly different in other areas such as life-styles, spirituality, musical tastes, and community life.  We need to find a way for all of us to walk in two worlds at once, to be part of the world culture, without sacrificing the cultural heritage of our own families and traditions.  At the same time we need to find ways to allow other people to walk in two worlds, or perhaps even to walk in four or five worlds at once. We cannot go backwards in history and change one hour or one moment, but we do have the power to change the present and thus alter the future.  The first step in that process should come by respecting the mutual right of all people to survive with dignity and to control their own destinies without surrendering their cultures.  The aborigines of Australia, the Tibetans of China, the Lacandon of Mexico, the Tuareg of Mali, the Aleuts of Alaska, the Ainu of Japan, the Maori of New Zealand, the Aymara of Bolivia, and the millions of other ethnic groups around the world deserve the same human rights and cultural dignity as suburbanites in Los Angeles, bureaucrats in London, bankers in Paris, reporters in Atlanta, marketing executives in Vancouver, artists in Berlin, surfers in Sydney, or industrialists in Tokyo.  In recent centuries, Western civilization has played the leading role on the stage of human history.  We should not mistake this one act for the whole drama of human history, nor should we assume that the present act is the final one just because it is before us at the moment.  Much came before us, and much remains yet to be enacted.  We must recognize the value of all people not merely out of nostalgic sentiment for the oppressed or merely to keep them like exhibits in a nature park.  We must recognize their rights and value because we may need the combined knowledge of all cultures if we are to overcome the problems that now threaten to overwhelm us.  At first glance, the Aleuts who hunt seals on isolated islands in the Bering Sea may seem like unimportant actors on the world stage of today, but their ancestors once played a vital role in human survival of the Ice Age.  The Quechua woman sitting in the dusty market of Cochamba may seem backward and insignificant, but her ancestors led the way into an agricultural revolution from which we still benefit.  Because we do not know the problems that lie ahead of us, we do not know which set of human skills or which cultural perspective we will need.  The coming age of human history threatens to be one of cultural conflicts between and within countries, conflicts that rip cities apart.  If we continue down the same path that we now tread, the problems visible today in Tibet or Mexico may seem trifling compared with the conflicts yet to come.  If we cannot change our course, then our civilization too may become as dead as the stones of Yaxchilán, and one day the descendants of some alien civilization will stare at our ruined cities and wonder why we disappeared.
Advantage two is bison:

Now is the key time to influence the bison market—changing policies now can alter the debate over bison restoration

LULKA 2008 (David Lulka, Dept of Geography, San Diego State University, Journal of Cultural Geography, February)
Since bison ranching is a relatively new field of endeavor, questions remain concerning which perspectives and practices will become magnified within the industry when it is compelled to respond to a series of economic, cultural and material factors. However, of particular importance here is the effect these decisions have on the physical and behavioral attributes of bison, since these attributes stand at the heart of bison restoration. That is, in what ways might the industry's practices, which are in part responsible for the quantitative resurgence of the species, impinge upon the qualitative distinctiveness of the animal (e.g. its behavior and physical attributes)? Below, I attempt to show that there are many different factors at work that 'mainstream' the bison industry, each of which may potentially transform the essence of the industry, the animal, and therefore the credibility of bison restoration.
Unfortunately, corporate bison interests are altering the nature and perception of bison—this will destroy their cultural and environmental uniqueness and undermine support for wild bison restoration
LULKA 2008 (David Lulka, Dept of Geography, San Diego State University, Journal of Cultural Geography, February)
Thus, while certain prohibitions persist within the bison industry, such as those against the use of hormones, in many instances (including the ones listed above) the economic emphasis has gained an upper hand within the bison industry by virtue of the industry's ability to harness some cultural and material resources (e.g. wildness and palatability) and obscure others (e.g. feedlot production). Accordingly, it is inaccurate to simply say that economic concerns have overridden other priorities, for in reality grades, standards and other diffuse conceptions about food and nature often operate in tandem with financial considerations. Clearly, in some cases, economically-motivated decisions are a direct offshoot of narrow philosophical priorities, but in other cases these developments more accurately reflect pragmatic responses to various contingencies. Nonetheless, in either instance, the movement toward a growth-oriented industry is likely to intensify the distinctions between economic and cultural practices.  As these various disputes suggest, naturalistic representations of the bison industry are entirely inadequate, for they embellish the cultural mythology of the animal without addressing the economic and material concerns that influence the spatial, structural and ethical attributes of the industry. Non-economic factors clearly impact bison ranching activities, but they are channeled in very precise ways to satisfy economic considerations. Those within the industry are much more aware of these schisms than the general public, and at least a few producers are wary of the changes these divergent forces may bring. For instance, as one producer noted:  My concern is that too many bison producers seem to think they  have to control their animals to achieve maximum economic  production. In the process they usually break up their herd's  social structure of order — the very thing that enables  bison to be self supportive by taking perfectively [sic] good  care of themselves as they do in the wild. … The  unique survivability and long-term economic advantage of bison  and success of their caretakers will have been lost.  Or, as another producer commented: "We somewhat fear that, in the urge to produce more tender meat from larger & [sic] larger animals, producers may change the nature of bison." Thus, although the iconographic and material qualities of the species prompted many ranchers to acquire bison in the first place, this does not ensure these characteristics will hold into the future.  Disenchantment within the bison industry is already evident. Yet whether this response will amount to a reaffirmation of alternative techniques or simply isolation remains to be seen. Without a doubt, resistance to economic pressures and conventional modes of production are quite strong in some quarters. As one producer, who owns more than 500 bison, stated: "We're very small, but we do it right, and I won't … I'll get rid of, I'll kill them all before I cheat." Nonetheless, current trends in the industry point in other directions. Over time, these divisions may significantly alter the identity of the industry, as growth-driven operations accumulate greater weight in comparison to self-imposed forms of environmentally-embedded production. Outliers will certainly persist (as they do in other conventional industries, including, for example, grass-fed production in the cattle industry), but these may eventually become detached from the identity and activities of the industry, rendering them non-influential.  By themselves, the internal dynamics of the industry suggest serious doubts about the prospect of bison restoration, yet this situation becomes more complex when it potentially affects the status of bison in other domains. The survey respondents who commented on the concept of the Buffalo Commons generally expressed negative opinions. One referred to the idea as 'Commonism.' In the real space of public herds, the herd manager at Custer State Park acknowledged that he listens to the preferences of bison ranchers and manages his herd accordingly in a manner that increases the demand from private ranchers at auction time. This includes the use of certain vaccinations. In both of these cases, the priority of private concerns wins out over the potential benefits of a relatively unadulterated bison population on public lands.  However, the acrimony between public and private concerns is most clearly seen in the industry's attitude toward the bison of YNP. The bison of YNP have become embroiled in a debate about their potential to transmit brucellosis to livestock in the region. Traditional livestock industries, such as the cattle industry, have supported stringent management of the bison herd. The critical point to mention here is that the leadership of the NBA has also repeatedly called for, and supported, the formulation and continuation of strict bison management policies in and around YNP. These views have been presented at annual conferences of the association and in the association's publications. For example, in response to a proposal that called for the redistribution of test-negative Yellowstone bison[ 5] to tribal communities, the president of the NBA at the time candidly stated that:  To knowingly allow contact between these infected bison and  privately owned livestock is totally irresponsible under any  circumstances. Any real or even perceived transmission of  brucellosis from YNP bison to livestock or humans would initiate  a cascade of events which in the end would result in irrefutable  damage to the commercial bison and livestock industries.  (Flocchini and Collins 1995, p. 17)  The perception of risk, as much as any real risk, is at issue. The association is concerned that the taint of brucellosis will be transferred to private herds in the mind of the public.  A few years later, another representative of the NBA summarized his statements at a Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee meeting by saying, "my comments were addressed to the fact that there are no longer any private bison herds infected with brucellosis, and we feel that as long as Yellowstone has infected animals, there is a chance our herds are at risk" (Hensel 1999, p. 27). As such, the association has come down on the side of livestock interests in the region who advocate strict management of the Yellowstone herd. This is particularly important since YNP holds a privileged place in Americans conception of nature and wilderness on the North American continent. Indeed, for many people who are not aware of the large number of bison on private lands, bison are synonymous with YNP. That the integrity of the YNP bison herd (and the ideals it symbolizes) is important to the public is suggested by the fact that the comment period for the draft environmental impact statement that outlined the proposed bison management policy "generated 67,520 documents from the public, which contained 212,249 individual comments" (NPS 2000b, p. i; see also Lavigne 2002). Many of these comments reiterated the interests and concerns noted at the beginning of this article. Nonetheless, in recent years, as the YNP herd has rebounded once again from substantial reductions brought about by these policies, the NBA has expressed similar opinions at conferences in preparation for further debate and conflict.  By supporting this position, the NBA seeks to draw a distinction between a culturally significant public herd and private herds. In the process, the potential ecological and cultural significance of the 'wild' population is not commonly addressed in such statements, and the needs of private interests supercede those held by many members of the public. This places the NBA in an odd situation, because members of the public have apparently contacted the association in order to gain support to stop YNP's strict management practices. Many members of the public assume the NBA supports the rights of bison in YNP by virtue of their affiliation with the animal. Yet this has proven to be incorrect, as the NBA clearly recognizes and reaffirms the distinction between public and private. More explicitly in regard to bison conservation and restoration, the current executive director of the NBA delineated the role that the industry would play in this process in stating that:  I think that we are going to play a big role in building the breed  but these would still be very exotic rare animals if it wasn't  for the fact that people are eating them. And the more people  eat them, the more bison we're going to have out there. But you  also, in raising animals for meat, you start looking at genetic  traits for certain things. You know, you want to have a broader  backside here with more meat on it, okay. And so you're going  to start breeding a different animal, so therefore the fact that  we still have these herds in Yellowstone and Custer State Park  and everything like that, where they're just letting them run  wild and breed, you know, as nature would have, maintains really  the heritage of the animal. So I see both of those as being  important.  The language used clearly draws a distinction between private 'breeds' and the material characteristics of public herds. Although the industry is seen to have a role in the quantitative growth of the species, any obligations to the historic characteristics of the species, the physical environment or prevailing cultural conceptions are minimized.  This is a cleavage of note, even if the people who commodify bison do not seek to inflict harm or damage upon the species. Some analysts have advocated the commodification of wildlife (Freese 1988) as a means of conserving species, but it is unclear as to whether it can work. Many species are commodified through hunting, which makes them distinct from the present case. The effort to commodify kangaroo meat falls within this category (Thorne 1998). Joanen et al. (1997) suggest that the commodification of alligators in Louisiana has produced positive results, however this case is different from the situation of bison since wild alligators are ubiquitous throughout the landscape and farmed alligators are raised primarily for their skins. The latter fact mitigates against the perceived need to transform farmed animals, while the former provides a buffer against the excesses of production.  The case of salmon bears the closest similarity to events surrounding bison. Researchers have noted the difference between wild salmon and farmed salmon, whereby the substance and nutritional characteristics of the latter is altered detrimentally (Ryan 2003; Hites et al. 2004). Ironically, both bison and salmon are totemic animals that have cultural value for indigenous Americans and those more recently arrived on the continent. Importantly, the economic approach noted above takes a narrow view that does not acknowledge the role of sociality in animals, and the influence it may have on the perpetuation of true biodiversity (Mitman 2005). Altogether, these changes suggest that the agricultural context, however it is structured above land or below water, is insufficient for restoration efforts even in the best of circumstances. More problematically, while research on salmon may inspire greater efforts to conserve wild salmon, it is unclear if the effects of bison production stop at the ranch's edge given the industry's stand on YNP.
[NOTE: NBA = National Bison Association; YNP = Yellowstone National Park—Calum]
Infrastructure improvements are critical to expand the Native bison economy by allowing producers to meet broader Indian demand
LULKA 2006 (David, San Diego State University, Great Plains Research, Spring, http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1804&context=greatplainsresearch)
In many respects, what tribes are trying to do is establish a "native food and agriculture system" (Dewees 2003). Theoretically, such systems not only include the consumption of traditional foods but also employ the use of traditional production methods (or some approximation thereof). Thus, a community's ability to forge appropriate connections between sites of production and sites of consumption may have a decisive impact upon a group's ability to institute such native food systems. In this regard, the method of distribution utilized by tribes may be critical, as some distribution channels may be more capable of fulfilling these objectives. It is in this manner that the impact of the FDPIR may be assessed. Tribes have developed several distinct distribution channels to disseminate bison meat within their community. Many of these are deeply embedded within the life of the society. In most of these channels, tribes utilize meat from bison raised on their own lands. Bison meat may be distributed during ceremonial events, such as powwows or Sun Dances. Bison may also be consumed during memorials for deceased family members. In some cases, bison meat may be distributed through eldercare facilities and school programs. In each of these examples, the circuit along which bison meat travels is interwoven with the structure of the community. Indeed, the use of bison meat may reaffirm and refortify these social bonds. In addition to these systems, some tribes distribute meat through newly created diabetes programs. These patterns of consumption illustrate the irreducibly social nature of food and diet. And while these tangible networks emphasize the world of consumption, they are frequently matched by a distinct set of tribal production practices because they are still connected with (and indeed emanate from) herds in the field. Although these food networks are mostly local in scale, on occasion they may be extended to encompass a number of distinct tribal communities. Bison, as one part of a diet, may play a limited but important part in these systems. For example, one tribal manager stated: Actually, in order to get that bull from Lower Brule, what we did was we traded them a thousand wildlife fingerlings for that bull. And they in turn took the wildlife fingerlings from us, traded them to Rosebud Sioux tribe for turkeys. So we took the fish down, dropped them off at Rosebud. Rosebud took the turkeys, dropped them off at Lower Brule, and then on the way back from Rosebud, we went over to Lower Brule, picked up that bull buffalo. Networks of this type tap into the emergent wildlife that has surrounded local communities for generations and become an integral part of their way of being. The word "native" takes on a more fundamental meaning when applied to this biologically diverse community of species. The downside of such food networks is that they can only service local, or at best regional, communities. The infrastructure necessary for a broader reach is not in place. In contrast, the organizational structure of the FDPIR enables foods to be distributed over large expanses and among many desiring communities. Recent data from the USDA indicate the widespread interest in bison products among tribal communities (USDA 200312004). The FDPIR presently distributes bison meat in three forms: frozen bison, ground buffalo, and bison stew. Upon the request of tribes, "buffalo" is distinguished from "bison" in order to designate products that were acquired from tribal sources. The bison products are procured from animals raised for commercial production in feedlots.

Tribes will raise bison in a traditional fashion, but a sustainable market is key

SUNDAY GAZETTE-MAIL  2002 [Judith Graham, “Buffalo farming is a labor of love for tribes”, 11/10/02, http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1P2-14735254.html]
Fifty-two Indian tribes in 18 states are raising more than 12,000 buffalo today, trying to build herds into viable economic enterprises on the reservation and renewing bonds with traditions in which this shaggy creature has a prominent, sacred role. Vine Deloria Jr., a renowned Native American historian, draws a connection with moves by Indians in the Pacific Northwest to preserve the salmon or hunt whales. "What you're seeing are growing attempts of all kinds by Native Americans to return to a more traditional relationship with nature, a restoration, really, of their cultures," he said. "The elders have wanted to do this for a long time. Finally, tribes are in a position where they can devote resources to this effort." Tribes, however, face many hurdles, including weak markets for buffalo meat and other products, opposition from cattle ranchers who don't want competition, and a lack of public understanding about why these large animals are so important to Indian traditions.
Increasing bison herds is key to Great Plains ecosystems
BUFFALO FIELD CAMPAIGN 2008 (“The ecological importance of bison in mixed-grass prairie ecosystems,” June 10, www.buffalofieldcampaign.org/legal/tribalbriefing/Bisonecosystemfactsheet.doc)
The northern Great Plains ecosystem of North America was once inhabited by free ranging herds of bison ranging in the millions.  In the 1800s, human settlement in the area led to large scale slaughter of bison and conversion of much of the grass prairie to agriculture. Only relatively recently have restoration and conservation efforts led to protected tracts of mixed-grass prairie and bison herds.  Since reestablishing this relationship, scientists have documented the many beneficial roles that bison play as a keystone species in their ecosystems.  Through their unique grazing behavior, bison contribute to changes in plant and animal species composition, alterations of the physical and chemical environment, increased spatial and temporal heterogeneity in vegetation structure, soil resource availability and a variety of ecosystem processes (Knapp et al. 1999).   Grazing  One of bison’s greatest impacts on mixed-grass prairie ecosystems is grazing.  Bison tend to graze in patches, revisiting areas throughout the season and therefore leaving a mosaic of grazed and ungrazed areas. Because bison selectively graze on dominant grasses while avoiding most forbs and woody species, the resulting patchy distribution of vegetation favors increased plant species diversity by allowing forbs to flourish (Collins et al. 1998).  The dynamic spatial and temporal nature of bison grazing allows the productivity of grasses to recover while the presence of diverse forbs enhances gas exchange, aboveground biomass, density and plant cover (Fahnestock and Knapp 1993, Hartnett et al. 1996, Damhoureyeh and Hartnett 1997).  Photosynthesis rates are also increased by bison grazing patterns due to increased light availability and reduced water stress (Wallace 1990, Fahnestock and Knapp 1993).     Finally, bison grazing increases animal diversity on the landscape.  Bison grazed areas increase the foraging efficiency of prairie dogs which in turn are the main food source of ferrets (Krueger 1986). Prairie dogs also provide food for foxes, hawks and eagles and their colonies are home to other small mammals and reptiles.    Nutrient cycling  Bison also affect the nutrient cycling in prairie ecosystems.  Nitrogen is an essential element for plant productivity that is found in both plant material and soils.  By consuming plant biomass, bison then return labile nitrogen to the soils in the form of urine which is more effective than the slower mineralization of nitrogen from plant litter breakdown (Ruess and McNaughton 1988).  At the same time, grazing increases the amount and quality of plant litter that is returned to the soil as well as the plant uptake of nutrients (Ruess 1984).     Fire, which is a natural compnent of prairie ecosystems, has also been a standard land management practice for years.  Fire causes the loss of nitrogen by burning plant material.  However, bison grazing limits the loss of nitrogen by reducing the aboveground plant detritus and increasing the patchiness of the fire (Hobbs et al. 1991). These changes in nutrient cycling and nitrogen availability in prairie ecosystems lead to increased plant productivity and species composition (Seastedt et al. 1991, Blair 1997, Turner et al. 1997, Gibson et al. 1993, Wedin and Tilman 1993).       Wallows  Wallows are a unique ecological feature of prairie ecosystems created by bison.  By rolling repeatedly in exposed soil, bison increase soil compaction in certain areas which aids in water retention. In the spring, these wallows produce temporary pools that can support ephemeral wetland species (Uno 1989).  In the summer, the wallows support a different vegetation structure and composition that is more drought and fire resistant (Collins and Barber 1985). The combined effect of bison wallows is an increase in spatial environmental heterogeneity and local and regional biodiversity (Hartnett et al. 1997).   Food source for wildlife  Bison are an important food source for predators and scavengers including birds, small mammals, gray wolves and grizzly bears.  While wolves show a preference for elk, they also feed on bison particularly in the winter when bison are compromised or when elk are less abundant (Smith et al. 2000).  In a study of ungulate use by grizzly bears in Yellowstone, researchers found that grizzlies were more likely to feed off of a bison carcass than an elk and they rarely used deer (Green et al. 1997). Furthermore, a decrease in grizzly bear mortality and an increase in their reproductive success in the mid 1980s were attributed to a shift in the bears’ diet including the greater consumption of ungulate meat including bison (Gunther and Haroldson 1997).     Carcasses  Decomposition of bison carcasses benefits the prairie grasslands.  At an experimental site at the Konza Prairie in Kansas, scientists have studied the effects of naturally decomposing bison carcasses on the surrounding ecosystem.  Initially, large amounts of nitrogen rich fluids are released that are toxic to the plants under the carcass.  Within three years, however, the original carcass site is two to three times as nutrient rich as nearby sites and is dominated by early successional species (Knapp et al. 1999, Towne 2000).  The remains of scavenged carcasses would have similar effects. Bison carcasses therefore create a unique local disturbance event that ultimately results in increased productivity.   Conclusions  Bison have a unique ecology that has profound effects on mixed-prairie ecosystems.  Their grazing style provides spatial and temporal heterogeneity which benefits plant and animal species diversity.  Bison also increase overall plant productivity by enhancing nutrient cycling and nitrogen availability.  Their distinctive behavioral trait of wallowing further creates spatial patchiness of resource availability and boosts plant species composition. Finally, predators and scavengers benefit from consuming bison while the remains confer rich nutrients to prairie soils and plant communities.
Bison reintroduction is key to restore prairie ecosystems

KNAPP ET AL 1999 (Alan K. Knapp, John M. Blair, John M. Briggs, Scott L. Collins, David C. Hartnett, and Loretta C. Johnson are professors, and E. Gene Towne is a research associate, in the Division of Biology, Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas 66506. Collins is also an adjunct professor with the Department of Zoology, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, and a program director in the Division of Environmental Biology, National Science Foundation, BioScience, January)
Despite less than a decade of research at Konza Prairie on bison– tallgrass prairie interactions, the keystone role that bison must have historically played in this grassland is clear. Moreover, much as fire is now recognized as an essential component of tallgrass prairie management (because without fire this grassland disappears), the need for reintroducing the forces of large ungulate herbivory to this grassland is evident. Indeed, it is the interaction of ungulate grazing activities and fire, operating in a shifting mosaic across the landscape, that is key to conserving and restoring the biotic integrity of the remaining tracts of tallgrass prairie. Before bison were reintroduced to Konza Prairie, Knapp and Seastedt (1986) speculated that bison grazing and fire could act in similar ways by reducing the accumulation of detritus in this system. It is primarily the blanketing effect of the accumulation of dead plant material above ground that limits productivity in undisturbed tallgrass prairie. Like fire, bison grazing reduces aboveground standing dead biomass. But it is now clear that the unique spatial and temporal complexities of bison grazing activities (Figure 5) are critical to the successful maintenance of biotic diversity in this grassland. This grazing-induced heterogeneity contrasts sharply with the spatial homogeneity induced by fire in an ungrazed landscape (Figure 6).
Bison grazing is key to reduce damaging plains fires

TRUETT ET AL  2001 (Joe C., senior biologist with the Turner Endangered Species Fund, author of Land of Bears and Honey: A Natural History of East Texas and Circling Back: Chronicle of a Texas River Valley, and coeditor of The Natural History of an Arctic Oil Field: Development and the Biota, Michael Phillips, Executive Director of the Turner Endangered Species Fund, B.Sc. in Ecology, Ethology, and Evolution from the University of Illinois, and M.Sc. in Wildlife Ecology from the University of Alaska, Kyran Kunkel, affiliate senior conservation scientist for the Turner Endangered Species Fund and Ph.D. in wildlife biology from the University of Montana, and Russell Miller, Turner Enterprises, Great Plains Research, “Managing Bison to Restore Biodiversity”, 11 pg. 128, http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/greatplainsresearch/541)
Fire interacts with physical features and grazing to intensify the patchwork effect on the vegetation. Prior to settlement, fire in tallgrass prairie occurred as often as once everyone to five years (Collins and Gibson 1990). Fire frequency generally declined with distance westward, as tall grasses were replaced by mid- and shortgrasses (Sieg 1997). Fire reduces the height of vegetation and attracts foraging bison for at least the first few years postburn (Shaw and Carter 1990; Vinton et al. 1993; Hartnett et al. 1996; Knapp et al. 1999). Grazing in turn reduces natural fire frequency (Hobbs 1996), causing ungrazed sites to burn selectively thereafter. Burning tends to favor grass dominance over that of woody species, which in fire-prone prairies may be restricted to riparian zones, draws, north-facing slopes, and other topographic refuges where fires seldom burn (Sieg 1997). Burning in the absence of grazing tends to reduce vegetative diversity. Burning tallgrass prairie selects for the dominant warm-season grasses and against cool-season grasses, forbs, and woody species (Vinton et al. 1993; Hartnett et al. 1996). This reduces the structural diversity of the vegetation as well as the species richness (Gibson and Hulbert 1987). The encroachment of woody species into grasslands since European settlers instituted fire suppression suggests the dramatic effects that fire previously had induced in Great Plains grasslands (Wright and Bailey 1980).
Prairies are key to overall biodiversity

WWF 2005 (World Wildlife Fund, “Agriculture and Environment: Wheat,” Nov 13, http://www.panda.org/about_wwf/what_we_do/policy/agriculture_environment/commodities/wheat/environmental_impacts/habitat_conversion/index.cfm)
While globally grasslands and savannas are not as biodiverse as many other terrestrial ecoregions, they are nonetheless unique. Furthermore, they provide essential ecosystem services (e.g., overall water retention and runoff and carbon sequestration) that biodiversity in other regions depend upon.
The US is key to global biodiversity
WILSON 2000 (E.O., Harvard University Museum of Comparative Biology and possibly the greatest living biologist, Precious Heritage, ix-x)

America First. This timeworn phrase, put in the context of the natural environment, may now be given a new and beneficent meaning. In Pre­ cious Heritage some of the leading experts on the subject present the most comprehensive and accessible account of the state of the American biota to date. They invite us to turn inward, not by abandoning global conser­ vation but by conserving our own fauna and flora in a manner that will set a shining example for the rest of the world.
Surely the United States is the ideal country to provide such leader­ ship. Vast in geographical extent, it harbors the largest number of known species of any temperate country. It contains the widest spread of biome types, ranging from rain forest to Arctic tundra and from coral reefs to great lakes, of any country in the world. Few people, including even many scientists who specialize on biodiversity, have grasped the full magnitude of the American biota as summarized by the Precious Heritage authors. The 200,000 or so U.S. species described scientifically to date are more than 10% of all those known on Earth. Among the countries of the world, the United States leads in diversity of salamanders, crayfishes, freshwa­ ter turtles, and freshwater mollusks. It has the most species of mammals and among the richest flora of any temperate country.
Moreover, this remarkable biota is only partly explored. Hundreds of new species are still being discovered each year, especially among the more obscure invertebrates of small size. When insects, the most speciose of all groups, are thrown in, the full number of species, both those already known to science and others still unknown, might easily be doubled.

Ecosystems are not resilient—collapse is possible

ENVIRONMENTAL NEWS NETWORKS 10-12-2001 (“Gradual change can push ecosystems into collapse,” http://www.well.com/~davidu/collapse.html)

After decades of continuous change imposed by human activity, many of the world's natural ecosystems appear susceptible to sudden catastrophic change, an international consortium of scientists reported. Coral reefs and tropical forests are vulnerable, as are northern lakes and forests, the team has found.

Marten Scheffer, an ecologist at the University of Wageningen in the Netherlands, said, "Models have predicted this, but only in recent years has enough evidence accumulated to tell us that resilience of many important ecosystems has become undermined to the point that even the slightest disturbance can make them collapse."

Scheffer is the lead author of the study published Oct. 11 in the scientific journal Nature. He is one of five authors of the paper whose contributors include experts on an array of different ecosystem types.

A gradual awareness is building in the scientific community that stressed ecosystems, given the right nudge, are capable of slipping rapidly from a seemingly steady state to something entirely different, said coauthor Stephen Carpenter, a limnologist at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and immediate past president of the Ecological Society of America.

"We realize that there is a common pattern we're seeing in ecosystems around the world," said Carpenter, an authority on lakes. "Gradual changes in vulnerability accumulate and eventually you get a shock to the system, a flood or a drought, and boom, you're over into another regime. It becomes a self-sustaining collapse."

An understanding that ecosystems engage in a delicate balancing act has emerged as scientists have become more skillful at assessing entire ecological systems. Studying how catastrophic ecological change has occurred in the past can cast light on how today's ecosystems may be affected.

Six thousand years ago, parts of what is now the Sahara Desert were wet, and its lakes and swamps held crocodiles, hippos, and fish.

"The lines of geologic evidence and evidence from computer models show that it suddenly went from a pretty wet place to a pretty dry place," said Jonathan Foley, a University of Wisconsin-Madison climatologist who is also a coauthor of the Nature paper.

Another drying area is found around Central Asia's Aral Sea. As a result of its shrinking size due to the loss of recharge water and a high rate of evaporation, islands are gaining more surface area. As the sea level continues to drop, more of the sea floor is exposed, and the islands and peninsulas become connected land, the existing Aral Sea could become several separate bodies of water — forming new lakes. Since 1960, most of the fresh water has been diverted for agriculture, and salinity levels have steadily increased.

"Nature isn't linear," Foley said. "Sometimes you can push on a system and push on a system, and finally, you have the straw that breaks the camel's back."
The impact is extinction
WATSON 2006 (Captain Paul, Founder and President of Sea Shepherd Conservation Society, has a show on Animal Planet, Last Mod 9-17, http://www.eco-action.org/dt/beerswil.html)
The facts are clear. More plant and animal species will go through extinction within our generation than have been lost thorough natural causes over the past two hundred million years. Our single human generation, that is, all people born between 1930 and 2010 will witness the complete obliteration of one third to one half of all the Earth's life forms, each and every one of them the product of more than two billion years of evolution. This is biological meltdown, and what this really means is the end to vertebrate evolution on planet Earth. Nature is under siege on a global scale. Biotopes, i.e., environmentally distinct regions, from tropical and temperate rainforests to coral reefs and coastal estuaries, are disintegrating in the wake of human onslaught. The destruction of forests and the proliferation of human activity will remove more than 20 percent of all terrestrial plant species over the next fifty years. Because plants form the foundation for entire biotic communities, their demise will carry with it the extinction of an exponentially greater number of animal species -- perhaps ten times as many faunal species for each type of plant eliminated. Sixty-five million years ago, a natural cataclysmic event resulted in extinction of the dinosaurs. Even with a plant foundation intact, it took more than 100,000 years for faunal biological diversity to re-establish itself. More importantly, the resurrection of biological diversity assumes an intact zone of tropical forests to provide for new speciation after extinction. Today, the tropical rain forests are disappearing more rapidly than any other bio-region, ensuring that after the age of humans, the Earth will remain a biological, if not a literal desert for eons to come. The present course of civilization points to ecocide -- the death of nature. Like a run-a-way train, civilization is speeding along tracks of our own manufacture towards the stone wall of extinction. The human passengers sitting comfortably in their seats, laughing, partying, and choosing to not look out the window. Environmentalists are those perceptive few who have their faces pressed against the glass, watching the hurling bodies of plants and animals go screaming by. Environmental activists are those even fewer people who are trying desperately to break into the fortified engine of greed that propels this destructive specicidal juggernaut. Others are desperately throwing out anchors in an attempt to slow the monster down while all the while, the authorities, blind to their own impending destruction, are clubbing, shooting and jailing those who would save us all. SHORT MEMORIES Civilized humans have for ten thousand years been marching across the face of the Earth leaving deserts in their footprints. Because we have such short memories, we forgot the wonder and splendor of a virgin nature. We revise history and make it fit into our present perceptions. For instance, are you aware that only two thousand years ago, the coast of North Africa was a mighty forest? The Phoenicians and the Carthaginians built powerful ships from the strong timbers of the region. Rome was a major exporter of timber to Europe. The temple of Jerusalem was built with titanic cedar logs, one image of which adorns the flag of Lebanon today. Jesus Christ did not live in a desert, he was a man of the forest. The Sumerians were renowned for clearing the forests of Mesopotamia for agriculture. But the destruction of the coastal swath of the North African forest stopped the rain from advancing into the interior. Without the rain, the trees died and thus was born the mighty Sahara, sired by man and continued to grow southward at a rate of ten miles per year, advancing down the length of the continent of Africa. And so will go Brazil. The precipitation off the Atlantic strikes the coastal rain forest and is absorbed and sent skyward again by the trees, falling further into the interior. Twelve times the moisture falls and twelve times it is returned to the sky -- all the way to the Andes mountains. Destroy the coastal swath and desertify Amazonia -- it is as simple as that. Create a swath anywhere between the coast and the mountains and the rains will be stopped. We did it before while relatively primitive. We learned nothing. We forgot. So too, have we forgotten that walrus once mated and bred along the coast of Nova Scotia, that sixty million bison once roamed the North American plains. One hundred years ago, the white bear once roamed the forests of New England and the Canadian Maritime provinces. Now it is called the polar bear because that is where it now makes its last stand. EXTINCTION IS DIFFICULT TO APPRECIATE Gone forever are the European elephant, lion and tiger. The Labrador duck, gint auk, Carolina parakeet will never again grace this planet of ours. Lost for all time are the Atlantic grey whales, the Biscayan right whales and the Stellar sea cow. Our children will never look upon the California condor in the wild or watch the Palos Verde blue butterfly dart from flower to flower. Extinction is a difficult concept to fully appreciate. What has been is no more and never shall be again. It would take another creation and billions of years to recreate the passenger pigeon. It is the loss of billions of years of evolutionary programming. It is the destruction of beauty, the obliteration of truth, the removal of uniqueness, the scarring of the sacred web of life To be responsible for an extinction is to commit blasphemy against the divine. It is the greatest of all possible crimes, more evil than murder, more appalling than genocide, more monstrous than even the apparent unlimited perversities of the human mind. To be responsible for the complete and utter destruction of a unique and sacred life form is arrogance that seethes with evil, for the very opposite of evil is live. It is no accident that these two words spell out each other in reverse. And yet, a reporter in California recently told me that "all the redwoods in California are not worth the life on one human being." What incredible arrogance. The rights a species, any species, must take precedence over the life of an individual or another species. This is a basic ecological law. It is not to be tampered with by primates who have molded themselves into divine legends in their own mind. For each and every one of the thirty million plus species that grace this beautiful planet are essential for the continued well-being of which we are all a part, the planet Earth -- the divine entity which brought us forth from the fertility of her sacred womb. As a sea-captain I like to compare the structural integrity of the biosphere to that of a ship's hull. Each species is a rivet that keeps the hull intact. If I were to go into my engine room and find my engineers busily popping rivets from the hull, I would be upset and naturally I would ask them what they were doing. If they told me that they discovered that they could make a dollar each from the rivets, I could do one of three things. I could ignore them. I could ask them to cut me in for a share of the profits, or I could kick their asses out of the engine room and off my ship. If I was a responsible captain, I would do the latter. If I did not, I would soon find the ocean pouring through the holes left by the stolen rivets and very shortly after, my ship, my crew and myself would disappear beneath the waves. And that is the state of the world today. The political leaders, i.e., the captains at the helms of their nation states, are ignoring the rivet poppers or they are cutting themselves in for the profits. There are very few asses being kicked out of the engine room of spaceship Earth. With the rivet poppers in command, it will not be long until the biospheric integrity of the Earth collapses under the weight of ecological strain and tides of death come pouring in. And that will be the price of progress -- ecological collapse, the death of nature, and with it the horrendous and mind numbing specter of massive human destruction.
Plan: The United States Congress should establish a tribal infrastructure bank, support tribal public transportation, extend the Indian Self Determination Act and Educational Assistance Act to the Department of Transportation and streamline rights-of-way requirements for tribal transportation infrastructure projects.
The plan solves infrastructure development
NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
After years of little investment in tribal infrastructure, America faces a national deficit of $14.2 trillion that is prompting federal budget reductions that are likely to severely impede economic investment and undermine any progress towards establishing an Indian Country economy. As federal spending become more limited the need for enhancing infrastructure in Indian Country will continue to grow.

To help address the tough economy and budget deficit, infrastructure development is still essential for tribal economic growth. To achieve this there are some issues we would like this Committee and Congress to address that would spur infrastructure development:

• Establishing a tribal infrastructure bank that would form an independent financial institution owned by the government and tribes. This would give tribes the ability obtain funding for a broad range of infrastructure projects, and to be able to sell or issue general purpose bonds to raise funds for lending and investment.

• The equitable access to transportation is more critical in rural tribal communities because many tribal members do not own personal vehicles and must travel long distances to get to a job or school, or even see a healthcare professional. Supporting the tribal public transportation is essential to improving transportation infrastructure in Indian Country.

• Extending the Indian Self Determination Act and Educational Assistance Act (ISDEAA) to the Department of Transportation and its modal administrations will streamline the negotiation, execution and implementation of grant, contract and funding agreements for federal transportation program funding available to tribes and more effectively target program dollars to the improvement of our tribal transportation system.

• In order for tribes to construct road projects or improve existing road routes, tribes have to go to the Bureau of Indian Affairs to acquire rights-of-way. It has been articulated by tribes that obtaining the rights-of-way is a frustrating time-consuming and costly which hampers the transportation infrastructure development.
Congress is key—failure to do the plan is a breach of the Trust Doctrine
NCAI 2012 (National Congress of American Indians, Fiscal Year 2013 Indian Country Budget Request: Our Trust. Our People. Our America. Executive Summary, http://www.ncai.org/resources/ncai-publications/indian-country-budget-request/FY2013_Budget_Exec_Summary.pdf)
These FY 2013 budget recommendations represent necessary elements for a strong economic foundation in Indian Country. For instance, education is fundamental to long-term economic opportunities. Investments in tribal infrastructure must be made to address the inadequate roads, housing, and broadband that are all essential to commerce. Bolstering public safety is also a prerequisite for long-term economic development. Finally, support for energy and industry must be ramped up; although tribal lands contain a vast amount of the nation’s conventional and renewable energy resources, tribal governments face an array of challenges in developing those energy resources. All of these investments hold immense promise to contribute to regional economies, which serves to strengthen the American economy and build a better future for all Americans.

The United States is facing serious fiscal challenges caused largely by the imbalance between revenues and rising costs in the health care system. Over the next decade, federal budget deficits are projected to grow primarily due to the economic downturn, the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts, and war spending. Decision-makers in Congress and the Administration are focused on the goal of reducing deficits sufficiently to stabilize the debt relative to the size of the economy. Last year, Congress passed the Budget Control Act of 2011, which includes binding limits on annual appropriations that reduce projected funding for discretionary programs by about $1 trillion through 2021. Under these caps, discretionary spending will shrink from about 9 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) in 2011 to 6.2 percent in 2021, well below the 8.7 percent average over the past 40 years.

Indian Country recognizes the state of the economy, the pressures on government at all levels, and the related challenges for job seekers. Tribes have been doing more with less for generations, and we propose the following general recommendations to help our communities, our neighbors, and the United States as a whole. As Congress and the Administration consider ways to address the deficit, tribal leaders urge them to sustain funding for human programs as a central part of the trust responsibility. The foregoing FY 2013 tribal budget program requests have been compiled in collaboration with tribal leaders, Native organizations, and tribal budget consultation bodies. Tribes respectfully request that these recommendations be included in the appropriations process.
Failure to support the Trust Doctrine crushes Native culture and leaves only unlimited federal power

WILKINS AND LOMAWAIMA 2002 (David E. Wilkins, a member of the Lumbee Tribe, is associate professor of American Indian studies, political science, and law at the University of Minnesota and coauthor, with Vine Deloria, Jr., of Tribes, Treaties, and Constitutional Tribulations. K. Tsianina Lomawaima is an associate professor of American Indian Studies at the University of Arizona and the daughter of a former Chilocco student., Uneven Ground: American Indian Sovereignty and Federal Law, p. 69-72)

We turn our attention first to the recent phenomenon of growing resentment from what we term, for lack of a better phrase, the "anti-trust" segment. An anti-trust interpretation denies that the trust doctrine carries any legally enforceable federal obligation to "best manage" Indian affairs. In this view, the federal government simply wields ultimate power over Indian affairs, managing however it sees fit, and often to the detriment of tribal interests. These commentators have argued that the trust doctrine had, and still has, more use as a rhetorical than a legal principle. In other words, the notion of trust has been used to "give moral color to depredations of [i.e., visited upon] tribes [by others]" (Ball 1987, 62). Federal authority, in this view, is more appropriately understood as "an assertion of unrestrained political power over Indians, power that may be exercised without Indian consent and without substantial legal restraint" (Coulter and Tullberg 1984,203). Trust, then, carries no responsibility for acting in tribal best interests or for considering tribal opinions at all. Trust is a "metaphor for federal control of Indian affairs without signifying any enforceable rights of the tribal 'beneficiaries' " (Krauss 1983, 447). This perspective further suggests that the "beneficial management" interpretation of the trust doctrine is an "illusion unsupported by legal authority"; that in reality Congress has become "the source of largely unrestrained federal power to regulate all aspects of tribal existence—from the management and disposal of Indian land and resources, to the imposition of federal criminal jurisdiction over tribal members, even the dissolution of tribal government" (Shattuck and Norgren 1991, 116). In sum, "the trust doctrine has proved to be a pliable instrument of nearly unlimited federal control and neglect" (ibid., 118).

An example of this "nonbeneficial" theory of trust (and concomitantly unconstrained theory of federal powers) is found in United States v. Sioux Nation (448 U.S. 371 [1980)). The U.S. attorney made the startling oral argument that the trustee relationship "carries both obligations but also unusual powers, the power to dispose [of Indian land] against the will [of the Indian tribe] and without exercising the power of eminent domain" (United States 1980, 46; emphasis added). In response, a justice acerbically asked: "The Constitution itself recognizes Indian tribes as sovereigns, does it not?" Legal counsel responded, remarkably, by asserting: "Yes, but the Constitution perhaps also recognizes the dependent status of Indian tribes, their inability to alienate their land which accordingly, if it must be done in their interest, may occasionally have to be done against their will by their guardian" (ibid.; emphasis added). Counsel's hedge against reality is encapsulated in the word "perhaps": in fact the Constitution says nothing about tribes as dependents or about tribes' abilities, or inabilities, to alienate land.

The nonbeneficial theory of trust not only flies in the face of tribal "will," but also attempts to rewrite the Constitution.

Another example of an "anti-trust" interpretation that brooks no constraints whatsoever on the exercise of federal powers over Indian affairs is found in the 1988 Lyng case mentioned earlier. The Supreme Court held that the United States Forest Service had the right to construct a 6-mile road segment that would admittedly "destroy the ... Indians' ability to practice their religion." In this case involving the construction of a logging road through areas sacred to three small northern California tribes, Justice Sandra Day O'Connor wrote (in the majority opinion) that Indian religious rights could not be allowed to "divest the Government of its right to use what is, after all, its land" (485 U.S. 439,453 [1988]; emphasis in the original). In O'Connor's opinion, federal powers over federal lands could not and should not be restrained by any tribal concerns, even religious freedom. 

In contrast to the "anti-trust" commentators are those who could be labeled "pro-trust/' who forcefully argue that the trust responsibility does create "legally enforceable duties for federal officials in their dealings with Indians" (Chambers 1975, 1215). A legally enforceable notion of the trust doctrine "has great significance in that it provides a check (albeit sometimes minimal) on federal and state actions which may endanger Indian rights" (Hall 1981, iv). The trust doctrine, according to the "pro-trust" interpretation, has been articulated and added to over time in several distinctive ways: (1) in ratified treaties and agreements with tribes; (2) in the international law doctrine of trusteeship (first broached in papal bulls and related documents when European states encountered non-Western societies and assumed a protective and insulating role over these peoples and their territories); (3) in general congressional policies and specific acts applicable to all Indian tribes (such as the 1819 Civilization Act and the 1921 Snyder Act); (4) in presidential policy pronouncements, such as executive orders, and finally; (5) in federal court judicial opinions describing the federal government's fiduciary responsibility to tribal peoples.

The trust doctrine, in this view, "emanates from the unique relationship between the United States and Indians in which the Federal Government undertook the obligation to insure the survival of Indians----Its broad purpose ... is to protect and enhance the people, the property, and the self-government of Indian tribes" (U.S. Congress 1977,126). Here the federal trust duty is best characterized as a trustee-beneficiary relationship and not as a guardian-ward relationship (ibid., 127). Charles F. Wilkinson, a major proponent of this interpretation of trust, asserts that "although comparatively little has been done to explicate the enforceable duties of the trustee, the trust relationship has played a pervasive role in serving as the philosophical basis for a number of important doctrinal advances— Thus, in addition to the accountability of federal officials for trust violations, the trust has a diverse and continuing influence in the development of Indian law" (Wilkinson 1987, 85-86).

The "pro-trust" perspective does not deny that the federal government may wield extraordinarily broad power over tribal lands, resources, and rights. It does, however, adhere to a political and moral image of the United States exemplified by the 1787 Northwest Ordinance, where the federal government pledged that "the utmost good faith shall always be observed towards the Indians; their land and property shall never be taken from them without their consent; and in their property, rights and liberty, they never shall be invaded or disturbed, unless in just and lawful wars authorized by Congress; but laws founded in justice and humanity shall from time to time be made, for preventing wrongs being done to them, and for preserving peace and friendship with them" (1 St. 50,52).
There’s no alternative to the Trust Doctrine and legal system—Native groups won’t give up on them
WILKINS AND LOMAWAIMA 2002 (David E. Wilkins, a member of the Lumbee Tribe, is associate professor of American Indian studies, political science, and law at the University of Minnesota and coauthor, with Vine Deloria, Jr., of Tribes, Treaties, and Constitutional Tribulations. K. Tsianina Lomawaima is an associate professor of American Indian Studies at the University of Arizona and the daughter of a former Chilocco student., Uneven Ground: American Indian Sovereignty and Federal Law, p. 97)

As Congress continues to vacillate in its commitment to provide social, health, and education programs to Indian peoples, the Cherokees and all federally recognized tribes anxiously await the results of these fiscal decisions, many of which are made without tribal involvement or with little substantive tribal consultation. It is presently unclear if Congress intends to diminish long-term treaty and trust entitlements. The federal courts would have to sanction such diminutions, and it is no comfort to tribes that the Supreme Court's recent decisions point toward a rise of antitrust sentiment in the law.12

Even if American Indian tribes suffer massive and unilateral cuts in federal services and dollars, and even if the federal courts constrict tribal sovereignty through opinions, tribes will not be convinced that the trust relationship is no longer viable. Tribes will regroup and continue their own campaign of quietly exercising sovereignty. This is the essence of an indigenous vision of trust.
Reforms through the legal system can enhance tribal power while Indians resist bad policy

GOLDBERG 2000 (Carol, Prof of Law at UCLA and Director of the Joint Degree Program in Law & American Indian Studies, Law & Social Inquiry, Winter)
The implications of Indian nations’ lawmaking power for the rhetoric and practice of legal resistance are considerable.  When non-Native groups ascend the legal podium to challenge American legality, they do so solely as members of the American polity.  They can allude to and rely on notions of justice that transcend prevailing legal arrangements; but ultimately, they have nowhere to turn in invoking law but the American legal system.  Under these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that non-Indian social movements encounter difficulty in crafting a coherent and powerful alternative to dominant legal narratives.  Indigenous Indian nations, in contrast, have legitimate claim to governmental status and can draw on the international rhetoric of self-determination and comity in resisting American law.  They have their own legal orders, which continue their inherent and long-existent lawmaking powers and inspire challenges to the authority—not just the content—of American law.  These diverse and distinctive bodies of law fuel and direct challenges to American legality, including the American legal conception of the U.S.-tribal relationship.  If we think of law not only as a collection of coercive commands but also as a wellspring of legal mobilization activities such as voicing claims of rights and identifying wrongs (McCann 1996, 457), then the lawmaking powers of Indian nations endow them with such legal capital.  Based on their own legal traditions, narratives, and conceptions of justice, Indian nations can assert, and at times have asserted, visions of political relations with the United States that contradict the official American legal rhetoric and doctrine.  Thus U.S. government actions that American law may deem just and legally defensible may violate the tenets of Native law regarding the status of treaties, for example, or the nature of the U.S. trust responsibility.  Federal law has denied these visions, maintaining that U.S. legal sources must determine the boundaries of tribal self-determination and other aspects of the federal-tribal relationship (Wilkins 1997).  Nonetheless, Indian nations have often rejected federal pronouncements as the ultimate source of authority on their political status and rights, refusing to accord the final word to Congress or the United States Supreme Court.  For example, some Indian nations have asserted jurisdiction to zone non-Indians’ land within their reservations despite federal court decisions seeming to reject their power.  Indeed, the Supreme Court does not directly review the decisions of Indian nations’ courts, and has been given only limited jurisdiction to examine those actions via collateral attack.  And while Congress asserts nearly unlimited power over Indian country, even claiming legal authority to “terminate” tribes, Indian nations often combat these incursions on their sovereignty with legal rhetoric that draws on their own, indigenous legal conceptions.  Faced with a hostile U.S. position, Indian nations have also waged battles in the courts, the Congress, and state legislatures to enlarge the boundaries of tribal self-governance as defined by American law.  Recent state initiative campaigns to attract support for Indian gaming and to overcome restrictive interpretations of federal Indian gaming laws are instances of such battles.  Even as they engage in these legal and political struggles determined by federal law, however, Indian nations often refuse to concede unilateral federal control over the scope of tribal self-government.  For example, when Congress enacted termination laws in the 1950s, most affected tribes refused to accept Congress’s edict and mobilized effectively through litigation and legislation for the restoration of their federal recognition.  While these Indian nations were employing federal law, the driving force in the restoration campaigns was the tribes’ fundamental belief that the federal government had no power to eliminate their existence.  Tribal nations thus have a rich tradition of resisting the federal government when it attempts to dictate the terms of their own sovereignty—both on the battlefield and in the courts and the Congress.  This tradition of resistance is rooted in the independent sense of justice that can be cultivated in a separate tribal legal system.
INHERENCY—INFRASTRUCTURE

Funds for transportation infrastructure in Indian territory are insufficient

Jojola 07 Professor in the Community & Regional Planning Program at the University of New Mexico (Ted,  “PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT”, May, National Congress of American Indians, http://www.ncai.org/attachments/PolicyPaper_OAYcOPFdNTxazqxAOZGImEXOHFGoAnZlOepYZcUnSqRGgoWUTLp_Jojola%20and%20Gover%20FINAL%20FORMATTED%205.8.07.pdf  SW)

In the realm of transportation infrastructure alone, there are 55,724 miles in the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Indian Reservation Road system that currently exist within lands of the 562  Federally-recognized tribal governments.  They are under the authority of numerous entities  including federal, tribal, state and local jurisdictions.4 In 2003, it was estimated that there existed a $11.8 billion backlog of improvement needs for BIA and selected state and local tribal roads.5 Whereas states spent an average of $4,000 to $5,000 per mile for road maintenance annually, the federal government spent only $500 per mile for roads in Indian Country. 6

Transportation infrastructure in Indian territory is failing – can’t sustain urbanization or growth

Jojola 07 Professor in the Community & Regional Planning Program at the University of New Mexico (Ted,  “PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT”, May, National Congress of American Indians, http://www.ncai.org/attachments/PolicyPaper_OAYcOPFdNTxazqxAOZGImEXOHFGoAnZlOepYZcUnSqRGgoWUTLp_Jojola%20and%20Gover%20FINAL%20FORMATTED%205.8.07.pdf  SW)

Transportation infrastructure continues to be problematic.   Funds for road improvement are chronically under-funded by the federal government.  This has led to third-world type interventions by non-profit organizations.58  Yet as tribal communities continue to grow, they will be faced with urbanization. Many reservation areas that were once rural and isolated are now bisected by interstate highways that pass-through and bypass their townships.   Major intersections provide motorists access to one-stop services and recreation (e.g., gaming).   Feeder roadways link tribal housing HUD-type clustered subdivisions and government operations. Building construction along main thoroughfares tends to favor a point-to-point linear style development.  There is still little or no consideration for the separation of pedestrians, autos and farm equipment.   This lack of differentiation gives a semblance of congestion even through the  local population itself may not be large.
INHERENCY—A2: TTP SOLVES NOW

TTP is not enough

NCAI 11 (NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure,

and Safety in Native Communities”, September 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
The Tribal Transit Program provides grant transit funding through a national competitive process to federally-recognized tribes. The Tribal Transit Program funding level began at $8 million for FY 2006 and increased to $15 million for FY 2010. Since the initiation of the Tribal Transit Program, FTA has awarded approximately 236 grants to tribes totaling $60 million. However, the total amount requested by tribes who have applied for the Tribal Transit program is approximately $189 million. So, even though the amounts that have been awarded thus far are a good start on addressing the immense need for public transportation in Indian Country, the overall need is much greater. 
INHERENCY—TRIBAL ECON

Despite rhetoric, economic growth in Indian Country has stagnated

Kader, 6/15/12 has a graduate degree in the Administration of Justice

(Charles, “Subsistence Economies Threatened in Indian Country”, Indian Country Today Media Network, http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/ict_sbc/subsistence-economies-threatened-in-indian-country SW)

Amid touted economic recovery at the federal government level, Indian country remains underwater in terms of sustainable growth in all but a few isolated pockets of capital markets within the United States and Canada. Turtle Island and all of its natural resources remain a viable alternative to main street business models, many of which have not taken hold for both obvious and not-so-obvious reasons. 

Tribal unemployment is staggering – their data doesn’t take this into account

Bender, 6/11/12  columnist for News From Indian Country (Albert, “Native Americans left out of economic recovery, as always”, People’s World, http://peoplesworld.org/native-americans-left-out-of-economic-recovery-as-always-2/ SW)

Up until the past few weeks, there had been a lot of hoopla about a blossoming economic recovery. Job creation for the early part of the year had been averaging 200,000 a month. (Keep in mind, though, that responsible economists maintain that 345,000 jobs per month are needed for at least two years to get back to even five percent unemployment - and the latest numbers for May show only 69,000 jobs created.) Indian America, looking at the historical record, would have found little reason to rejoice at the so-called "good economic news." Why? Because historically, economic recovery, as a national news pundit recently said, "is growth for white America, but there will still be three times the unemployment rate for blacks and Hispanics." But that statistic can look good, considering that the Native American unemployment rate would be 10x greater than the white jobless rate. Indeed, as is well known in Native circles, on reservations across the nation the unemployment for Native Americans routinely ranges from 80-90 percent - and this has been the economic situation for generations. For urban Native Americans, the jobless rate averages around 48 percent. In general, Indian Country is in a permanent depression even when the national economy is on the upswing. But once again it seems the economy was just having another false start, as in the last couple of years, and now appears at the edge of falling off the economic cliff. I cannot but take wry satisfaction in a failing recovery, a recovery that bypasses Native American misery. The above quoted statistics of Native unemployment are years old because reservations in particular and urban Native Americans in general, incredibly, have been purposely excluded from government employment data since 2005. To cite a not atypical example, South Dakota has nine reservations, with unemployment ranging from a "low" of 12 percent on one smaller reservation to 89 percent on the largest reservation. These figures were last compiled in 2005. South Dakota's overall unemployment rate is 4.7 percent, exclusive of reservations. Native American joblessness is so high, it is off the charts. It is so staggering and is not compiled because to do so would be an additional stunning moral indictment of U.S. government treatment of Native Americans. The last absurd excuse given by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for not collecting American Indian employment data was that there was no money in the government budget for such compilation.

The Native American economy is in a dire condition

National Congress of American Indians 12 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, “Fiscal Year 2013 Indian Country Budget Request: Our trust. Our people. Our America”, http://www.ncai.org/resources/ncai-publications/indian-country-budget-request/fy2013/FY2013_Budget.pdf)

Over the past few years, Americans everywhere have endured some of the worst economic conditions since the Great Depression. What America is experiencing today has been the story of Native peoples for decades. Tribal nations are familiar with the work required to overcome economic conditions that are stark and long-running, the remnants of broken treaties, land expropriation, and federal policies of forced removal and assimilation. In the face of such challenges, Native peoples have utilized the promise of self-determination to build the foundation for a prosperous future. Native peoples, who inhabited their ancestral homelands in North America for 10,000 years before contact, have contributed immensely to the American story. Tribes are America’s oldest governments and make up one of the three sovereigns recognized in the US Constitution, alongside states and the federal government. Although tribes have, at times, faced relentless political oppression and paternalism, they are rising from harsh economic conditions to contribute to a prosperous American tomorrow. Even before the Self-Determination Era, American Indians and Alaska Natives have shown commitment to the mutual success of tribal nations and the United States. These FY 2013 budget recommendations represent necessary elements for a strong economic foundation in Indian Country. For instance, education is fundamental to long-term economic opportunities. Investments in tribal infrastructure must be made to address the inadequate roads, housing, and broadband that are all essential to commerce. Bolstering public safety is also a prerequisite for long-term economic development. Finally, support for energy and industry must be ramped up; although tribal lands contain a vast amount of the nation’s conventional and renewable energy resources, tribal governments face an array of challenges in developing those energy resources. All of these investments hold immense promise to contribute to regional economies, which serves to strengthen the American economy and build a better future for all Americans. The United States is facing serious fiscal challenges caused largely by the imbalance between revenues and rising costs in the health care system. Over the next decade, federal budget deficits are projected to grow primarily due to the economic downturn, the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts, and war spending. Decision-makers in Congress and the Administration are focused on the goal of reducing deficits sufficiently to stabilize the debt relative to the size of the economy. Last year, Congress passed the Budget Control Act of 2011, which includes binding limits on annual appropriations that reduce projected funding for discretionary programs by about $1 trillion through 2021. Under these caps, discretionary spending will shrink from about 9 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) in 2011 to 6.2 percent in 2021, well below the 8.7 percent average over the past 40 years. Indian Country recognizes the state of the economy, the pressures on government at all levels, and the related challenges for job seekers. Tribes have been doing more with less for generations, and we propose the following general recommendations to help our communities, our neighbors, and the United States as a whole. As Congress and the Administration consider ways to address the deficit, tribal leaders urge them to sustain funding for human programs as a central part of the trust responsibility.

TRANSPORTATION KEY

Transportation infrastructure is key to Native economic growth

Marchand, 02 Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (Michael E., “The Need for Tribal Participation in Transportation Policy”, September, TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CIRCULAR Number E-C039, Conference on Transportation Improvements: Experiences Among Tribal, Local, State, and Federal Governments, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/circulars/ec039.pdf SW)

For me, the backbone for development is transportation systems, resources, and labor. You have to have all these ingredients, but the real backbone for everything is the transportation system. Many tribes are lucky: they have a system that is useable. Other tribes maybe have some of their needs met, although probably most do not. If you have the world’s most beautiful tourist resort spot in the world, it is not going to do you a lot of good if you cannot get a road to it or if you have tribal allotments scattered over a 1,000 mi 2 . If you cannot dig the roads and get anyone to work, that will not help you. Roads are critical. This is where the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) comes in. Most tribes are still relatively undeveloped, so most tribes still do not have their infrastructure in place. We have a real opportunity as tribes to do things right. The tribes really need to spend some time figuring out what they want. I was raised with everyone saying, “We need more jobs, we need more businesses, and we need to make more money.” I have spent most of my life doing that, and I know how to do that. I have started multimillion-dollar businesses. We have these things going, and we are figuring out how to do those things, but we need to step back and ask, “Where is this all taking us? Where do we really want to go?” I do not think that we have done enough of that kind of thing; at least our tribe has not.

Funding for Native American infrastructure would create a short term stimulus and immediately boost jobs – development would also improve currently detrimental road infrastructure 

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December 17, Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)

Tribal governments and the Native American communities they support should be included as eligible recipients for transportation new construction and maintenance. Inclusion would create a large number of immediate jobs, contracting opportunities, and related procurement. Funding would also help to save lives by improving road safety among a population with the highest transportation accident rates. iii According to BIA officials, tribal communities have an unmet immediate need of well over $258 million in maintenance funding for roads and bridges and $310 million in unmet new roads and bridges projects. These projects will immediately over 21,500 jobs and will inject a  much-needed stimulus into the Native American economy.   The Tribal Transit Grant Program has been highly successful in its early years. However, the funding awarded has not met the transit needs for tribal communities. Funding for transit projects not only creates immediate jobs and contracting opportunities, but will also improve citizen participation in the economic system. According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), applicants for FY2006 and FY2008 a total of $66 million was requested with $30 million funded. We are requesting the $36 million in unfunded need for tribal transit.   

Funding for Native American energy development would solve the energy crisis and create a stimulus – the federal government is key

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December 17, Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)

Renewable Energy Development - The U.S Department of Energy (DOE) estimates that the wind resources of the Great Plains could meet about 75% of the electricity demand in the lower 48 states. Estimates of the wind resources within the boundaries of just 12 Indian reservations in North and South Dakota indicate a potential in excess of 250 gigawatts of power - a more than 100-fold increase over the existing power capacity now available from all of the hydropower dams on the main stem of the Missouri River.xWind energy potential on tribal lands alone can meet at least 15-20% of the nation’s energy needs, and solar electric potential on tribal lands is 4.5 times greater than total U.S. electrical generation in 2004. As such, the federal government should dedicate much greater technical assistance and financing to bringing tribal wind, solar, and other green energy projects online.  Renewable energy projects generated on Indian reservations provide environmental, economic, energy, and public health benefits to tribal governments and peoples, surrounding communities, the nation, and the world.  These projects are particularly valuable when some tribes in these areas provide few job opportunities and experience unemployment rates greater than 40%.   In light of tribal circumstances and the clear multiple benefits, NCAI recommends that the federal program most responsible for bringing renewable energy projects to tribal lands – DOE’s  Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy’s Tribal Energy Program – receive a significant increase in funding, which would in turn be provided to tribes.  The program promotes tribal energy sufficiency, economic development, and employment on tribal lands through feasibility studies and demonstration projects in renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies such as wind, solar, and biomass.   The program has funded 91 tribal energy projects totaling $14.1 million from 2002 to 2007.  This year, 10 of 50 applicants were funded, and the program office has a list of the unfunded projects that are ready to go.  NCAI recommends that the existing budget be multiplied five- fold, to approximately $15 million per year.  NCAI also recommends, consistent with Section 6  of E.O. 13175, that the program establish criteria permitting reductions or waivers of the tribal cost share.    Energy Efficiency - The Department of Energy has been providing 15 years of federal assistance to states and local governments to improve the energy efficiency provisions of buildings codes under the Energy Conservation and Production Act.  The 2005 Act authorizes appropriation of $25 million per year for this program, including $500,000 for training state and local government officials.  This pattern of federal assistance has overlooked the fact that tribal governments also have the authority to enact and implement building codes for buildings on lands within their jurisdiction. However, tribal governments have been left out of this federal assistance program.xi Tribes should be included as eligible recipients for funds under this Act, and in light of the historical omission, be provided a 10% set-aside to be reconsidered at the end of 5 years. This funding is critical for the development of tribal ordinances that result in energy efficiency.    

Native American land consolidation would provide necessary economic stimulation for reservations

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December 17, Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has proposed very significant funding for the Indian Land Consolidation Program to stimulate reservation economies, and NCAI strongly agrees with this proposal.  Although it is not a traditional infrastructure program, it is even more fundamental to stimulating reservation economies.  Over 5 million acres of Indian owned land is locked up in unproductive status because the ownership of each tract is divided among dozens, hundreds, or thousands of owners.   Economic activity on these lands has become impossible because of the inability to gain the consent of the owners. Consolidation of these tracts into tribal ownership results in immediate economic gains by putting the land into productive use – largely in timber and agricultural production, but also in creating new opportunities for commercial development and tribal government construction.  The Indian Land Consolidation Program has both short-term and long-term beneficial impacts on the economy, on the tribes, and on the federal government.  First, the Program is able to purchase lands and disburse funds within a six week timeframe.  The average payment to each Indian landowner is approximately $3000, which, because of low income levels, quickly goes into circulation in reservation and surrounding economies.  Second, the consolidated lands are immediately available for agriculture, timber sales, and other activities that produce jobs and income on the reservations. The importance of job creation on reservations cannot be overstated. Third, the Program is leveraged. The last four years of experience have shown surprisingly high rates of return on consolidated lands, and this income is under a lien and returned into the program for consolidation of more lands.  Fourth, there is no programwhich will do more to solve the long-term trust management problems at the Department of Interior. Land consolidation is critical for addressing trust management problems created by fractionation.  Over 4 million ownership interests in 130,000 tracts of land have created a title, management, and accounting nightmare for the federal government and enormous difficulties for Indian land owners in putting land to economic use. Land consolidation improves federal administration and management, and saves substantial federal dollars that currently go to tracking tiny land interests. The investment in land consolidation will do more to save on future trust administration costs than any other item in the trust budget.  Land ownership and land tenure is the fundamental infrastructure of reservation economies. The Bureau of Indian Affairs has estimated the consolidation program at $700 billion.  To begin addressing land consolidation, we are requesting $400 million in immediate funding, 10% of the overall need.
NATIVE POVERTY IMPACT

Native American poverty should be addressed and is a moral obligation 

Rodgers 8 (Tom, president of Carlyle Consulting of Alexandria, Virginia. A Blackfoot tribal member, advocates on behalf of Native American tribal governments and their people, previously a congressional staffer for Senator Max Baucus, 12/10, “Native American Poverty”, http://www.spotlightonpoverty.org/ExclusiveCommentary.aspx?id=0fe5c04e-fdbf-4718-980c-0373ba823da7)
The time for action is long past due. Native Americans were the very last to be granted the right to vote, and were therefore too long treated as second-class citizens. Now there are those who seek to treat Native American governments as second-class sovereigns. They seek to accomplish this by not availing them of the same tools for self-reliance and recognition afforded to state and local governments.
The issue of poverty is an integral first step. Poverty is both the cause and the consequence of all the ills visited upon Native Americans. Failure to address poverty causes deprivation and hardship in these communities today, and robs the next generation of any opportunity to succeed and thrive tomorrow. The invisibility, silence, and neglect must end. As President-elect Barack Obama ascends to the White House, now is the significant moment to address the many problems Native Americans endure, including systemic poverty.
BISON KEY TO BIODIVERSITY

Bison are key to ecological health—they have a ripple effect throughout the Plains ecosystem

CHADWICK 2006 (Douglas, wildlife biologist, Defenders Magazine, Fall, http://www.defenders.org/newsroom/defenders_magazine/fall_2006/where_the_buffalo_now_roam.php)
Ecologically, the bison throngs of yesteryear added up to a force like wind or wildfire. Their grazing, trampling, dust wallowing and constant movement altered and renewed habitats decade after decade, creating niches for all kinds of creatures. Predators and scavengers large and small followed in the herds' wake. Pronghorns and prairie grouse favored the herbs and grass sprouts that appeared after buffalo had mowed down the taller growth in passing. An estimated six billion prairie dogs--along with black-footed ferrets, cottontail rabbits, amphibians and other animals living in or around the rodents' underground metropolises--were also tied to a bison-dominated community. The cows that followed in the wake of the bison's near-demise are, by contrast, an uneasy fit with prairie flora and fauna. They tend to wander much less than bison and will graze sites until native plants give way to weedy invaders. Since cattle need more water than bison do, they are particularly hard on streams and streamside vegetation--to the detriment of nesting birds, native fish and a host of other wildlife. Cattle are also less hardy than bison, and require more day-to-day attention--including feed grain and protection from predators--by a livestock owner.

BISON KEY TO CULTURE

Bison are key to Indian culture and health

CHADWICK 2006 (Douglas, wildlife biologist, Defenders Magazine, Fall, http://www.defenders.org/newsroom/defenders_magazine/fall_2006/where_the_buffalo_now_roam.php)
Bison were once a wellspring of sustenance and spiritual strength for the Sioux and other Plains Indians. Today, tribes across the country are working to return herds to their lands. This is far more than an effort to simply re-establish a keystone species and improve habitats for other grassland wildlife. To bring back bison is to regain a primary source of healthy natural food amid the modern epidemic of obesity and diabetes afflicting Native Americans, re-invigorate cultural traditions and provide new economic opportunities.  A lot of people out West, including Native Americans, prefer the old word for these animals: buffalo (not to be confused with true buffalo, which live in Asia and Africa.) By any name, Bison bison are the largest native grazers in the Western Hemisphere, with adult males, or bulls, standing six feet at the shoulder and weighing one ton or more. They were once North America's most abundant big mammal, one that came to characterize the size and fertility of this continent. In numbers almost beyond reckoning--perhaps 20 million or more--they ranged through eastern woodlands and into northern boreal forests, as well as across thousands of miles of prairies. Then, in an eyeblink, they were taken away. By 1889, only a few hundred had survived the whites' campaign of slaughter.  More than a century later, in 1992, representatives from various native groups formed the South Dakota-based InterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC) to promote buffalo restoration on Indian lands. The organization now has 57 tribal members in 19 states. Between them, they oversee close to 18,000 buffalo. Four hundred of those live on the Fort Belknap reservation of the Assiniboine and Gros Ventre tribes in north-central Montana. Considering that 800,000 bison hides were shipped from nearby Fort Benton in the year 1876 alone, 400 animals doesn't seem like many. But it's a start, and that number just jumped to 402.  "There's a real new-looking little guy," says Mike Fox, a Gros Ventre, former fish and wildlife director for the reservation and interim executive director of the ITBC. He's pointing to the second new calf we've seen this morning up on Snake Butte. Three massive bulls stride together along the rimrock. Bands of females and subadults pattern the broad valley beyond. And the prairie sweeps largely unbroken from there all the way to the snowy Bears Paw Mountains on the west and Little Rockies on the south. It is a vision of what was, and what could be once more.  The Fort Belknap herd was started in 1974 with 35 bison. Defenders of Wildlife and other non-profit groups provided funds to add more over the years and purchased supplemental feed during times of drought. Meanwhile, the portion of the 645,500-acre reservation made available for buffalo increased from 1,900 acres to 15,000. Knowing that bison and prairie dogs have a long history of mutually beneficial co-existence, tribal authorities granted prairie dogs on the pastures protection from shooting and poisoning, a rare reprieve out West. That was followed by reintroduction of the endangered predator that depends almost exclusively on these animals: black-footed ferrets. Ecologically, the bison throngs of yesteryear added up to a force like wind or wildfire. Their grazing, trampling, dust wallowing and constant movement altered and renewed habitats decade after decade, creating niches for all kinds of creatures. Predators and scavengers large and small followed in the herds' wake. Pronghorns and prairie grouse favored the herbs and grass sprouts that appeared after buffalo had mowed down the taller growth in passing. An estimated six billion prairie dogs--along with black-footed ferrets, cottontail rabbits, amphibians and other animals living in or around the rodents' underground metropolises--were also tied to a bison-dominated community.  The cows that followed in the wake of the bison's near-demise are, by contrast, an uneasy fit with prairie flora and fauna. They tend to wander much less than bison and will graze sites until native plants give way to weedy invaders. Since cattle need more water than bison do, they are particularly hard on streams and streamside vegetation--to the detriment of nesting birds, native fish and a host of other wildlife. Cattle are also less hardy than bison, and require more day-to-day attention--including feed grain and protection from predators--by a livestock owner.  The many advantages of raising bison must be weighed against the fact that the herds require tall, stout fences to hold them in. These fences are expensive, and even the strongest won't always hold a big bull with wanderlust. Managers also need to make the herd profitable to overcome resistance from those who think the land should be grazed by cattle. Much as tribal members value ancient traditions, many have adopted ranching traditions as well. This is the 21st century, and it seems that bison are going to have to pay their way into it.  Bison-raising experienced a flurry of commercial popularity during the 1970s and 1980s, when people could readily sell breeding stock to others chasing the next big thing. What was missing was a steady demand from consumers, and the market soon flattened out. "People are used to fatty beef," Fox explains. "They also don't know how to cook buffalo. It has to be roasted slowly at a lower temperature than beef. The meat dries out quickly because it's so lean."  The buffalo market has picked up a bit lately, driven by the growing ranks of Americans who want their red meat to be organic and low on lard. At 2 percent fat, compared to an average of 12 percent for beef, buffalo fit the bill. Their flesh and excrement aren't laden with residues of antibiotics and growth hormones either, and they can't give you mad cow disease.  Around the northeastern Montana towns of Wolf Point and Poplar sprawls the Fort Peck reservation of the Assiniboine and Sioux tribes. At 2.1 million acres, it is roughly the size of Yellowstone National Park and currently holds around 170 buffalo. Some came from Fort Belknap in a move sponsored by Defenders, which also supplied Belknap buffalo to Montana's Blackfeet reservation just east of Glacier Park. As at Fort Belknap, the challenge at Fort Peck has been to expand the range available to the herd. Here again, this involves competing for pastureland with cattle ranchers. Farmers raising wheat and other grains also claim a large share of the reservation.  Yet practically everyone in the community recognizes an ancient kinship with the shaggy beasts, which once provided staple foods, hides for tipis and bedding, bones for tools and skulls for sacred rituals. When the modern herd first arrived at Fort Peck in 2001, tribal elders were on hand to sing the old songs of welcome. The tribes have since started a Buffalo Run in which young people race in relays 27 miles from the pasture back to town. Buffalo roasts and buffalo pemmican are served at an annual cultural camp for youth and their families, where the entertainment includes rides on horse-drawn buffalo hides.  "I ranch cattle myself," says Robbie Magnan, director of the tribal fish and wildlife department. "But the way things are set up, cattle only benefit individual families, whereas buffalo benefit the whole tribe. We contribute the meat from five [bison] every year to our diabetic diet program [which emphasizes lean protein over processed food.] More buffalo meat goes to a food program for our elders. We'd like to develop two herds. One would be a traditional herd that roams without much interference from us. Whatever surplus we harvest would be used for cultural purposes like our Sun Dance ceremony. The second group would be our business herd, producing animals we can sell. We have 5,000 fenced acres of range now. Our Tribal Council's land committee is meeting very soon to decide whether or not we can add more." That afternoon, Magnan takes me to see a different sort of habitat acquisition on the reservation--1,800 acres of marsh in the floodplain of Big Muddy Creek. The area is slated to be set aside as a tribal wildlife refuge, chiefly for waterfowl, shorebirds and rare species such as Baird's sparrow, white-faced ibis and the only Franklin's gulls known to nest in the region. Over time, Magnan hopes, the tribe may protect several thousand adjoining acres in this wetland complex, which continues north toward the federal wildlife refuge of Medicine Lake. The following day, Magnan has more good news: the council just voted to enlarge the bison range by 3,300 acres.  That ought to make the burrowing owls happy as well. According to the tribe's bison manager, Bruce Bauer, these birds were scarce on the reservation before the buffalo returned. Sage grouse, another declining species, also occur on the current pasture. So do mule deer, Bauer has found; the largest ones on the reservation live side-by-side with the buffalo.  Bauer goes on to introduce me to Straight Horn, a five-year-old female bison with a yearling calf; Half Horn; and Skimpy, a thin-necked juvenile. Beside them are Number 21, "who's so friendly and so nosy," he says, and Number 96, "the lead cow. When she goes, they all go. This is a matriarchy. One reason Indian people respect buffalo so much is that they are very family-oriented. They're smart too." While they would avoid a strange vehicle, these animals know Bauer's truck and even come over to rub against it. "When I feel like taking a break from work, I just go sit with the buffalo," he says. "They have a lot to teach us. Sometimes, I make offerings to thank them." There are centuries-old rings of tipi stones on the hilltops we pass and three brand-new calves at the edge of a coulee. Across the way are the McDonald Breaks, the countryside that will be added to their home as soon as it can be fenced. Farther west, 10 swift foxes provided by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks will be introduced to the reservation this year to help promote recovery of this cat-size predator of the open plains.  The Crow tribe has 1,500 to 2,000 bison on its huge reservation between Billings, Montana, and Sheridan, Wyoming. The Cheyenne River Sioux of central South Dakota oversee 1,200 to 1,500. Other tribes manage smaller numbers elsewhere in the region. All told, tribal reservations now have more bison than all federal parks and refuges. But these reservations aren't nature preserves--they are homelands where native people make their living. Gradually, however, they are becoming true homelands for buffalo and for more of the other animals in the great circle of life. I can almost feel the past and future merging here beneath the boundless prairie sky.
TRIBAL TRANSIT GRANTS SOLVENCY

Tribal Transit Grants Program solves Native infrastructure shortfalls and economic recovery

NCAI 2008 (National Congress of American Indians, “Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan,” December 17, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)
Tribal governments and the Native American communities they support should be included as eligible recipients for transportation new construction and maintenance. Inclusion would create a large number of immediate jobs, contracting opportunities, and related procurement. Funding would also help to save lives by improving road safety among a population with the highest transportation accident rates.iii

According to BIA officials, tribal communities have an unmet immediate need of well over $258 million in maintenance funding for roads and bridges and $310 million in unmet new roads and bridges projects. These projects will immediately create over 21,500 jobs and will inject a much-needed stimulus into the Native American economy.

The Tribal Transit Grant Program has been highly successful in its early years. However, the funding awarded has not met the transit needs for tribal communities. Funding for transit projects not only creates immediate jobs and contracting opportunities, but will also improve citizen participation in the economic system. According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), applicants for FY2006 and FY2008 a total of $66 million was requested with $30 million funded. We are requesting the $36 million in unfunded need for tribal transit.

TRIBAL INFRASTRUCTURE BANK DETAILS
Tribal Infrastructure Bank would allow access to capital for transportation infrastructure projects
NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
To address tribal specific transportation infrastructure needs, NCAI would like Congress to establish a Tribal Infrastructure Bank with an initial capital investment of $10 million per year for five years. Section 350 of the National Highway System Designation Act of 1995, Public Law 104-59, authorized the U.S. Department of Transportation to establish the State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) Pilot Program. A SIB is a revolving fund mechanism for financing a wide variety of highway and transit projects through loans and credit enhancement. SIBs were designed to complement traditional Federal-aid highway and transit grants by providing States increased flexibility for financing infrastructure investments. Under the initial SIB Pilot Program, ten states were authorized to establish SIBs. In 1996 Congress passed supplemental SIB legislation as part of the DOT Fiscal Year (FY) 1997 Appropriations Act that enabled additional qualified states to participate in the SIB pilot program. This legislation included a $150 million General Fund appropriation for SIB capitalization. Since then, Congress has continued to support the SIB program, and specifically reauthorized it in SAFETEA-LU.

The Tribal Infrastructure Bank (TIB) Pilot Program under which Tribes would be eligible to obtain infrastructure funds in the form of capital investments for use on authorized transportation projects. The TIB would operate much like the SIBs. The TIB would be initially funded with Federal start-up capital, with the goal of becoming self-sufficient through its capital lending program. Tribes would be eligible to leverage their IRR program and other Federal transportation funds to obtain financing from the TIB at reasonable rates as one preferred method of the flexible financing techniques described above. Loans from the TIB shall not exceed a 20 year period.

TRIBAL TRANSIT PROGRAM SOLVENCY
Increasing support for the Tribal Transit Program solves infrastructure shortfalls—key to Native economic growth

NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
All transportation infrastructures including transit are important to economic growth in Indian Country. Tribal transit is a necessary element to transportation infrastructure because it offers tribal members access to employment, health, education and commerce for tribes. Lack of employment has continuously been a difficult issue for tribes. Currently, the approximate unemployment rate for on-reservation Indians is 18.6%, while for Alaska Native villages it is 25.1%. In addition, 15% of tribal members have to travel over 100 miles to access basic services such as a bank or ATM. The combination of high unemployment and the long distances to travel to access basic services result in a great need for public transportation infrastructure in Indian Country and surrounding non-Indian rural communities.

In 2005, the enactment of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Public Law 109-59, authorized the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration(FTA) to administer Section 5311 (c), the “Public Transportation on Indian Reservations Program” or as it is referred to as, Tribal Transit Program. The purpose of the Tribal Transit Program is to fund capital, operating, planning, and administrative expenses for public transit projects in rural tribal communities.

The Tribal Transit Program provides grant transit funding through a national competitive process to federally-recognized tribes. The Tribal Transit Program funding level began at $8 million for FY 2006 and increased to $15 million for FY 2010. Since the initiation of the Tribal Transit Program, FTA has awarded approximately 236 grants to tribes totaling $60 million. However, the total amount requested by tribes who have applied for the Tribal Transit program is approximately $189 million. So, even though the amounts that have been awarded thus far are a good start on addressing the immense need for public transportation in Indian Country, the overall need is much greater.

Many tribes utilize the Tribal Transit Program to begin or maintain their transit services on tribal lands. NCAI is conscious of the significant role that public transportation infrastructure plays in Indian Country, and how much tribes rely on this transit funding to further their transportation infrastructure. It is important Congress continues to sustain the Tribal Transit Program.

NCAI recommends the following: 1). Funding: increase funding for Tribal Transit Program to $35 million for FY2012 with stepped increases of $10 million for every year thereafter to $85 million; and 2). Transit Planning: raise the current cap for Transit Planning Grants to $50,000. Currently, tribes are capped at $25,000 to use for planning and design. This cap is a hindrance for tribes who do not possess the financial resources to initially establish a reliable transit system on their tribal land.

GENERAL SOLVENCY

Federal funding is key to recovery of Native transportation infrastructure 

Rickert 11 (Rickert, Levi, editor in chief of Native Currents. “Senators Told: ‘Roads in Indian Country are not Safe.’” http://www.nativenewsnetwork.com/senators-told-roads-in-indian-country-are-not-safe.html)

"Roads in Indian Country are not safe," testified Tribal Chairman Charles W. Murphy of the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe before the US Committee on Indian Affairs on Thursday during the "Transportation: Paving the Way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities" hearing. That message was heard over and over by those who made testimony. "Many resemble those found in developing countries; not the most powerful nation in the world. The United States must help Indian Country recover its lost transportation infrastructure," continued Chairman Murphy. Two-thirds of roads on Indian reservations are unpaved. Twenty-seven percent bridges have been deemed structurally deficient. Floods, snow and other natural disasters have made roads and bridges worse on several reservations in Indian Country. It would take 28 years of continuous development and repairs to bring roads in Indian Country up to where they need to be. The lack of funding contributes to the transportation disparity in Indian Country. "States governments spend between $4,000 and $5,000 per road mile on state road and highway maintenance. In contrast, road maintenance spending in Indian Country is less than $500 per road mile," testified Jefferson Keel, president of the National Congress of American Indians. "Indian Country has an unmet immediate need of well over $258 million in maintenance funding for roads and bridges." Tragically, the poor roads in Indian Country result in traffic deaths that occur at rates of two to three times the national average. During the past five years, the number of fatal crashes has declined by 2.2 percent nationally. By contrast, in Indian Country, the number of fatal crashes has increased 52.5 percent during the same time period. One positive note to come out the Senate hearing was the fact that some 6,500 construction jobs were created from the American Recovery Act, commonly referred to as the Economic Stimulus Package. Even with the positive note, there is still a lot of work to be done in Indian Country to improve the roads. 

Federal government involvement is key to use transportation infrastructure to bolster the economy 

PPS 11 (Portland Public Schools Indian Education Project. Talking Circle: November 2011.)

To strengthen our economy and win the future for our children, my Administration is addressing problems that have burdened Native American communities for too long. We are working to bolster economic development, expand access to affordable health care, broaden post-secondary educational opportunities, and ensure public safety and tribal justice. In June, I signed an Executive Order establishing the White House Rural Council, to strengthen Federal engagement with tribal governments and promote economic prosperity in Indian Country and across rural America. This comes in conjunction with several settlements that will put more land into the hands of tribes and deliver long-awaited trust reform to Indian Country. To bring jobs and sustainable growth to tribal nations, my Administration is connecting tribal economies to the broader economy through transportation infrastructure and high-speed Internet, as well as by focusing on clean energy development on tribal lands. First Lady Michelle Obama's recently launched Let's Move! in Indian Country initiative will also redouble efforts to encourage healthy living for American Indians and Alaska Natives. These actions reflect my Administration's ongoing commitment to progress for Native Americans, which was reaffirmed last year when we announced our support for the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Through a comprehensive strategy where the Federal Government and tribal nations move forward as equal partners, we can bring real and lasting change to Indian Country. Economic indicators underscore the need for job creation on Indian reservations, and tribal transportation projects can bring not only construction jobs but also spur economic growth within tribal communities. Nearly one-quarter of Native Americans live in poverty compared to a national average poverty rate of 11.6%. The BlA's Indian Labor Force Report also calculates that 49% of the total Indian labor force living on or near reservations was unemployed. The economic situation faced by the Trinidad Rancheria reflects these statistics. We are located on the remote north coast of California, which has struggled for some time with the loss of jobs in the logging and forest products industry and the commercial fishing industry. Unemployment for the Tribe is 52%, and bringing jobs to this economically distressed areas is a top priority for the Tribe.
IDSEAA SOLVENCY
Expanding ISDEAA to the Department of Transportation increases transportation infrastructure investment

NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
Since the implementation of the Indian Self Determination Act and Educational Assistance Act in 1975, infrastructure needs for many tribes have grown. Tribes opted to contract their own services in health, government and education, capital-intensive programs, it has spurred infrastructure development. New local jobs became available and many professional tribal members returned back to their tribal communities. Because of the diversity of tribal operations that were created as result of building local capacity, tribal governments were elevated to full-time operations.
Under the past few reauthorizations, Congress has sought to extend greater authority to tribes to carry out the Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program under ISDEAA agreements with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Federal Highway Administration. As a result, tribes have succeeded in reducing transaction costs and eliminating counterproductive bureaucratic practices in order to maximize federal investment in roads infrastructure and to put more people to work.

Still, conflicting grant conditions and contract requirements arising from other federal transportation programs continue to obstruct the efficient and cost-effective transportation infrastructure development Congress has envisioned for Indian Country. Few tribal governments have the staff or resources for negotiations to conform these extensive conditions and requirements to tribal-specific legal and policy considerations or to establish duplicative administrations for managing disparate contract and grant requirements – and they should not have to. In other agencies, tribal implementation of federal programs under the ISDEAA has allowed tribes to adopt uniform and more cost-effective accounting, management, procurement and reporting systems. Under ISDEAA, tribes spend less on program administration and more on program services and activities.

NCAI recommends the ISDEAA be extended to all Department of Transportation (DOT) programs serving tribes, including programs administered by the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), FHWA-Federal Lands Highway, Federal Transit Administration, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration and other federal transportation agencies. Extending the ISDEAA to the DOT and its modal administrations will streamline the negotiation, execution and implementation of grant, contract and funding agreements and more effectively direct program dollars to enhancing our nation's transportation infrastructure system.
RIGHT-OF-WAY SOLVENCY
Increasing funding for Rights-of-Way processing is key to transportation infrastructure

NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
Congress has the opportunity to significantly enhance efficiency and cost-savings in infrastructure investment by requiring BIA to maintain adequate rights-of-way (ROW) records. Currently, BIA has no streamlined process to assist Tribes in securing proof of ROW quickly or in processing trust allotted land ROW applications in a short, defined timeline. Tribes preparing infrastructure improvements too frequently face delays and additional costs in their project administration because the BIA lack records of rights-of-way the Agency acquired, disposed of, or otherwise transferred long ago. For example, right now the Oglala Sioux Tribe has been working on securing BIA assistance to examine rights of way in the BIA’s Land Title Records Office for a 21 mile project on Pine Ridge; to date, BIA has not been helpful. This echoes examples for numerous tribes when attempting to develop road projects on tribal lands. And, the timeline in receiving ROW varies depending on many variables including ownership of the road (State, county, BIA, or tribal route), the length in miles of the project, the reservation, whether the project crosses fee, restricted fee, allotted, or trust lands, whether the project is new construction or reconstruction of an existing route, the agency or regional office involved, the tribe involved, etc
To mitigate delays, NCAI recommends this Committee and Congress to require that BIA respond to a tribe's request for right-of-way documentation for routes on its priority construction list within 120 days. If the BIA lacks right-of-way documentation, the BIA - and not the tribe - should be responsible for the costs associated with obtaining enforceable rights-of-way. To fulfill this objective, NCAI proposes that Congress launch a $10 million initiative for the Department of Interior to catalogue, organize, update and computerize right-of-way documentation.

TTAP SOLVENCY

Expanding the Tribal Technical Assistance Program is critical to Native transportation infrastructure

NCAI 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” Sep 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
The Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TTAP) is the only technical assistance program that provides much needed transportation related education and training to tribal governments for transportation road projects. Education and certification is important to assist in building a viable tribal transportation work force. In addition, having well qualified skilled workers enables Indian tribes and Alaska Native Villages to further develop tribal transportation infrastructure.

There are currently seven TTAP centers located around the country. TTAP is funded by both the U.S. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). Currently, each TTAP receives $280,000 a year in total funding, which is comprised of $140,000 from the Local Technical Assistance Program and $140,000 from the IRR program. This totals about $1.9 million for the overall TTAP funding each fiscal year to serve all 565 federally recognized tribes.

To ensure that the TTAPs are able to meet the increased demand for their services and as additional tribes assume responsibility for administering their own transportation programs, NCAI recommends Congress to have the U.S. Department of Transportation institute a TTAP for each of the twelve BIA Regions. Additionally, NCAI recommends an increase to the overall funding of TTAPs from $1.9 million to $4.2 million each fiscal year. This much needed funding will assist each TTAP center to adequately address the increasing need for transportation technical assistances.

BONDS SOLVENCY

Fixing the federal tribal tax-exempt bond is the only way to leverage infrastructure spending and create economic growth

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December 17, Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)

Fixing the federal tax-exempt bond rules applicable to tribal governments would leverage any infrastructure spending by the federal government, thereby increasing the reach of the Economic Stimulus package and reducing the burden to the taxpayer through complementary tribal financing. Like state and local governments, tribal governments need to issue tax-exempt bonds for a variety of purposes, including infrastructure and economic development activities. In fact, tribal governments that lack a tax base (as many do) have an even greater need to finance revenue-generating projects in order to fund and deliver much-needed government services to their citizens. A consensus proposal to fix the federal  tax-exempt bond rules can be found in legislation introduced by Senators Max Baucus and Gordon Smith in the Senate and by Congressmen Xavier Becerra and Devin Nunes in the House.  The Tribal Government Tax-Exempt Bond Parity Act (S. 1850/H.R. 3164) would indirectly, but effectively address fundamental infrastructure and community development needs for tribes. Passage of the legislation would go a long way to allow tribal governments to build self-sufficient local economies, serve fundamental citizen needs, and create healthy and safe communities. Yet due to federal tax and securities rules, tribal governments find it both difficult and more expensive to finance government functions and economic development projects.  There is no reason why Indian tribal governments should be paying more to provide for their citizens than other governments do. 

LOANS SOLVENCY

Loan guarantees for infrastructure construction are best to solve for Native American economic growth

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December 17, Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)

One of the most successful programs undertaken by the Bureau of Indian Affairs is the Guaranteed Loan Program for businesses. It has been successful because it provides an attractive incentive for banks to expand and underwrite loans in Indian country. The default rate is enviable, administrative costs are shifted to the banks and demand far outweighs the allocated funding.  The loan guarantee program provides security for up to $80 million in loans between private banks and Indian tribes and tribal enterprises in FY 2008.  Despite this guarantee authority, an additional $90 million in potential loans were not guaranteed because they exceeded the $80 million ceiling.  We are requesting that the Guaranteed Loan Program receive an additional $90 million in leveraged loan backing through an additional $9 million in leveraged (10:1) funds to meet existing demand for business development. This funding could also be used to meet the demand for tribes to grow their economic base to fund government programs by authorizing tribal bonds to be eligible for funding. Department of Interior already had a program developed for meeting this important need.  In addition, it is also important that Indian-owned companies participate in performing infrastructure construction.  Tribally-owned construction companies have been denied access to surety bonding because of the perceived risk associated with sovereign immunity – even when waived for specific contracts.  We recommend the Guaranteed Loan Fund be utilized to guarantee the performance bonds to ease the expense or outright denial of coverage needed to compete for and secure contracting opportunities. An additional set aside of $100 million should be guaranteed as part of the existing program for surety bonding. With a default rate around 39%, funds of $39 million would be leveraged to support the total funding of $100 million. xixExpansion of the successful loan program to include larger energy funds would ensure tribal participation as energy partners. Without capital, tribes will continue to occupy the lower levels of the value chain and not receive full value for their limited resources. We are requesting $100 million in leveraged (10:1) funds to provide a total of $1 billion in guaranteed loans for energy projects. This important funding will give tribes the opportunity to create wind energy, provide aggregates for road construction and develop existing domestic fossil fuels. 
Funding for the USDA loan program solves current tribal government credit problems 

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December 17, Indian Country Economic Recovery Plan, http://www.nativecontractors.org/media/pdf/NCAI_Economic_Stimulus_Proposal.pdf)

Like other governments, the current economic climate has made access to credit for tribal governments and tribal businesses much more difficult.  Tribes that depend on income from traditional lines of business, such as forest products or agriculture, have been hit particularly hard as tightened credit markets have affected sales. Ultimately it has affected the ability of businesses to secure new or increased sources of capital.  USDA Rural Development administers the Business and Industry (B&I) Program, which is authorized to provide grants, loan guarantees, and below market direct loans for a variety of purposes, including construction, expansion, repair, or modernization costs.  Although still authorized and governed by existing regulations and eligibility criteria, the direct loan component of the B&I program has not been funded for several years.  Tribes and tribal enterprises are eligible borrowers under existing regulations. The B&I Direct Loan program is already authorized and in place. New funding is all that is needed to provide Indian tribes and tribal enterprises with a new source of available capital.  USDA Rural Development currently administers direct loans in connection with other programs and has personnel and procedures in place to make and service these direct loans.
TRUST DOCTRINE 

Indians will not abandon the Trust Doctrine—they’ll continue to turn to the federal government
WILKINS AND LOMAWAIMA 2002 (David E. Wilkins, a member of the Lumbee Tribe, is associate professor of American Indian studies, political science, and law at the University of Minnesota and coauthor, with Vine Deloria, Jr., of Tribes, Treaties, and Constitutional Tribulations. K. Tsianina Lomawaima is an associate professor of American Indian Studies at the University of Arizona and the daughter of a former Chilocco student., Uneven Ground: American Indian Sovereignty and Federal Law, p. 92-93)
The Cherokee groups, notwithstanding the sordid history of devastating federal policies and laws that violated their rights, still retain faith in the legal system to compel the federal government to fulfill its duties. Indian people generally maintain a sense that the United States government will one day fulfill its legislated, negotiated, and self-imposed duties toward native nations. McLaughlin also noted the Indian faith in the law in his autobiography. Describing the Indians' belief in "the rule of law" and in the "moral character" of the United States, he said:

He [the Indian] is given much to the forms of law. The Indian is a natural litigant, and it is to be regretted that he is prone to this. He believes implicitly in the capacity of the white man's courts to remedy all wrongs, and is disposed to hire a lawyer whenever he gets a chance. There are bands and communities of Indians in this country who practically maintain the lobbies hired by law firms at Washington, and who often go hungry, when the fees they pay to lawyers would supply them with the material necessities of life. (McLaughlin 1910, 310)

McLaughlin's observation has lost no force in the last ninety years. Indian and non-Indian legal-interest groups might be termed a growth industry; and the number of Indian lawyers has grown from less than 25 in the 1960s to nearly 2,000 (Yellow Bird 2000). Indigenous people continue to hope that the federal government will one day consistently respect both its own institutions and Indian nations.

Cherokee and other American Indian communities are prone to believe—to trust—what they have been told by the federal government's policymakers. The United States and preceding European nations have always maintained that they would exercise the "utmost good faith" in their political dealings with tribes and that they would be governed by laws of "justice and humanity" in their treatment of Indian peoples. The Cherokees will undoubtedly persist in their belief that they are entitled to dignity and respect, in no small part because they continue to display dignity and respect for the United States. Notwithstanding historical and ongoing debates with federal, state, and local governments over taxation, jurisdictions, gaming, water rights, and myriad other issues, the Cherokees retain a measure of confidence that the federal government—the preeminent sovereign the Cherokees are linked with via treaties and trust—will fulfill its duties.

The trust doctrine is a part of broader strategies for Native survival—it supplements other forms of resistance
WILKINS AND LOMAWAIMA 2002 (David E. Wilkins, a member of the Lumbee Tribe, is associate professor of American Indian studies, political science, and law at the University of Minnesota and coauthor, with Vine Deloria, Jr., of Tribes, Treaties, and Constitutional Tribulations. K. Tsianina Lomawaima is an associate professor of American Indian Studies at the University of Arizona and the daughter of a former Chilocco student., Uneven Ground: American Indian Sovereignty and Federal Law, p. 93-96)

The United States, despite its blemished treaty rights record, has shown through a substantial corpus of political and legal documentation an ongoing belief in the validity and sanctity of Indian treaties and agreements; federal policies that affirm a nation-to-nation relationship; federal laws that support Indian religious freedom, tribal self-govemance, and tribal judicial systems; judicial decrees that recognize the inherent sovereignty of tribes; and presidential actions that carve out a path of positive intergovernmental relations. In short, the United States government has the capability of fulfilling its original and ongoing "Contracts with Native America."

Jim Wallis, in his powerful study The Soul of Politics: A Practical and Prophetic Vision for Change (1994), describes hope as "the most feared reality of any oppressive system. More powerful than any other weapon, hope is the great enemy of those who would control history" (236). Wallis continues: "The word hope is often used to refer to something mystical or rhetorical. Hope somehow lies outside the reality in which we have to live. Hope becomes a feeling or a mood or an inspired moment that is lived somehow above the painful and dull agonies of history" (ibid., 237). This description of hope is, we believe, comparable to the Cherokee vision of "trust." Wallis's explanation of the "nonsense of hope" closely parallels how Cherokee views of "trust" have been maintained through the "agonies of history":

Hope unbelieved is always considered nonsense. But hope believed is history in the process of being changed. The nonsense of the Resurrection becomes the hope that shook the Roman Empire and established the Christian movement. The nonsense of slave songs in Egypt and Mississippi became the hope that let the oppressed go free. The nonsense of a bus boycott in Montgomery, Alabama, became the hope that transformed a nation. The nonsense of women's meetings became the hope that brought suffrage and a mighty movement that demands gender equality. The nonsense of the uneducated, the unsophisticated, "the rabble," became the hope that creates industrial unions, farmworker cooperatives, campesino collectives, and a myriad of popular organizations that challenge and sometimes defeat monopolies of wealth and power, (ibid., 238-39)

The Cherokees have found that while the notion of trust overarches and undergirds their political/legal relations with federal and state governments, the trust doctrine alone has been insufficient to safeguard their interests. They have also had to use other strategies when reliance on trust was not enough. Indigenous people share with peasant and other oppressed groups around the world the reality that sometimes the best they can do to survive is to work "the system... to their minimum disadvantage" (Scott 1985, xv). While the Cherokees may not be able to alter the federal system they live within, and cannot always expect "the law" to redress their needs, they have found ways throughout history to engage in what James Scott artfully terms "everyday forms of... resistance" (Scott 1985, xvi). Scott has "in mind the ordinary weapons of relatively powerless groups: foot dragging, dissimulation, desertion, false compliance, pilfering, feigned ignorance, slander, arson, sabotage, and so on" (ibid.)- Scott, who lived in a small village in Malaysia for two years while he conducted his research, observed that in the Third World it is rare and often deadly for peasants to confront state authorities. They are more likely to "nibble away at such policies by noncompliance, foot dragging, deception" (ibid.). Ideological struggle underwrites resistance for many oppressed groups.

Profound differences separate North American Indian communities (with treaty and trust rights acknowledged, if not always fulfilled) and peasant communities in the Third World. Despite those differences in the late twentieth century, the historical experiences of these two sets of peoples contained many parallels. Most tribes, including the Cherokees, by the late 1800s could not effectively fend off federal assaults aimed at the absorption of Indians into the American body politic. Their disadvantages did not stop the Cherokees or other tribes from finding subtle ways to protect what rights and land they retained. Native people quietly resisted allotment of their lands (Mankiller and Wallis 1993), formed clandestine gangs within the rigidly regimented confines of boarding schools (Loma-waima 1994), disguised potlatches as Christmas gift-giving extravaganzas (Jonaitis 1991), and camouflaged ceremonial gatherings as Fourth of July celebrations (Biolsi 1992).

Indigenous groups have employed multiple cross-cutting strategies, suitable to the time and issue, in order to realize their vision of trust. One strategy has been a straightforward and active reliance on the trust doctrine (as they understand it) and concomitant faith in the rule of law, however ironic or naive that might seem to outside observers. Native people have also constructed or adopted new institutions of governance and acquired new economic skills to survive—the Cherokee Nation used both these strategies to resist removal in the early 1800s. Tribes have chosen paths of political participation (voting, memorializing Congress or the president) or nonparticipation (withholding their participation as an outward expression of their separate sovereign status) as they see fit. Sporadic outbursts of violence have punctuated U.S.-lndian relations, usually called "uprisings" or "revolts" in American history textbooks (if they are acknowledged at all).11 Sometimes tribes or factions have colluded with federal authorities, as the "Pro-Treaty" party among the Cherokees did during the removal crisis. Sometimes people have found subtle ways (fleeing, footdragging, misdirecting Bureau of Indian Affairs officials, feigning ignorance) to blunt the effect of harmful policies or simply to survive.

History teaches us important lessons, but native people do not live only in the past. Like human beings everywhere, American Indians shape the present and plan for the future. The Cherokee vision of trust, for example, is not just historically based. It is constituted in the present and oriented toward the future. The indige-nous vision of trust authorizes and allows both parties—the United States and the tribe—to do only what is diplomatically agreed or consented to. Any unilateral action that adversely affects either party violates the trust. One nation may voluntarily assume certain responsibilities, but these are acceptable only so long as the receiving parry finds them in its best interest. The Cherokees will continue to hold the federal government accountable—legally, politically, socially, culturally, and economically—for activities that exceed negotiated positions; that do direct or indirect harm to Cherokee rights and resources; or that transgress the federal government's assumed role as the tribe's "protector." These three layers of trust represent an intertwining of moral, political, and legal obligations. Based on an indigenous, reciprocal vision of trust, tribes believe that tribal and federal rights, properties, and sovereignty are equally entitled to deep and profound respect.

PLAN MODELLED
Successful policies in Indian Country are exported to the rest of the country
CHURCHILL 1997 (Ward, Professor of Ethnic Studies at University of Colorado at Boulder,  A Little Matter of Genocide: Holocaust and Denial in the Americas, 1492 to the present, p. 340)
Felix Cohen, widely considered to have been the leading authority on federal Indian law, once likened the function of indigenous peoples in the United States to that of a miner’s canary. As the bird did for the miner, he wrote, Indians have been made to serve as an early warning device of impending danger for the dominant society. By using native people essentially as guinea pigs for experiments in socioeconomic and political engineering, federal policymakers have been able to assess the relative degrees of efficacy and consequence attending implementation of their ideas. Based upon these results, the government can “tune” its programs, enhancing effectiveness and reducing at least the appearance of likely costs to acceptable levels before exporting them to the broader U.S. society. In some cases, where the effects of policies have been found to be unexpectedly unredeeming or counterproductive when applied to Indians, programmatic export has been avoided altogether, thereby sparing mainstream America the pain of experiencing such things for itself.

U.S. ECONOMY ADD-ON

Indian economies are key to the overall US economy

Indian Country Today Media Network, 6/29/12  (“‘Litefoot’, New President and CEO of NCAIED Pushes for Indian Country To Expand Its Global Footing”,  (http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/2012/06/29/%E2%80%98litefoot%E2%80%99-new-president-and-ceo-of-ncaied-pushes-for-indian-country-to-expand-its-global-footing-121156 SW)

“At a time when diversifying our economic vision has never been more important, the National Center’s role in fostering global relations between Indian country and other countries to facilitate new opportunities beyond the U.S. is the future,” Davis said. “And that’s not just a one-way street. Tribal leaders have spoken about import and export, and how to exercise tribal sovereignty to not just help their own tribal communities, but to help drive the U.S. economy. “While many people may find the idea of Indian country driving the U.S. economy absurd, I believe there is a way to do it,” he continued, citing the success of gaming in Indian country as an example. “Some people thought gaming was crazy. They never thought it would become so lucrative for many tribal nations.”
SAVES MONEY

The plan is a net decrease in federal spending—road maintenance saves money

National Congress of American Indians 8 (The oldest, largest and most representative American Indian and Alaska Native organization serving the interests of tribal governments and communities, December, “Tribal Transportation Programs”, http://www.nijc.org/pdfs/TTAP/NCAITransportationLegislativePacketDec2008.pdf)

The lack of adequate maintenance funding for Tribal roads and brides is dangerous, shortsighted and financially wasteful because it contributes to highway fatalities and fails to protect these valuable taxpayer-funded infrastructure investments.  The Interior Department’s repeated failure to adequately budget for the BIA Road Maintenance Program is also contrary to the express Congressional mandate in SAFETEA-LU, which authorized Tribal governments to spend up to 25% their IRR Program dollars for maintenance purposes, but also required that: “The Bureau of Indian Affairs shall continue to retain primary responsibility, including annual funding request responsibility, for road maintenance programs on Indian reservations.  The Secretary [of Transportation] shall ensure that [IRR Program] funding made available . . . for maintenance of Indian reservation roads for each fiscal year is supplementary to and not in lieu of any obligation of funds by the Bureau of Indian Affairs for road maintenance programs on Indian reservations.” 23 U.S.C. §204(c), as amended. Unfortunately, contrary to Congressional intent in SAFETEA-LU, as funding for the IRR Program has gone up under SAFETEA-LU, Interior Department budget requests to Congress have actually proposed reduced funding for the BIA Road Maintenance Program.  The BIA Road Maintenance Program is so poorly funded currently that there are not even sufficient funds to address road maintenance emergencies that create life threatening risks to Tribal members and other system users.  Every BIA Regional office has reported that they have faced major road and bridge maintenance emergencies but have lacked the financial resources to respond to them effectively.  As Senate Indian Affairs Committee Chairman Byron Dorgan explained at a recent Senate hearing, “the lack of adequate road maintenance funding unnecessarily puts lives at risks and contributes to the discouraging on too many Indian reservations and Tribal communities that Indian people must just learn to live with “third world” levels of transportation infrastructure.”    As Tribal governments and the Federal government invest millions of taxpayer dollars to build and reconstruct roads in Indian country, it is economically foolish not to spend the relatively small sums needed to adequately maintain these routes to extend their useful design life.  If pennies are spent on road maintenance, dollars will be saved on road reconstruction, and many more dollars will be saved on the societal costs of traffic fatalities and injuries.   
A2: POLITICS—LINK N/U
Link is not unique

NCAI, Accessed 6/28/12 (“Transportation”, http://www.ncai.org/policy-issues/economic-development-commerce/transportation SW)

The NCAI-ITA Joint Task Force has been preparing and advocating for the inclusion of tribal transportation priorities in the next highway reauthorization legislation. The US Congress has held several legislative hearings on the upcoming transportation authorization, and NCAI has testified regularly on tribal transportation issues. There have been many political and budget changes since the last transportation authorization; however, the Joint Task Force is working on ensuring that the next highway reauthorization bill continues to build upon the progress made in SAFETEA-LU. In addition, NCAI has joined the Transportation for America Equity Caucus to ensure that tribal positions and views are reflected in the Equity Caucus. The caucus is comprised of national civil rights organizations and community development groups collaborating to make certain the next transportation bill will ensure access and create affordable transportation for all people.
A2: POLITICS—LINK TURNS
The plan has extensive bipartisan support in both houses

INDIANZ.COM 2003 (Advocates seek boost for Indian Country roads, March 28, http://64.38.12.138/News/show.asp?ID=2003/03/28/roads)
Improving this situation requires more dollars, according to tribal leaders. "Indian people," said Navajo Nation council delegate Andrew Simpson at a hearing last October, "need better roads to reach a better future."
Tribes depend on the Indian Reservation Road (IRR) program, which is funded by a small portion of a federal highway trust fund. But the amount is low -- only $238 million, or less than 1 percent of the entire fund, is available for the current year.
To combat the problem, members of Congress are pushing their initiatives. A bipartisan group of 31 lawmakers in the House, led by Rep. Nick Rahall (D-W.Va.), the ranking member of the committee with jurisdiction over Indian issues, is calling for sweeping changes in the IRR program.
"The fact of the matter is that today, the existing Indian Reservation Road Program is woefully inadequate," the lawmakers said on Wednesday in a letter to the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
On the Senate side, Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) is also calling for improvements. "Roads that cut through Indian reservations are in horrendous condition," he said yesterday. "The condition of these roads threatens the safety of anyone who uses them, but especially those who have to use them to get to work or school each day."
The House members are asking for an initial $500 million investment to the IRR program, with annual increases. Bingaman, through his Tribal Transportation Program Improvement Act of 2003, S.725, seeks about the same amount of money -- $2.775 billion over the next five years.
A2: STATES C/P

Tribes will say “no” to the counterplan

SWAN 2002 Arizona Department of Transportation (Jeff, “Native American Transportation Issues in Arizona: Coordination of State and Tribal Transportation Issues”, September, TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CIRCULAR Number E-C039, Conference on Transportation Improvements: Experiences Among Tribal, Local, State, and Federal Governments, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/circulars/ec039.pdf SW)

ADOT = Arizona Department of Transportation

Government-to-government relationships are especially difficult for the ADOT and the tribes. In many cases, the tribes continue to insist that their government-to-government relationship is with the federal government and that all dealings should be with the federal government. With the continued effort by Congress to devolve some federal programs to the states, the government-to government relationship between the state and tribal governments must be addressed. 
Federal action is key—conflicts between the states and tribes undermine the counterplan

HENSLEY-QUINN AND SHAWN 2006 Program Manager for the National Academy for State Health Policy AND Assistant Director of Technical Assistance Programs at Community Transportation Association of America  (Maureen and Kelly, “American Indian Transportation: Issues and Successful Models”, Fall, National Transit Resource Center InfoBrief No. 28, http://www.ctaa.org/webmodules/webarticles/articlefiles/American_Indian_RTAP_Brief.pdf SW)

Tribal rights of self-government are recognized and protected by the US Constitution, legislation, treaties, judicial decisions and administrative practice. Currently, the US  government officially recognizes 563 tribes  as sovereign nations. Federal recognition  means that tribes can use federal funds for  transportation; without that recognition,  states may choose to contract with tribes for  transportation, but they are not obligated to do  so.  Federal transportation funds are allocated to the states based on population, which includes American Indians. The quality and effectiveness of tribal/state relationships vary widely. Due to tribes’ sovereign nation status, relationships  with the states can be complicated. Some tribes have solid working relationships with their  states, while others have little or no dialogue  with state officials. In order to provide an  effective transportation service for tribes  without compromising their sovereign nation  status, the tribal/state relationship must be  worked through on a case-by-case basis.
The counterplan requires negotiation—conflicts will undermine it
SWAN 2002 Arizona Department of Transportation (Jeff, “Native American Transportation Issues in Arizona: Coordination of State and Tribal Transportation Issues”, September, TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CIRCULAR Number E-C039, Conference on Transportation Improvements: Experiences Among Tribal, Local, State, and Federal Governments, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/circulars/ec039.pdf SW)

Addressing government-to-government relationships is needed for binding intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) which can be executed between the ADOT and the tribes. The ADOT enters into IGAs as a way to assign binding responsibilities for funding, operations, improvements, and maintenance actions between the ADOT and another party. A typical IGA would be used to operate a traffic signal system jointly with the ADOT operating the system and the community paying the costs of electrical power. As mentioned earlier, the mediation of disputes needs to be addressed.
States will decrease existing road programs on reservations in reaction to the counterplan—they want to divert funds
Keel 11 Lieutenant Governor of the Chickasaw Nation and President of the National Congress of American Indians  (Jefferson, “Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities”, 9/15/11, SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf SW)

The federal government also makes some funds available to tribes for IRR maintenance under the BIA Maintenance Program. This Program is also woefully inadequate. The BIA spends less than $1000 per mile for road maintenance, compared to estimates of $4000-$5000 per mile used by states to fund non-IRR maintenance. 11 Moreover, the states, who receive federal funding for their own roads that fall within reservations, frequently shirk their obligation to improve or maintain these roads and instead siphon off the funds for use elsewhere. 12
Tribal cooperation is key to the CP

Swan, 02 Arizona Department of Transportation (Jeff, “Native American Transportation Issues in Arizona: Coordination of State and Tribal Transportation Issues”, September, TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CIRCULAR Number E-C039, Conference on Transportation Improvements: Experiences Among Tribal, Local, State, and Federal Governments, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/circulars/ec039.pdf SW)

ADOT = Arizona Department of Transportation

The ADOT/tribal relationships in the area of transportation have improved over the last 10 years, but there is still room for improvement on all fronts. An effort is underway, sponsored by ADOT and FHWA, to educate tribal officials on the planning and programming processes that are used by ADOT. Other efforts by ADOT and the district engineers will be forthcoming, but there is a continuing need for the tribes to cooperate with ADOT so that their transportation needs on the state highways are addressed. ADOT is aware of the need for cooperation and the need to reach out for tribal input, but the tribes need to leave the door open and respond to ADOT’s outreach efforts.
State deals with natives hav to come through an intergovernmental deal

Getches, 93 Professor at the University  of  Colorado  School  of  Law (David H., “NEGOTIATED SOVEREIGNTY: INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS WITH AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBES AS MODELS FOR EXPANDING SELF-GOVERNMENT”, Review  of Constitutional Studies Vol 1 No 1, http://digitool.library.colostate.edu///exlibris/dtl/d3_1/apache_media/L2V4bGlicmlzL2R0bC9kM18xL2FwYWNoZV9tZWRpYS8xMjUwOTc=.pdf SW)

In the United States, intergovernmental agreements close the gap between concepts of sovereignty and the necessities of governance. They are used to give practical meaning to broad legal principles, to effectuate court decisions and legislative delegations of authority, and to clarify ambiguous laws. In some cases, agreements resolve disputes that would otherwise be mired in costly, protracted, and sometimes inconclusive litigation. Intergovernmental agreements have become a device of necessity for United States Indian tribes and their neighbouring governments. The necessity stems from the legal complexity of the field of Indian law and policy and the diversified land tenure situation on Indian reservations. Recent litigation and assertions of sovereignty by revitalized tribal governments have forced lingering issues to be resolved with practical solutions. Case law, treaties, and statutes have created a bizarre jurisdictional arrangement. The question of which government has responsibility over an infraction on any Indian reservation may turn on the ownership of the land where it occurs, the race of the victim, the race and tribal affiliation of the actor, and a determination of whether the law controlling the behaviour is "prohibitory" or not. Jurisdiction to impose civil regulations entails extensive and imprecise case-by-case analysis of the relative interests of the state, federal and tribal governments. The fact that much, and in some cases most, land on Indian reservations is owned by non-Indians compounds the problem. The situation creates bewildering challenges to tribal and state officials charged with administering justice and performing governmental responsibilities. Thus, current policies ostensibly respecting Indian self-determination and the tribes' governmental status are frustrated.
A2: STATES C/P: GAS TAX

State gas taxes undermine tribal revenue

NCAI 11 (NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure,

and Safety in Native Communities”, September 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)

 Faced with a severe inadequacy of funding from federal and state sources, tribal governments have looked for other sources of revenue, including levying their own motor fuel taxes. While tribes have the same authority as other governments to collect taxes, the ability of tribes to tax fuel on tribal lands has been severely diminished by the Supreme Court. The Court has upheld the authority of the states to reach onto tribal land to collect a state motor fuel tax. The dual taxation that would result if both states and tribes impose a motor fuel tax makes it impractical for tribes to generate revenue through motor fuel taxes. Although some tribes and states have been able to negotiate motor fuel tax revenue- sharing agreements, those cases are the exception rather than the rule. In most areas, the state governments’ collection of motor fuel taxes in Indian country displaces the ability of tribal governments to collect motor fuel taxes.
A2: TRIBAL GOVERNMENT C/P

Lack of staff and resources cause tribal mismanagement 

NCAI 11 (NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS “SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING: Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure,

and Safety in Native Communities”, September 15, http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)

Still, conflicting grant conditions and contract requirements arising from other federal transportation programs continue to obstruct the efficient and cost-effective transportation infrastructure development Congress has envisioned for Indian Country. Few tribal governments have the staff or resources for negotiations to conform these extensive conditions and requirements to tribal-specific legal and policy considerations or to establish duplicative administrations for managing disparate contract and grant requirements – and they should not have to. In other agencies, tribal implementation of federal programs under the ISDEAA has allowed tribes to adopt uniform and more cost-effective accounting, management, procurement and reporting systems. Under ISDEAA, tribes spend less on program administration and more on program services and activities. 

A2: TRIBAL CONSULTATION C/P

Federal transportation funding mechanisms have already been negotiated with tribal governments

Baxter 11 Associate Administrator for Federal Lands for the Federal Highway Administration (John R., “Hearing on Tribal Transportation: Paving the Way for Jobs, Infrastructure and Safety in Native Communities”, 9/15/11, Hearing before the Committee on Indian Affairs,  http://testimony.ost.dot.gov/test/pasttest/11test/baxter1.htm “SW)

The IRR program is the largest Federal Lands Highway (FLH) program and is unique due to the relationship with Federally-recognized Indian Tribal Governments under the program.  The IRR program serves 565 Federally-recognized Indian Tribes and Alaska Native villages in 32 States.  FHWA co-administers the IRR program with the BIA under an agreement originating in 1948 and a Stewardship Plan from July 1996.  IRR program funding has grown significantly under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), from a program size of $275 million annually under the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) to $450 million annually today.  This equates to a total of $2.76 billion over the life of SAFETEA-LU, including the extensions through the end of this fiscal year.  These funds have been distributed according to a tribal shares formula, which was developed through a negotiated rulemaking with tribal governments.  SAFETEA-LU also increased the eligible uses of IRR program funds by allowing a Tribe to use up to 25 percent of its share of funds for road and bridge maintenance activities.  This change allowed Tribes to supplement the funding they receive annually from the Department of the Interior (DOI) for maintenance activities.  It also allowed the Tribes to address critical safety, snow removal, and pavement preservation issues.  The increased funding and programmatic changes provided in SAFETEA-LU for the IRR program, along with an additional $310 million provided by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of  2009 (Recovery Act), discussed below, have provided tools and resources to substantially improve tribal transportation.

Tribal consultation is normal means

Baxter 11 Associate Administrator for Federal Lands for the Federal Highway Administration (John R., “Hearing on Tribal Transportation: Paving the Way for Jobs, Infrastructure and Safety in Native Communities”, 9/15/11, Hearing before the Committee on Indian Affairs, http://testimony.ost.dot.gov/test/pasttest/11test/baxter1.htm “SW)

FHWA – Federal Highway Administration

Secretary LaHood shares President Obama’s commitment to addressing tribal issues and concerns. Last year, meeting with the National Congress of American Indians, the Secretary emphasized the DOT's commitment to improving existing tribal transportation programs by seeking tribal input on important regulations, providing timely technical assistance, and ensuring that Tribes are given ample opportunities to compete for grants. The Department also has implemented its Tribal Consultation Plan, a detailed plan of action the agency will take when developing, changing, or implementing policies, programs, or services with tribal implications. FHWA has a long history of supporting tribal governments’ rights to self-determination and working directly with Tribes in a government-to-government relationship. FHWA’s top leadership continues to meet directly with tribal government elected officials and transportation staff, and is committed to delivering a transportation program that works for all Tribes whether the Tribe has a large or small population. FHWA has sought to improve tribal transportation by working directly with tribal governments to improve Tribes’ technical capacity, to improve safety on reservations and native communities, and to foster partnerships between tribal governments, local governments, Federal agencies, and State DOTs.
A2: COLONIALISM K

Federal obligation is distinct from federal dominion—the judicial doctrine cited in their evidence should be delinked from positive actions like the plan

Wood, 1994 (Mary Christina, University of Oregon Assistant Law Professor,  “Indian Land and the Promise of Native Sovereignty: The Trust Doctrine Revisited”, 1994 Utah L. Rev. 1471 ajones)

The Kagama and Worcester cases, then, suggest very distinct paradigms resting at opposite ends of the spectrum of federal-Indian relations. At one end is the sovereign trust model which presumes [*1504] native sovereignty and very limited federal power, and obligates the federal government to protect the separatism of the native nations. At the other end of the spectrum is the Kagama "guardian-ward" model which draws on tribal dependency and the federal duty of protection to support nearly unchecked federal power over tribes, including power over their internal governments. The Kagama model is directed less at assuring viable separatism and more toward promoting assimilation. Different though they are, the two models are often treated synonymously in the courts and in commentary. Understandably, this has led to confusion in the courts and tremendous uncertainty regarding the potential role of the trust doctrine in Indian law today. In evaluating contemporary use of the trust doctrine, it is important to note that, while many modern cases refer to the "guardian-ward" relationship in describing federal-Indian relations, the Kagama case did not wholly displace Worcester's sovereign trust model. Rather, the Worcester and Kagama cases have left coexisting, if confused, legacies. Worcester remains precedent today n145 and the treaties which embody a sovereign trust model endure as well. Those treaties still control federal-Indian relations and are secured by legal consider ation consisting of vast amounts of ceded native land. n146 Further, the promise of native separatism which underlies the land cessions remains a central feature of contemporary Indian policy. Despite Kagama's language, which associated plenary power with a trust-like responsibility inhering in a "guardian-ward rela tionship," it is critical to delink the trust doctrine and the plenary power doctrine. n147 Notions of federal responsibility existed long be- [*1505] fore Kagama, and a sovereign trust paradigm such as the one suggested in Worcester would support federal responsibility apart from unfettered federal dominion. And certainly the association between the trust doctrine and plenary power should have no place in the context of challenges to agency action because it is well settled that agencies do not have plenary power over tribes. Courts have allowed only Congress that authority. n148
The critique is wrong and only justifies ignoring urgent native needs

Wood, 1994 (Mary Christina, University of Oregon Assistant Law Professor,  “Indian Land and the Promise of Native Sovereignty: The Trust Doctrine Revisited”, 1994 Utah L. Rev. 1471 ajones)

The trust responsibility remains a focal point for tribes in their efforts to gain federal protection of native lands and resources. For example, over the past few years the Columbia River Basin tribes that have treaty rights to harvest salmon have urged federal agencies to fulfill their trust responsibility by restoring salmon populations, controlling water pollution, and conserving water in streams. n153 The trust responsibility is gaining renewed attention in the Clinton administration as well. In an historic meeting on April 29, 1994, with over 300 tribal leaders, the President made a pledge to fulfill his trust responsibility. n154 Several agencies within the executive branch are now developing trust policies to guide their actions affecting tribes. n155 But despite the growing need for enforcing the federal responsibility owed to native nations, and a corresponding tribal reliance upon the trust doctrine to support demands for protection of natural resources, the trust doctrine remains encumbered by its past association with plenary power in the Kagama case. n156 Because it is of- [*1507] ten still characterized as emanating from a "guardian-ward" relationship, the trust responsibility is blemished by policies from past eras which supported federal dominion over tribes and assimilation of native people. Accordingly, it is sometimes rejected as a tool to protect native rights. n157
A2: DON’T SAY “TRIBES”

‘Tribe’ has been used to promote pride and create political movements to stop land encroachment – criticized features of ‘tribes’ are now being viewed in a positive light

CHARSLEY 1997 School of Social & Political Studies at the University of Edinburgh (Katharine, ““Children of the Forest” or “Backwards Communities”: The Ideology of Tribal Development”, Edinburgh Papers In South Asian Studies Number 7, http://www.csas.ed.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/38429/WP07_CHARSLEY.pdf SW)

A review of the health, education and income status of the tribals in post-Independence India is saddening. This shameful situation is mainly a consequence of the arrogance of the non-tribals in considering the tribals uncivilised. The western civilisation, and also the westernised Indians, have now come to realise the folly of not learning from the tribal heritage. (A.K. Singh 1995a: 23) What the government sees as the Tribal lacking in civilisation, can equally be viewed in a positive light, as being closer to nature. This appreciative approach to ‘tribal’ people can be seen, for example, in the Body Shop’s range of ‘natural’, ‘tribal’ beauty products. From the world of art, Clifford suggests that comparing modern and ‘tribal’ art makes the ‘tribal’ ‘modern and the modern more richly, more diversely human’ (1988:11). Of course, the notion that ‘tribal’ culture can legitimately be seen as reflecting a part of our own, rests on the same social evolutionary hierarchy as the popular and government ideologies, but the model is less unilinear, foreseeing the possibility of ‘reinstating’ attributes of ‘tribal’ life. An internationally successful dance-remix of ‘tribal’ singing, for example, starts: ‘Somewhere, deep in the forest, there are some little men, and little women. They are our past, and maybe, maybe, they are our future’ (Deep Forest 1993) 2 It is not only among non-‘tribal’ Westerners, however, that this image is in favour. The people referred to as ‘tribal’ have also taken it up, either retaining the term, as in the ILO’s ‘Indigenous and Tribal Populations’ Conventions, or dropping it altogether in favour of ‘Indigenous Peoples’. 1993 was, in fact, the ‘Year of the Indigenous Peoples’. The 1975 meeting of ‘The World Council of Indigenous Peoples’ at Port Albertin, Canada, made the following statement: We glory in our proud past: When the earth was our nurturing mother When the night sky formed our common root, When Sun and Moon were our parents, When all were brothers and sisters We are the culture of the earth and the sky. (quoted in Bogaert 1984: 39-40) This represents an idea of what it means to be ‘tribal’, or ‘indigenous’, in more globally acceptable language, similar to the romantic western model. Both see ‘tribal’ people as spiritually linked with ‘nature’ and their environment. The global indigenous people’s movement turns this characterisation to political use, providing strength in numbers to populations ‘On the edge of each country’s borders and marginal to each country’s citizenship’ (ibid.: 40), by integrating them into a larger community with greater political clout. This political unity is to a large extent concentrated on the matter of land rights Ñ hence the choice of names such a adivasi and girijana, which highlight settlement and forest rights respectively. In 1992, the Penang Charter of the Indigenous-Tribal Peoples of Tropical Forests was presented ‘as a response to hundreds of years of continual encroachment and colonisation of our territories and the undermining of our lives, livelihoods and cultures caused by the destruction of the forests that our survival depends on’ (quoted in Fernandes 1995: 65). Similarly, the ILO ‘Indigenous and Tribal Populations Convention’ of 1975 drew up a treaty, ratified by India, stating that ‘The right of ownership, collective or individual, of the populations concerned over the lands which these populations traditionally occupy, shall be recognised’ (quoted in Bogeart 1984: 38). A global ‘tribal’ identity, seems therefore to have emerged, emphasising harmony with nature and a history of oppression.
‘Tribe’ language good – in the context of Native Americans, it implies sovereignty

McNULTY 08 Public Editor of the Chicago Tribune (“Surely, beware of those certain predictions”, 1/18, Chicago Tribune, http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2008-01-18/news/0801170693_1_journalists-recession-predictions SW)

Paul Salopek, the Chicago Tribune's Africa correspondent, said he understands that Western-oriented readers may think of the word tribe from a racial angle, but he said 99 percent of Africans use the word tribe or tribal proudly. He said if he used the term "ethnic group" in its place, it would puzzle his sources.The issue is not exactly black and white. Banishing words completely is wrong-headed because there are always occasions when that word is exactly appropriate. A check with the Tribune research library showed that the word tribal or variations appeared 379 times in the newspaper in the last year. Most of the references were to Pakistan and Afghanistan, especially the tribal territories where Osama bin Laden is believed to be in hiding. A much smaller number referred to Africa, and even fewer stories referred to Native Americans, to whom the word tribe speaks of nation and sovereignty.
A2: DON’T SAY “INDIANS”

Focus on terminology results in policy paralysis and perpetuates colonialism 

ALFRED 1999 (Taiaiake, Professor of Indigenous Governance at the University of Victoria, Peace Power Righteousness: An Indigenous Manifesto pg 83)
What does it mean to be called an 'Aboriginal' people? In Canada recently there has been a turn towards politically correct, non-offensive terminology that attempts to assuage the guilt of colonialism, but in fact it is only a cover for the state's continuing abuse of indigenous peoples. What good does it do indigenous people to be called 'Aboriginal' if the state continues to deny them legal recognition as the owners of their lands? What good does it do to be called a 'First Nation' (a popular term in some provinces of Canada) when the authority to govern is no more than that of a band council under the Indian Act? The only value in the word play is for white people, who do not have to face the racism built into the structure of their supposedly enlightened country. Natives face the same conditions and suffer the same abuses, except that now the problem is less obvious because, instead of being Indians governed by the state as wards under the Indian Act, they are now recognized as 'Aboriginal' peoples with an 'inherent right' to 'self-government'. Go to a reserve, look around, and ask yourself if Indians are any better of( because white society has relieved itself of its terminological burden. 'l> Intellectual dishonesty is one of the essential elements of colonialism. We need to stop believing the lies that have been perpetuated by Europeans to normalize the tempest of ruin they have inflicted on other peoples. Native people have become wrapped up in these lies; now they are hostage to the status quo, unable to move. 
The term “Indians” is best—forces us to confront the history of colonialism
Berry 06 Cherokee writer and producer of the website All Things Cherokee

(Christina, “What's in a Name? Indians and Political Correctness”, All Things Cherokee, http://www.allthingscherokee.com/articles_culture_events_070101.html SW)

Ironically, Indians, or American Indians (whichever you prefer), did not seem interested in changing their name. AIM, the American Indian Movement, did not begin calling itself NAM. The American Indian College Fund did not change its name. Many Indians continue to call themselves Indian or American Indian regardless of what the rest of America and the world calls them. Why? The reasons are diverse and personal, but there are two popular reasons. The first reason is habit. Many Indians have been Indians all their lives. The Native people of this continent have been called Indian throughout all of post-Columbian history. Why change now? The second reason is far more political. While the new politically correct terms were intended to help ethnic groups by giving them a name that did not carry the emotional baggage of American history, it also enabled America to ease its conscience. The term Native American is so recent that it does not have all the negative history attached. Native Americans did not suffer through countless trails of tears, disease, wars, and cultural annihilation -- Indians did. The Native people today are Native Americans not Indians, therefore we do not need to feel guilty for the horrors of the past. Many Indians feel that this is what the term Native American essentially does -- it white-washes history. It cleans the slate.
The word “Indians” is better than “Native Americans”—retains historical meaning
MEANS 1996 Russell, leader of the American Indian Movement (AIM) “I AM AN AMERICAN INDIAN, NOT A NATIVE AMERICAN!” 1996 http://www.peaknet.net/~aardvark/means.html)

I abhor the term Native American. It is a generic government term used to describe all the indigenous prisoners of the United States. These are the American Samoans, the Micronesians, the Aleutes, the original Hawaiians and the erroneously termed Eskimos, who are actually Upiks and Inupiats. And, of course, the American Indian.I prefer the term American Indian because I know its origins. The word Indian is an English bastardization of two Spanish words, En Dio, which correctly translated means in with God. As an added distinction the American Indian is the only ethnic group in the United States with the American before our ethnicity.  At an international conference of Indians from the Americas held in Geneva, Switzerland at the United Nations in 1977 we unanimously decided we would go under the term American Indian. We were enslaved as American Indians, we were colonized as American Indians and we will gain our freedom as American Indians and then we will call ourselves any damn thing we choose. Finally, I will not allow a government, any government, to define who I am. Besides anyone born in the Western hemisphere is a Native American.

The word “Indian” is good—it’s an appropriate term and a valid legal category

ALFRED 1999 (Taiaiake, Professor of Indigenous Governance at the University of Victoria, Peace Power Righteousness An Indingous Manifesto)
Mohawks have been referred to as Rattlesnake People by the other tribes. But the rattlesnake is a very peaceful creature, raising its offspring on its own homeland; if its territory is large enough, it will run away. But if you persist, he warns you with his tail— please stay away! If you come closer he warns you more loudly, and finally if you give him no choice, then he will strike you. We are called rattlesnakes because we have that character. . . . Tom Porter speaks the truth eloquently as usual. Nonetheless, in this book references to 'Iroquois', the Six Nations, and the people of the Confederacy will use the Kanien'keha word 'Rotinohshonni', meaning 'people of the long house'. In broader discussions I will use various terms: 'Indian' (it should be noted that the area now known as 'India' was still called 'Hindustan' in the fifteenth century; the term 'Indian' as applied to indigenous Americans is derived from Columbus's original name for the Taino people he first encountered, 'una gente in Dios', or 'Indios', meaning 'a people in God'; 'Indian' is also a legal term, and in common use among indigenous people in North America); 'Native' (in reference to the racial and cultural distinctiveness of individuals, and to distinguish our communities from those of the mainstream society), 'American Indian' (in common use and a legal-political category in the United States), 'Aboriginal' (a legal category in Canada; also to emphasize the primacy of the peoples who first occupied the land), and 'indigenous' (in global contexts, and to emphasize natural, tribal, and traditional characteristics of various peoples). All are quite appropriate in context and are used extensively by Native people themselves?) -f 7 - Notes to the text, keyed to page numbers, can be found following p. 147.
Indians is the best term  

GAFFNEY 2006  (Dennis, “"American Indian" or "Native American"?”, 4/24, PBS, http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/roadshow/fts/bismarck_200504A16.html SW)
But despite the supposed political correctness of Native American, it has not become the preferred term. "The acceptance of Native American has not brought about the demise of Indian," according to the fourth edition of the American Heritage Book of English Usage, published in 2000. "Unlike Negro, which was quickly stigmatized once black became preferred, Indian never fell out of favor with a large segment of the American population." Nor did the word Indian fall out of favor with the people it described. A 1995 Census Bureau survey that asked indigenous Americans their preferences for names (the last such survey done by the bureau) found that 49 percent preferred the term Indian, 37 percent Native American, and 3.6 percent "some other name." About 5 percent expressed no preference. Moreover, a large number of Indians actually strongly object to the term Native American for political reasons. In his 1998 essay "I Am An American Indian, Not a Native American!", Russell Means, a Lakota activist and a founder of the American Indian Movement (AIM), stated unequivocally, "I abhor the term 'Native American.'" He continues: It is a generic government term used to describe all the indigenous prisoners of the United States. These are the American Samoans, the Micronesians, the Aleuts, the original Hawaiians, and the erroneously termed Eskimos, who are actually Upiks and Inupiaqs. And, of course, the American Indian. I prefer the term American Indian because I know its origins. ... As an added distinction the American Indian is the only ethnic group in the United States with the American before our ethnicity. At an international conference of Indians from the Americas held in Geneva, Switzerland, at the United Nations in 1977 we unanimously decided we would go under the term American Indian. "We were enslaved as American Indians, we were colonized as American Indians, and we will gain our freedom as American Indians and then we can call ourselves anything we damn please." Yet others argue that neither term should be used, because they both blur the differences between various Indian peoples. In her essay "What's in a Name? Indians and Political Correctness," Christina Berry, a Cherokee writer, argues that people should avoid the terms Indian and Native American: In the end, the term you choose to use (as an Indian or non-Indian) is your own personal choice. ... Very few Indians that I know care either way. The recommended method is to refer to a person by their tribe, if that information is known. The reason is that the Native peoples of North America are incredibly diverse. It would be like referring to both a Romanian and an Irishman as European. It's true that they are both from Europe, but their people have very different histories, cultures, and languages. The same is true of Indians. The Cherokee are vastly different from the Lakota, the Dine, the Kiowa, and the Cree, but they are all labeled Native American. So whenever possible an Indian would prefer to be called a Cherokee or a Lakota or whichever tribe they belong to. This shows respect because not only are the terms Indian, American Indian, andNative American an over simplification of a diverse ethnicity, but you also show that you listened when they told what tribe they belonged to. ... What  matters in the long run is not which term is used but the intention with which it is used. 

Tribal naming is impossible and creates confusion 

Giago 07 Nieman Fellow at Harvard in the Class of 1991 and founder of The Lakota Times and Indian Country Today newspapers. He founded and was the first president of the Native American Journalists Association
 (Tim, “The Name "Indian" and Political Correctness”, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tim-giago/the-name-indian-and-polit_1_b_67593.html SW)

In his book The Day the World Ended at Little Big Horn, Joseph M. Marshall III reviewed all of these labels and then wrote, "We prefer to be identified by our specific tribes or nations, of which there are nearly five hundred ethnically identifiable in the United States." He goes on, "However, in the interest of avoiding confusion within the pages of this work, I have chosen to used the word Indian mostly in those instances when there is a necessary reference to more than a specific tribe or native nation."
A2: SAY “NATIVE AMERICAN”

Their term is inaccurate – anyone born in the us is a native American

Giago 07 Nieman Fellow at Harvard in the Class of 1991 and founder of The Lakota Times and Indian Country Today newspapers. He founded and was the first president of the Native American Journalists Association

 (Tim, “The Name "Indian" and Political Correctness”, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tim-giago/the-name-indian-and-polit_1_b_67593.html SW)

The local daily newspaper in Rapid City, SD decided to drop the use of the word "Indian" and replace it with "Native American." I believe they did so when they, with unintended fanfare, used a headline that highlighted the word "Indian" when describing the new education director for the Rapid City Schools. A howl went up in the Indian community, but the howl was less about political correctness than about the bad usage of the name in that particular context. I believe it is a policy that needs to be reconsidered because anyone born in the United States of America is a Native American, but they are not American Indians.
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