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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE INDIAN EDUCATION ACT OF 1972 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 29, 1979 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, 

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 

2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee presid-
ing. 

Members present: Representatives Kildee and Erdahl. 
Staff present: Alan Lovesee, majority counsel; Richard DiEu-

genio, minority legislative assistant; Jeff McFarland, research as-
sistant; and Scherri Tucker, assistant clerk. 

Mr. KILDEE. The hearing will come to order. The Subcommittee 
on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education is conducting 
this oversight hearing on the new form to be used by the Office of 
Indian Education to 'determine eligibility for the part A public 
school programs under the Indian Education Act. 

These forms, called 0E-506 forms, have been circulated to all of . 
the participating schools. The other committee members and I have 
received a substantial amolint of mail from urban and nonrecog-
nized Indian parents, educators, and organizations expressing con-
cern that the new form substantially alters the ability of their 
children to qualify for the program. 

The committee feels that these concerns warrant OIE clarifica-
tion for several reasons: First, the volume of mail we are receiving, 
second, the fact that the concerns have been voiced by the constitu-
ent groups who would logically be affected if there are restrictions • 
in the eligibility definition; third, the confusion and unresolved 
questions which the form hal; raised in the minds of committee 
members. Therefore, the committee has asked Dr. Gerald Gipp, 
the Deputy Commissioner of the Officeof Indian Education, to 
appear today and give us a definitive explanation of the new OE 
Form No. 506. The purpose of these hearings is to offer the public 
an explanation and to answer field concerns and aid the committee 
to consider any actions on this matter. 

I want to be clear this is a fact finding hearing. The scope of the 
problem, if one exists, presented by this form has not been deter-
mined. Policy determinations behind the decision need clarifica-
tion. Additionally, what procedures OIE will follow in the case of 
good-faith compliance efforts need to be spelled out for us. I under-



stand the committee staff has relayed some of our concerns, so it is 
my hope these questions will be answered today. 

Now, I will ask Dr. Gipp to introduce those Who are with him, 
and begin by making any statement which he may have prepared. 

We have been joined by a minority Member, Mr. Erdahl. 

STATEMENT OF GERALD E. GIPP, DEPUTY COM$IISSIONER, OF-
FICE OF INDIAN EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN TIP.' 
PECONNIC, ASSOCIATE DEPUTY. AND PAUL RIDDLE, OFFICE 
OF GENERAL COUNSEL

Dr. GIPP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
. With me today is, to my immediate right, Dr. John Tippeconnic,' 

my Associate Deputy, and •to my far right is Mr. Paul Riddle, from . 
the Office of the General Counsel. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here today to discuss the 
eligibility form used for the part A entitlement program under the 
Indian Education Act. 
. Part A authorizes grants to public school districts. The amount 

of each grant is determined by a formula that takes lento account 
the number of Indian children enrolled in the school district and 
the average per pupil expenditure in that school district's State. 

In 1979, grants totaling $44 million were made to 1,148 school 
districts serving almost 338,000 students. 

In determining the amount of each grant, the Office of Indian 
Education relies on an annual count of Indian students provided by 
each school district. The districts determine their counts based on 
eligibility forms—known from their Office of Education number as . 
506 forms—that are completed and signed by parents- of' Indian 
students. 

On that form, which has the definition of Indian at the top, 
parents or legal guardians are asked to give: (1) Their name and 
address; (2) the child's name; (3) the name of the child's school;,and 
(4) the tribal affiliation of the child, the parents, and the 
grandparents. 

Prior to the development of this first 506 form in 1976, there was 
no consistent method of determining the Indian enrollment among 
the Nation's school districts. Methods ranged from asking students 
to identify themselves as Indians by raising their hands to counting 
only quarter-blood members of federally recognized tribes. As a 
result, some districts had greritly inflated counts,' while others were 
shortchanging themselves. 

The introduction of the first 506 form was a definite improve-
ment. However, it has become increasingly apparent that abuses 
are still taking place. Some school districts are using the 506 form 
only for new students. Others are instructing parents to claim 
eligibility even though their children clearly don't meet the defini-
tion of Indian. In some cases, school districts have reported dramat- • 
ic jumps in their Indian enrollment. 

In .1977, the GAO criticized both the definition of Indian and the 
methods used by the school districts to identify Indian students. It . 
recommended that the Office of Indian Education establish ade-
quate guidelines and procedures for the schools to use in determin-
ing and documenting the number of Indian children to be counted. 
The GAO also had a recommendation for the Congress--that it 



provide the Office of Indian Education with a clearer definition of 
Indian. 

In 1978, the Indian Education Act came up for reauthorization 
and student eligibility was a major area of concern. 

This committee, in its report accompanying H.R. 15, stated the 
problem as follows: 

At present, the definition of Indian is so broad that the Committee hes seen abuse 
in the counting of children who are eligible to participate under the program and 
the inability of program people in the Office of Education to effectively monitor the 
participation in this program or evaluate its results. 

To alleviate this problem, the committee recommended that the 
definition of Indian be tightened "by deleting the provision which 
qualified a child as Indian because he is a descendant in the second 
degree of a member of a recognized     tribe." The committee pointed 
out that this deletion would be consistent with the recommenda-
tion of the National Advisory Council on Indian Education. 

The full House and subsequently the conference committee de-
clined to change the definition and instead mandated that the 
Assistant Secretary for Education conduct a study of the definition 
of Indian. 

On the subject of student eligibility, the Congress amended the 
Indian Education Act and required specific questions be asked 
about each child, and his family. Another amendment requires the
Office ofIndian Education to audit, on an annual basis, a sample of 
not less than one-third of the part A projects. One of the key 
objectives of these audits, according to the conference committee, is 
to verify that students served are bona fide recipients. 

After passage of the Education Amendments of 1978, the Office 
of Indian Education began redesigning the 506 form in order to 
incorporate the requests for information mandated by the amended
statute. 

The redesigned forms will serve two purposes: First, to establish 
the eligibility of Indian children to be counted by public school 
districts- for the part A entitlement grants; and second, a one-time 
purpose of supplying information to the Assistant Secretary's office 
for use in the study of the definition of Indian. We have postponed 
the implementation as far as determining eligibility until the 1981 
grant cycle to allow school districts until 1981—more than a year— 
to secure complete forms. 

In developing the new 506 form, we have consulted with the 
following groups: 

The Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education---for coordi-
nation with the definition study; 

The National Advisory Council on Indian Education;
Indian leaders from the States of Oklahoma, California, and 

_Alaska; 
Representatives from several Indian organizations; 
The Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems of the 

Council of Chief State School Officers; 
The National Center for Educational Statistics;
The Federal Education Data Acquisition Council, which issued 

approval of the new form in August 1979. 
The Departmental Fair Information Practices staff: , 
I feel that it is important for me to make a few final points. 



First: The new 506 form was developed by the Office of Indian 
Education as 'a direct response to the mandates of the Congress 
through Public Law 95-561. 

Second: Regardless of these mandates, it is incurnbent on the 
administrators of the Office of Indian Education to guard against 
abuses and to fulfill the original intent of the Indian Education
Act—that is, to help meet the special educational needs of Indian 
children. 

Because of the growing concerns expressed by the Indian commu-
nities, our advisory council, Members of the Congress, the GAO, 
and our own staff, the need for tightening the procedures for 
monitoring part A projects has become painfully apparent. The 
Office of Indian Education, therefore, even in the absence of these 
mandates, would hmie instituted similar procedures. To do so, we 
believe, is not only within our administrative authority, but is also 
demanded by our obligation to preserve the integrity of our pro-
gram. 

Finally, I would like especially to stress that in no way has our 
intent been to eliminate any eligible students from being served 
under 'the Indian Education Act. The definition, after all, is un-
changed, and the new 506 form does nothing to alter it. Rather, the 
form removes from the school districts and the parents the burden 
of deciding eligibility based on their own interpretation or what 
many have called an unclear definition. 

As a Federal administrator, and as an Indian, I have both a legal 
.and a moral obligation to see that all eligible Indians are served. If 
this means reducing the number of dollars that are siphoned off by 
persons who do.not meet the definition of Indian in our law, I will 
not have betrayed that obligation. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Gerald Gipp follows:) 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GERALD E. GIPP, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
INDIAN EDUCATION 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here today to discussthe eligibility form used 
for the Part A entitlement program   under the Indian Education Act. 

Part A authorizes grants to public school districts. The amount of each grant is 
determined by a formula that  takes into account the number of Indian children 
enrolled in the school district and the average per pupil expenditure in that school 
district's state. 

In 1979, grants totalling $44 million were made to 1,148 school districts serving 
almost 338,000 students. 

In determining the amount 6f each grant, the Office of Indian Education relies on 
an annual count of Indian students provided by each school district. The districts 
determine their counts based oh eligibility forms (known from the Office of Educa-
tion number as "506 Forme") that are filled out and signed by parents of Indian 
students.

On that form, which has the definition of Indian at the top, parents or legal 
guardians are asked ,to give. (1) their name and address; (21 the child's name; (31.the 
name of the child's school; add (41 the tribal affiliation of the child, the parents and 
the grandparents. 

Prior to" the development of this first 506 form in 1976, there was no consistent 
method of determining the Indian enrollment among the nation's school districts. 
Methods ranged from asking students to identify themselves as Indians by raising 
their hands to counting only quarter-blood members of federally recognised tribes. 
As a result, some districts had-greatly• inflated counts, while others were short-
changing themselves. 

The introduction of the first 506 form was a definite improvement. However, it 
has become increasingly apparent that abuses are still taking place. Some school 



districts are using the 506 form only for new students. Others are instructing 
patents to claim eligibility even though their children clearly don't meet the defini-
tion of Indian. In some cases, school districts have reported dramatic (and unsub-
stantiated) jumps in their Indian enrollment. 

In 1977. the GAO criticized both the definition of Indian and the methods used by 
the school districts to identify Indian students. It recommended that the Office 'of 
Indian Education establish adequate guidelines and procedures for the school, to 
use in determining and documenting the number of Indian children to be counted. 
(The GAO also had a recommendation for the Congress—that it provide the Office 
of Indian Education with a dearer definition of Indian.) 

In 1978, the Indian Education 'Act came up for re-authorization and student • 
eligibility was a major area of concern.' 

This Committee, in its report accompanying H.R. 15, stated the problem as 
follows: 

At present, the definition of Indian is so broad that the Committee has seen abuse 
in the counting of children who are eligible to participate under the program and 
the inability of program people in the Office of Education to effectively monitor the 
patticipation in this program or evaluate its results. 

To alleviate this problem, the committee recommended that the definition of 
Indian be tightened "by deleting the provision which qualified a child as Indian 
because he is a descendent in the second degree of a member of a recognized tribe." 
The committee pointed out that this deletion woulli be consistent with the recom-
mendation of the National Advisory Council on Indian Education. 

The full House and subsequently the conference committee declined to change the 
definition and instead' mandated that the Assistant Secretary for Education conduct 
a study of the definition of Indian. 

On the subject of student eligibility, the Congress amended the Indian Education 
Act as follows: 

On the form establishing a child's eligibility for entitlement under Part A of this 
Act, the Commissioner shall request at least the following information ' *: 

I The name of the tribe, band, or other organized group of Indians with which 
the applicant claims membership, along with the enrollment number establishing 
membership (where applicable), and the name and address of the organization 
which has updated and accurate membership data for such tribe, band or other 
organized group' of Indians; [or, if the child is not a member, the same information 
about a parent or grandparent through whom the child claims eligibility.] 

2. Whether the tribe, band, or other organized group of Indians • ' Ind federally 
recognized;

  3. The name and address of the parent or legal guardian; 
4. The signature of the parent or legal guardian verifying the accuracy of the 

information supplied; and 
5. Any other information which the Secretary deems necessary to provide an 

accurate program profile. 
The new statute further states that "any falaificatien of information provided on 

the student eligibility form • • • is punishable by making that individual ineligible 
for receiving any future entitlement " •." 

Another amendment requires the Office of Indian Education to audit, on an 
annual basis, a sample of not less than a third of the Part A projects. In addition, to 
ascertaining whether or not the educational programs offered are of substantial 
quality and are meeting the needs of the students, the audit, according to the 
conference committee, "is intended to verify that the students served are bona fide 
recipients • • •." 

Other concerns have been voiced in the field. In a February, 1979, meeting of 
representatives from the states of California, Oklahoma, and Alaska, the following 
points were made in relation to the draft 506 form: 

The definition of Indian is not consistently interpreted across the Nation. Some 
states are still using self-identification. More detailed forms and stricter interpreta-

tions may result in loss of services to some ineligible students now being served. 
The original intent of Title IV was to serve people who, as Indians, suffered 

discrimination and consequent educational disadvantages. Now Title IV is often 
accused of serving people who are remotely Indian. 

More effective monitoring is needed to eliminate services to ineligibles. In some 
LEAs, a phase-out period may be needed. 
  At another meeting with representatives of Indian organizations, the following 

point was made: 



Participation of ineligible children means that, ineligible parents can gain control 
of Parent Advisory Committees and design programs that do not serve Indians. In 
some such eases, the "real" Indians gave up and left the program. 

After pasiage of the Education Amendments of 1978, the Office of Indian Educa-
tion began redesigning the 506 form in order to incorporate .the requests for infor-
mation mandated by the amended statute 

The forms will serve two purposes: (.1) to establish the eligibility of Indian chil-
  dren to be counted by public school districts for the Part A entitlement grants; and 

(2) a one-time purpose of supplying information to the Assistant Secretary's office 
for use in the study of the definition of Indian. 

The form has been designed so that names and addresses will be removed before 
the forms are sent to the Assistant Secretary's office. 

The new forms have been mailed to, the school districts together with letters of 
instruction to superintendents and parents. The original intent was that the forms 
would be required for the upcoming 1980 grant cycle. However, a number of school 
districts and parent committees have objected, saying that more time is needed 
since so much more detail is required and since many parents are going to object to 
filling out yet  another new form. 

Therefore, we have postponed implementation until the 1981 cycle to allow school 
districts until January 1981--more than a year--to get the forms completed.

It is important   to note that once a parent has filled out an eligibility form for a 
child, he need not do it, again, so long as the child remains in the same school 
district. In addition, since many Indian families are mobile, we have suggested that 
the forms be made part of the students' permanent records so that they will follow 
them to any new school  district. 

In developing the new 506 Form, we have consulted with the following groups: 
The Office of the Assistant  Secretary for Education (for coordination with the 

definition study.) 
The National Advisory Council On Indian Education, which, while recommending 

some stylistic changes, agreed with the items required for proof of eligibility. 
Indian leaders from the states of Oklahoma, California, and Alaska. 
Representatives from several Indian organizations. 
The Committee on Evaluation      and Information Systems (CEIS) of the Council of 

Chief State School Officers. 
The National Center for Educational Statistics. 
The Federal Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC), which issued approval 

in August, 1979. 
The.Departmental Fair Information       Practices staff whichdetermined that Part A 

parent committees can have access  to the information on the forms if permission is 
granted hy the individual parents. 

I feel that. it is important for me tomake a few final points. 
First—The new 506 Form was developed by the Office of Indian Education as a 

direct response to the mandates of the Congress through Public Law 95-561. 
Second---Regardless of these mandates, it is,incumbent on the administrators of 

the Office of Indian Education to guard against abuses and to fulfill the original 
intent of the Indian Education Act---that is, to help meet the special educational 
needs of Indian children  . Because of the growing concerns from the Indian commu-
nities, our Advisory Council, members of the Congress, the GAO, and our own staff, 
the need for tightening the prageduree (or, monitoring Part A projects has become 
painfully apparent. The Office of Indian Education, therefore, even in the absence of. 
these mandates would have instituted similar procedures. To do so, we believe, is 
not only within our administrative authority, but is also demanded by our obliga-
tion to preserve the integrity of our program. 

Finally—I would like especially to stress that in no way has our intent been to 
eliminate any eligible students from being served by the Indian Education Act The 
definition, after all, is unchanged, and the 'new 506 Form does nothing to alter it. 
Rather the form removes from the school districts and the parents the burden of 
deciding eligibility based on their own interpretation      of what many have called an 
unclear definition. 

As a Federal administrator, and as an Indian, I have both a legal and a moral 
obligation to see that all eligible Indians are served. If this means reducing the 
number of dollars that are siphoned off by persons who do not meet the definition of 
Indian in our law, t will, not have betrayed that obligation. 

Thank you very much for asking us here today. I will be happy to answer any 
questions you may have, 



Mr. KILDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Gipp, Does anyone else 
wish to make any comments at this time?-

Dr. GIPP. No, sir. 
Mr. KILDEZ. We have a few questions. 
First of all, these are informational hearings. They are not ad-

versary, although they may -be informationally advocative; but we 
ate trying to determine how to best serve those Indians who are 
served under this program, and that is our purpose. 

Now, let me ask you this question: The abuses which you say you 
are trying to contain, are they abuses perpetrated by• parents or 
school administrators? 

that is available regarding the definition is unclear to parents in 
Dr. GIPP. It probably crosses all lines. Perhaps the information 

any cases, and they are then urged to sign the form, to partici-
pate and sign the kids up. 

I think it also happens directly with school district people in that 
case. The difficulty that .we have with all of this, is the administra-
tion of the form across the country. 

There have been many exceptions to the use of the form. For 
 example, those students who are eligible under the Johnson-O'Mal-
ley program, with the Bureau of Indian-Affairs, have been excepted 
in many cases. No 506 fdrms have been required for those-children. 

In some cases stlioel- districts may 'have. devised their own form.
So essentially the application of the form throughout the country 
has-been inconsistent, has not been administered the way it should. 

A' 'second problem is the lack of information available on the 
:original forni,.. And all of that, leads to confusion resulting. in the
situation that we have today. 

Mr. Itiinge. I wonder if .the parents might be somewhat intimi-
dated by 'such a form, particularly when on the form you have the 
statement, "I understand that falsification of information on this 
form is subject to penalty under law." 

I wonder if that is somewhat intimidating, since we in the Con-
gress have wrestled with what we mean by Indian for various 
programs. Since that has been not resolved here in the Congress, I 
wonder if a parent might feel somewhat intimidated when they 
feel that they are Indian, but they are not, sure they are Indian 
under this 506 form. Then they see this statement, "I understand 
that falsification on this form is subject .to penalty under law." I 
wonder if we might be excluding some people who might be eligible 
by law for this program. 

Dr. GIPP. I think that may be a possibility.•We do try to clarify in 
the letter to the parents what the penalty is, as stated in our law. 
We feel we need to state that clearly, and we do that in the 
instructions to the parents. 

This is something that I was very. concerned about. I listened 
very carefully to our National Advisory Council regarding that 
statement. We did see . that it May cause anxiety on the part of 
Indian people. Nevertheless, if they feel strongly that their child 
should be counted, then I. think they should be willing_ to look at 
that statement very carefully and be willing to sign that form. 

Mr. KILDRE. Counsel, Mr. Lovesee. 
Mr. Lovxsax. Two questions, Dr. Gipp:



No. 1, the falsification referred to, is that intentional, or does that 
include information that is incorrect, even through no fault of the 
individual filling out the form? 

Dr. GIPP. Not I think we are talking about intentional, if that can 
be determined. We certainly are not looking to penalize anyone if 
there is erroneous information placed in the form by mistake. 

Mr. Lovsses. And is that made plain in the letter? 
Dr. GIPP. It may not be. Perhaps we do need to clarify that, and 

that is obviously something we would be willing to look at. 
Mr. Lomax. Second of all, is the requirement that this penalty 

statement be on the form a policy decision or recommendation on the
part of the Office of Indian Education or a recommendation made by 
counsel during the review process by either the Office of Education 
or the Department?  

Dr. GIPP. By counsel, you mean my general counsel? No, that
was a policy decision on our part after consulting with our Nation-
al Advisory Council. ' 

Mr. Lovasxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KILDRE. I would think in following through on Mr. Lovesee's 

statements, that that  might be a very ,important part of a letter of 
clarification, to let them know that this means intentional falsifica-
tion. I have talked to people in myown State, not necessarily'my own 
district—there was a meeting in Pontiac, Mich., concerning this, and 
they have some of the fears mentioned by myself and Mr. Lovesee. 

Dr. GIPP. Mr. Chairman, may I further clarify that? I think the 
statement, of course, is under "Program Monitoring" in the amend-
ments, and the statement is: "Any falsification of information pro-
vided on the student eligibility form for funds under part A of such
act is punishable by making that individual ineligible for receiving 
any further entitlement under the act." 

That seems to me to be a very minimal penalty for falsification 
of• information, and I am not sure how much that would really 
deter people from participating in a program. All it does is simply 
say, "in the future you will not be eligible," and I am not sure that 
will weigh heavily qn parents if they read the instructions. 

Mr. KILDEE. It would seem that if a' parent signed this in good 
faith, even though later on it may be determined that eligibility 
did 'not exist, by whomever or for what reason, there should be 
some type of a statement or at least policy that they would be held 
harmless. 

I think we are really trying to get at a deliberate attempt to 
deceive, and if a parent in good faith were to sign that, I think 
there should be some type of policy of hold-harmless for the parent 

and the letter should make that clear to the parent.
Dr. GIPP. I think we ,ean clarify that in the future memo to 

parents and school districts. 
Dr. TIPPECONNIC. Mr. Chairman, if I might add, we did send out 

two letters'along with the 506 form—one to the parents and one to 
the superintendents—and in both of those letters•we mention the 
falsification section at the bottom of the form. In the letter to the 
parents we' indicate, "Please note that according to law if you
falsify any information on the form, your child will not be counted 
by the 'district for the part A program at any time in the future."' 



Mr, KILMER. Since this is not an adversary-type hearing, and 
even though we have separation of Powers under the Constitution 
between the executive and legislative branch of the Government, it 
would be helpful, I think, if we could see perhaps another letter 
that goes out and see what input we might have and what points we 
might think could be clarified in that. 

I do think we want to serve the same people and all are operat-' 
ing in good faith in that area, sol would appreciate it if myself, and 
the committee and the staff might get together on a followup letter 
of clarification. 

Mr. Erdahl? 
Mr. ERDAHL Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Gipp, I have a copy of the present form 506. What were the , 

main differences in the revised form? Maybe'we have another copy ' 
in our committee file some place, but what are the main differ-
ences? Is it Ow definition portion? 
' Dr. Glee. No. The original form asked for a very minimal expla-
nation. It simply asked for the name of the child, the name of the 
parents, or legal guardians, thp school that student attended and 
the tribal affiliation.,And that was essentially it. 

Beyond that, it doesn't ask anything about where that child 
comes from, if he is a federally recognized child, or if he is with a 
tribe that is State recognized. It does not ask, for any evidence or 
documentation to show that the child is affiliated with a partiCular 
tribe. That is essentially the major difference. 

Mr. ERDAHL. That brings up another question I have on the 
testimony presented this morning. Why is it essential that an 
Indian be 'recoghized as a member of a particular ti ibe or group? 
Or did I misinterpret that? Isn't that a requirement? 

Dr. Gipp. They must be a member of' a tribe, band, or an orga-
nized group of Indians in order to meet our definition to be eligible 
for services. 

Mr. ERDAHL. I guess the question I have is why is that a require-
ment? It seems like an individual could be not a member of a 
group or tribe and still be an Indian. 

Dr. Gip. Let me clarify it one step further. They can be a 
descendant either in the first or second degree, which means that if 
a, grandparent is a member of a tribe, that makes that child eligi-
ble for services under the  Indian Education Act. So the child, 
himself or herself, does not necessarily have to be a member of a 
tribe, band, or organized group, but if the grandparent is, based on 
a second degree relationship, the child is eligible.

So when we ask on the new form, if they claim eligibility 
through the grandparents,'arill the child is not a member of the 
tribe, then we ask for the information on the-grandparents, not 6n 
the child. We Ask that they show that tribal affiliation. _ 

Mr. ERDA HL. Staff points out evidently that tribal connection is a 
requirement as part of Public Law 95-561. I think of ii situation in 
a family where a cousin was adopted as a small child, an Indian 
boy, and I don't know if they know if his parents or grandparents 
were members of a tribe or not, but you don't think that is over-
restrictive to have this tribal connection as far as the definition? 



Dr. GIPP. We enforce the definition as it stands in the law. We 
will try to follow up on the eligibility as it is stated in law, and I 
think that is what we are trying to do. 

No, I don't think it is overly restrictive. I think the original 
intent was to try to include as, many children as possible in this 
country who may not be receiving services through the regular 
programs, and to try to recognize those children in different situa-
tions, such as urban or nonreservation situations. 

I think it is carrying it as far as one can probably carry it. And it 
is a matter of trying to enforce that definition. 

Mr. ERDAHL. Thank you. I am sure you share the concern I know 
Mr. Kildee has, because he is recognized as one of the leaders in 
Congress, not only in education, but particularly in the education 
of Indian children, that every one of these individuals get the best 
possible opportunities in education. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KILDER. Thank you, Mr. Erdahl. 
Dr. Gipp, could you explain ti& requirement for an enrollment 

number. How strict is this requirement? If a tribe has rolls, but an 
individual does not have an enrollment number for the person they 
are claiming through, will they be eligible? What if they have been 
unable to obtain this number? 

Have you taken steps to provide LEA or parents' committees 
with lists of tribes, whether they have rolls, membership lists and 
addresses? In Other words, have you assisted them in ferreting out 
this information in any way? 

Dr. GIPP. That is something that we talked about very carefully 
over the past few months. It is our hope that we can put in the 
hands of school district's information that will be useful to them to 
determine their particularsituation, and the children they are 
dealing with. 

Since we have been reviewing this and taking comments over the 
past few months, we have seen that there is perhaps a need to 
clarify just how an enrollment number fits into this. 

We are requiring that an enrollment number be provided at 
some point in time. However, I am hopeful that we can allow 
enough time for that process to take place, and we will be allowing 
well over a year for that enrollment number to be provided. 

I think there is a need also to try to assist school districts in 
obtaining useful information to determine this, as to where they go 
and how they get this information. 

Mr. KILDRE. You see, I think that is what we mean by inclusive • 
rather than exclusive. We certainly know that this program exists 
for Indians, and that is the congressional intent and your intent; so
we don't want it broadened out to those school districts which will be 
claiming someone who clearly is not Indian, just to obtain the dollars 
for the program. 

So when I say inclusive rather than exclusive, we don't want to 
bring in people who are not really not eligible. But I want to make. 
sure those who are eligible are perhaps assisted in determining 
their eligibility. 

That is really my point when I use the term inclusive and 
exclusive, because certainly this program is not designed for myself 
or my children, because we are of European descent. 



I think that is extremely important; so whatever you can do, in 
not having them feeling somewhat intimidated by the form, that is 
good. 

But positively we should try to assist them in determining their 
eligibility. I think that would be very important and perhaps a
followup letter containing that would be helpful. 

Mr. Erdahl? 
Mr. ERDAHL. Mr. Chairman, if I could, I think all of us on the 

committee and subcommittee received a letter from Maurice Lati-
mer, who is the chairperson of the Flint Indian Parent Committee, 
in Flint, Mich., and he touches on several' concerns that they have, 
and I was wondering, Dr. Gipp; have you seen that letter? 

I would like, to ask, Mr. Chairman, if there is no objection, that 
this letter be inserted in our committee record so we have refer-
ence to it. 
' Mr. KILDRE. Without objection, it will be made part of the record. 

[The letter referred to above follows:] 
FLINT COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, 

FLINT INDIAN PARRNT COMMITTRR, 
Flint, Mich., October 1 i. 1979. 

Hon. ARLAND ERDAHL, 
Rayburn House Office Building. 
Washington, D.C. 

DU* MR. ERDAHL As Chairperson pf the Flint Indian Parent Committee, Title 
IV, Part A Program, we are very dissatisfied with the new form dated August, 1979, 
OE Form 506. We are requesting assistance with changing or clarifying the form. 
Our concerns are as follows: 

Eligibility I. Why was the eligibility changed from the old form? 
Eligibility 2. Parents are not required to submit the form. However, their children 

can not be counted for enrollment without the form. To many parents the informa-
tion requested is personal and do snot want this information available for public use. 

Item B: 3. We need definitions and a listing of tribes under each of the following 
areas: federally recognized, not federally recognized, terminated, state recognized 
and a listing of each state's recognized tribes. We need to know what constitutes 

other organized groups. 
Item C: 4. We need definitions of membership number, enrollment number, and 

allotment number. What is an example of other? 
Item D: 5. Clarify who is eligible and who is not. Would an explanation without 

the previous information permit one to be eligible? 
Part III: 6. Why is it optional for the form to be released to the Parent Commit-

tee? The Parent Committee needs the use of the form. Who is responsible for 
determining eligibility if the Parent Committee can not' see the form? 

It appears that the new eligibility requirements is an attempt to eliminate Title 
IV services to off reservation, urban Indian children. The information which would 
be requested on the proposed O.E. 506•from (items B, C, and Di would be unobtaina-
ble by approximately 70 percent of the students enrolled in the Flint School Dis-
trict. Some of the reasons for this are as follows: 

1 Many of the student's families have lived in the Flint area for two generations, 
consequently the parents have lost contact with their tribe and/or family living on 
the -reservation. 

2. Many families are from non-federally imognized tribes under the Department 
pf Interior's Bureau of Indian Affairs. However, their families have been known as 
members of their tribe in the community in which they live or have lived. 

3. Some students were adopted and the adoptive agency only told parents that 
their son/daughter was Indian. 

4. Many students come from mixed marriages such as White/Indian, Black/ 
Indian, Mexican American/Indian or Oriental/Indian and until becoming involved 
in the Indian Education Program their families have identified primarily with their 
non-Indian background. 

5. Many student's grandparents are deceased and the parents have no way of 
obtaining specific information. Most were only told which tribe the grandparent was 
a member of. 



6. Many students and their families have tried to obtain tribal membership and 
were unable to because the tribal government will only grant tribal membership or 
tribal certification to persons living on the reservation. 

7. Many tribal rolls have been closed since the early 1900's. Consequently, the 
student's grandparents are not on the rolls.. 

8. Because of racial discrimination and prejudices, many student's parents denied 
their American Indian ancestry, and living ih a mobile society have lost contact 
with their tribes. Consequently, unless their grandparents are living, specific infor-
mation other than tribe is unavailable. 

Your prompt reply in writing is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

MAURICE C. LATIMER, . 
Chairperson, Flint Indian Parent Committee. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D.C., 20202

PART A, TITLE IV, PUBLIC LAW92 318
INDIAN STUDENT ENROLLMENT CERTIFICATION — INDIVIDUAL 
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Dr. GIPP. No; I have not seen the letter. , 
Mr. ERDAHL. I will be glad to supply you with a copy, because 

Mr. Latimer does touch on several specific concerns, some of which 
the chairman and I have mentioned today, but I will see you get a 
copy of the letter. 

Dr. GIPP. I would appreciate that. 
Mr. KILDRE. Mr. Lovesee? 
Mr. Lovessz. For .point. of clarification, in order to create a 

record which hopefully will be of service in the field, I would like 
to ask questions with respect to the enrollment section and some 
concerns voiced by people in New York, Michigan, North Carolina, 
and some other States. 

Am I correct that if the part on' the form which is column 1, 
under subsection B, saying federally recognized, is checked, and if 
the tribe involved has a roll or allotment number, that the individ-
ual will then have to supply that membership number? 

Dr. GIPP. That is correct. 
Mr. Lovzsgs. The statement was made that they would have to 

supply that at some point in time. Am I cortect in assuming that 
would be when it is finally turned in, in either January br Febru-
ary of 1981? 

Dr. GIPP. That is correct. 
Mr. Lovzszz. Why was the requirement of an enrollment num-

ber chosen? 
Dr. GIPP. The enrollment number happens to be one direct piece 

of evidence that shows that a person is eligible for services under 
title IV. It follows along with a data collection effort that has been 
required of the Assistant Secretary for the definition study. 

Also, it is a very useful piece of information for us when we 
carry out the mandated audit to try to decipher just who we are 
serving—are we serving bonafide recipients?—and the best way to
do that is with some direct evidence. 

Mr. Lovirssz. I think some concerns have been brought about 
from the standpoint of the intent of title IV, since in the original 
legislation the term enrolled member was specifically stricken from 
the legislation and, in turn, the term member was substituted. 

I am wondering if you feel now requiring an enrollment number 
violates the 'Intent shown by that original move on the part of 
Congress? 

Dr. GIPP. No; I don't, because I think there are at least four ways 
under which an individual can qualify, and oneof the ways is by 
being an enrolled member of a federally recognized tribe. So I don t 
think thpt violates that intent at all. 

Mr. LovKSR. Isn't the definition a membe of a recognized tribe 
as opposed to an enrolled member? I believe the term enrolled was 
stricken frqm the original language during the time of congression-
al- consideration. 

Dr. GIPP. Well, I think it goes back to the basic premise that 
whatever that tribe may determine as their membership, is some-
thing that we would find acceptable. 

The use of enrollment nu,mbers is simply one method whereby 
people can show evidence.that they are tribal members. 

Mr. Lovzsinc. Dr. Gipp, is there any place on the form .where an 
individual who may not have an enrolled number, such as an 



individual whose grandparents left early in this particular century, 
or an individual adopted, removed for various reasons, does not 
have that, or has made an attempt to obtain that number and 
perhaps been unsuccessful, is there a section on the form where, in 
a narrative form, they may explain their ability to qualify under 
the definition as presented at the top of the form? 

Dr. GIPP. You have asked several things. First of all, we would 
require only the membership number or enrollment number, or 
whatever you want to call it. There may be several types of num-
bers. We probably could have tried to list all of those however, 
because of the size of the form, and so forth, we' could not address 
all concerns. But the first point is that we would only ask for that 
membership number where it applies. Obviously, if their tribe does 
not maintain membership numbers, we would not require that. 

Second, if they cannot provide that, it would be my hope that we 
would be flexible enough to allow them to explain that, and show 
that they have made a good-faith effort either to obtain that num-
ber, if it is available, or to explain on what basis they meet the 
definition of "Indian." 

Mr. Lovitsat. To me, I think that is the operative question. You 
say you would hope that you would be flexible enough. Will the 
Office of Indian Education be flexible enough to allow a narrative 
explanation as to how qualification is there, in the absence of a 
membership number, and, if so, on what part of the form will that 
narrative be allowed? 

Dr. GIPP. To amend my previous remark I do see a need for 
clarification, and I think this is one area in which we can do that. 
Further information can come in a couple of ways. One is under D-
3, which does allow a narrative explanation. Should they wish .to 
attach any evidence that they have attempted to get their enroll-
ment number from their tribe and were not able to do so, it seems 
to me that it is reasonable to allow that letter. to be a part of their 
record. Such documentation could be filed with the student eligibil-
ity form. 

Mr. Lovzsze. In a situation such as Los Angeles, where you have 
several thousand children and several hundred tribes represented, 
at least over 100, according to testimony given earlier to this 
subcommittee, and a very small parent committee, which is not on 
a pay basis, do you feel that all parents will know about such 
things as enrollment numbers? Do you feel they. will be able to be 
helped by a small group, or do you feel in many instances individ-
uals will react negatively and simply not qualify for the program? 

Dr. GIPP. Again, you have asked a series of questions, and I am 
not sure I can ansvier or remember all the questions you asked. 

Obviously, we are dealing with a very complex situation. I hap-
pen to believe that if someone claims to be a member of a federally 
recognized tribe, that they surely should know where to go to get 
that number, especially parents. Even if they are not members of 
that tribe, if their parents (or the grandparents of the child that is 
being claimed) were members of a federally recognized tribe, it 
seems very reasonable to me that they would have some knowledge 
of where that tribe is located, what the name of that tribe is, and 
how they could possibly begin to get that information. I don't think 
that it unreasonable at all. 



Mr. Lovzszz. Do you feel that urban organizations and perhaps 
non-recognized organizations were consulted during the formulation 
of this form? 

Dr. GIPP. We have consulted with so many groups as indicated in 
my opening statement. My main counsel •has come from the Na-
tional Advisory Council, which does have some representation in 
that area. As you know, the education amendments became effec-
tive 1 year ago. We have struggled with trying to put this together 
over the past year, and we pushed very hard to get it completed. I 
simply had to make some decisions based on the information I had 
available. 

Mr. LOVVIEE. Was there consultation with either the National 
Tribal Chairmen's Association or the National Congress of Ameri-
can Indians? 

Dr. GIPP. There was with the National fribal Chairmen's Associ-
ation; yes. I did share information with their education committee. 

Mr. Lovzszz. Was there consultation with any of the congres-
sional committees involved? 

Dr. GIPP. Well, I think you and I have had several discussions 
over the past months. Beyond that, I have not conferred with other 
committees; no. 

Mr. LOVESKE. If I may, I have a question for Mr. Riddle, and it 
regards the Administrative Procedures Act with respect to forms, 
regulations, et cetera. 

I believe that a statement was made by Dr. Gipp during the 
hearings in July that the general policy has tended toward mini-
mal required information as a requirement for eligibility. This would 
then represent a policy change from the standpoint of eligibility 
information. 

I am wondering with respect especially to the section 553 of the 
Administrative Procedures Act, from the standpoint of publication, 
public comments, review process period, do you feel that this form 
is a substantial policy change such as would require some form of 
public consultation? 

Mr. RIDDLE. Mr. Lovesee, I have not, to .be quite honest, given 
that question a great deal of consideratidn. I know when we were 
first discussing the question of whether or not the items that were 
to be included on this form are in fact really requests for informa-
tion or whether they are required, we discussed that question at 
great length. 

We have, in fact, chatted about, although not discussed at. great 
length, the question of whether or not this information' ought to be 
included in the Federal Register. 

I think you can make an argument either way on that issue..I do 
not view this as a substantial policy change, but substantially a 
procedural change insofar at we are now requiring or proposing to 
require, beginning with fiscal year 1981, more information to be 
included on the form than has previously been the case. I do not 
see that as a substantial policy change. 

Mr. LOVESEE. As a substantial procedural change, does it come 
under the same restrictions requiring publication and public 
notice? 

Mr. RIDDLE. I would prefer to do research on that before I give 
an answer. 



Mr. LOVESEE.Would you be able to submit that for the record, 
please?

Mr. RIDDLE. Certainly. 
(The information referred to follows:1 
On the basis of a review of applicable law, including section 553 of the Adminis-

trative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C. 553, and section 431 of the General Education 
Provisions Act, 20 U S.0 1232, we tyke the position that the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion is not required to publish the revised Form 506 or the instructions for complet-
ing it in the Federal Register We further believe this is a legally supportable 
position. 

Mr. LOVESEE. Dr. Gipp, what steps have been taken, if any, to 
check on either schools or particular areas, which show a decrease 
in the title IV population under the use of this form, to ascertain 
whether the decrease is because the children were never really 
eligible in the first place or whether it has been problems with the 
form and its implementation? Have there been any steps taken to set 
up a mechanism to check on that? 

Dr: GIPP. Are you talking for the future or past use of the form? 
Mr. LOVESEE. For the future. 
Mr. KILDEE. It would be interesting to see, for example, if there 

were a diminution in numbers whether that diminution is caused 
by accurate factual information determining eligibility, or whether 
perhaps the form did have some intimidating effect upon people 
where they didn't sign the form. It would be interesting if that 
could be followed through. 

Dr. GIPP. I think we have a mechanism available to us, and that 
is the required audit of eligibility determinations. If we have the 
staff to monitor one-third of our grantees each year, that is some-
thing we could look at carefully as we go directly into the program 
sites. 

Mr. KILDEE. I think auditing is really not just auditing for finan-
cial reasons. There is performance auditing, too; right? 

Dr. GIPP. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. KILDEE. So if in yqur auditing you would see perhaps a large 

number, you would want to look into that to see whether there is 
the admission of students who are ineligible. If you saw a dimirni-
tion of numbers, it should concern you that you are missing people 
who are truly eligible. It may be something we have done has 
caused that:I think both approaches are necessary. 

Dr. GIPP. Certainly. Mr. Chairman, another thing to look at will 
be the definition study itself. That is one of the reasons that we are 
placing emphasis on the collection of this data. if we were simply 
saying, "do this at your leisure," I am not sure of the kind of 
information that would come back for that study. I think it is 
critical for the overall operation of this program, to get as much 
useful information into that study as we can. If the persons con-
ducting the study get only x number of forms back and some 
people refuse to be part of the study, then it seems to me that they 

'have to make an effort to determine why. 
Mr. LOVESEE. You mentioned that the enrollment number is one 

method by which tribes indicite membership. I would like to re-
turn to that because that has been the bulk of the mail, and we 
have some of it down here. There seems to be concern over ability 
to provide that. 



I assume the place for the narrative explanation, at least that 
which is included on the form, is subsection D-3. Am I correct? 

Dr. GIPP. That is right. 
Mr. Lovessz. The small three does not simply refer back to the 

organization which maintains membership data, but it is more 
expanded from the standpoint of a narrative explanation of qualifi-
cation? The sufficiency of that narrative is to be determined initial-
ly by the LEA and the parent committee, assuming they work 
together on it, but definitely the LEA? 

Dr. GIPP. That is Correct, yes. I do need to qualify, that on the 
form, itself, it is not exactly .as you interpreted. The instruction 
that we have given is that if an organization does not maintain 
membership rolls, then D-3 is the section under which the narra-
tive description can be provided regarding eligibility. .. 

We have not clarified to federally recognized tribes or individuals 
that if they cannot get that number, or if it is not available to 
them that D-3 is a space where they could explain that situation. 
That is something we could clarify in a followup letter. 

So it is not exactly as you explained it. The narrative section, as 
we have originally instructed, is limited to those individuals who 
cannot provide the name or address of the organization that does 
maintain their membership information. If they are in that situa-
tion, then we ask them to explain under D-3: "How do you qualify?
Give us justification. How do you meet that definition?"

Mr. Lovzses. Then for a point of clarification, I think I under-
stand what you are saying is that if you have a natural grandpar-
ent who was a member of a federally recognized tribe, for sake of 
discussion, a Navajo individual, a member of the tribe, and you 
know that, and you put that down, you have no number attached, 
but rolls are maintained or allotment numbers are given, but you 
don't know the address of the organization that has that, you don't 
know the Window Rock, or the nation's address, this subsection is 
to explain why you do not have the address or ,know the tribal 
organization who maintains the rolls. 

It would not be for an explanation such as this. You know that 
the grandparent was a Navajo individual; but you do not have the 
enrollment number, nor have made an attempt to get it, but•have a 
narrative explanation that they came to such and such a place at 
such and such a date; in other words, a geneology, if you will. It is 
not for that type of explanation? 

Dr. GIPP. Well, I think it could be for both of those cases. The 
point I am trying to make is that as the directions now read on the 
form, itself, and as the directions that have been laid out to both 
superintendents and parents, if they answered yesand indicate the 
name of the organization and give us a number; there is no prob-
lem. 

'Now, if they answer yes, they are a member 'of a federally 
recognized tribe but do not provide us with an enrollment number, 
if one is available, then we need ta,clarify to them that they can 
explain the status of obtaining the number under D-3 on the form. 

So we need to do that. There is a need for that to happen, should 
they not have that number available immediately.' They would be 
allowed to explain that particular situation or•attach any documen-
tation that might be available to them. 



Mr. Lovirsee. So, in other words, there would be a chance or 
situation in which an individual would claim through a recognized 
group, and not have an enrollment number and still be eligible and 
who would determine the sufficiency of that? Would it be the LEA? 

Dr. GIPP. Yes, it has to be. The LEA has to determine, if it has 
enough information on which to say: 

A good-faith effort is being made and we will count the child on an estimated 
basis until we receive that evidence. 

Dr. TIPPECONNIC: Mr. Lovesee, a very strict reading of the form , 
does not allow for the explanation about the membership number 
in D-3. However, we are going to allow an explanation be given, 
either here or by some documentation that is attached to this form. 
Perhaps an individual knows that they do have a number; we want 
some evidence they have made an attempt to get that number. 

Mr. Lovzsgs. What if they do not know if there is a number, 
such as in certain instances, especially in the Southeast, there is 
even some question as to Federal recognition, but I guess the 
operative situation is they must find out if there is an enrollment 
number and make an attempt to obtain it. 

Dr. GIPP. That is correct. 
Mr. LOVESEE. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I have a couple more 

questions. 
Mr. KILDEE. Proceed. 
Mr. LOVESEE. Would you explain the definition currently being 

used by the Office of Indian Education for the term "organized 
group" as found in the definition under the act? 

Dr. GIPP. At the present time, that term has not been defined in 
our regulations. 

Mr. LOVESEE. When will the definition be put in the regulations? 
Dr. GIPP. The definition of Indian is in the regulation. We simply 

do not break out that particular terminology and define organized 
group. 

Mr. KILDEE. Do you plan to have a definition for the organized 
gtoup? 

Dr. GIPP. That is a concern we have taken comment on through-
out the past months with our regulation development, and with the 
nine public 'meetings that were held in the month of August. We 
did receive comments on that. That is something that. has not been 
finalized, I think we need to consider all comments before we 
publish final regulations. , 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Lovesee? 
Mr. LovEssz. I know the question was raised in New Orleans and 

has been raised several Other places, whether an organized group 
of Indians could, in an urban situation, be an organization formed 
by Indian people. I realize that is a broad situation, but would that 
be acceptable? In other words, an organization with a board of 
directors perhaps composed of Indian individuals which then kept 
a list among themselves? 

Dr. GWP. Composed of many different tribes? 
Mr. LOVESEE. Yes. 
Dr. GIPP. I can give only a personal opinion at this point in time. 

In my best judgment I don t think that would be acceptable. I
think membership has to be tied directly back to tribes and tribal 



affiliation in order to protect the tribal right to determine member-
ship. To simply. throw together a conglomeration of people and to 
treat them as an organized group for the purpose of enlisting 
membership would be unacceptable. 

Dr. -TIPPECONNIC. Mr. Lovesee, in our regulation we do define 
Indian organization, but that is in relationship to our discretionary 
grant program. Those are groups that are eligible for grants, not to 
maintain membership. I think whpt.we would have to do is to take 
this on a case-by-case basis and work with the LEA's in determin-
ing who meets this definition of organized group as it relates to 
indigenous tribal groups that can provide membership data to us. Mr. LOVESEE. Dr. Gipp, in your opinion, if either the committee's

investigation, or your own investigations, do show that the concern 
on the part of various groups, States, tribes, is warranted, would 
there be the possibility to withdraw this form from use for establish-
ment of eligibility? 

Dr. GIPP. There is that possibility. I think that would be very 
detrimental to the entire process if you should require such action. 
First, because it would stop our student count process. Second, it 
would not address the concerns of abuse that people have brought 
forward, both le the Congress and to my office. Third, it would stop 
the entire data collection effort and the definition study, and I 
believe just don't think that would not be in the best interest of the 
programs. 

Mr. LOVESEE. Would it be possible in a new letter of clarification, 
assuming.one is constructed, to go into an explanation, perhaps, of 
the narrative ability of the form? That is the wrong term, I know, 
but, in other .words, explaining how a narrative could be put down, 
because I know that has caused a lot of conversation in the field. 

Dr. GIPP. That is a possibility. The thing we do want to avoid is 
to set out a series of examples whereby people could pick one and 
then tty to claim eligibility. That is the only difficulty that I would 
have with it. But we can better clarify to both parents and school 
districts as to how a narrative can be utilized—no question about 
it. 

Dr. TIPPECONNIC. Mr. Lovesee, may I refer to the previous ,ques-
tion? You indicate 'that you have received large numbers of com-
ments concerning the form. I would like to indicate that we also 
have received comments concerning the form, and they come from 
basiCally our different concerns. 

One concern, of course, is the area that we have discussed today, 
where urban Indians and non-recognized groups have expressed 
some deep concerns about the enrollment number, et cetera. 

Second, we have also heard some supportive comments about the 
506 form from people who think we are doing the right thing. 
Third, we have heard a concern that is centered around the data 
collection effort—not necessarily what is on the form, itself, but the 
difficulty that an LEA will have when it attempts to collect the 
data. Just the sheer data collection effort, and how they go about 
doing that is going to take a great deal of time; and last, we have 
heard comments from LEA's that center around a coordination 
issue. Their concern is. that they ate required to provide this kind 
of infbrmation for a number of Federal programs. Johnson-O'Mal-



ley and Impact Aid for example. They want to know why we can't 
coordinate with those other programs and come up with one form. 

Mr. Loyal's. Do you feel the concerns regarding this form voiced 
by the first group you mentioned there, urban and nonrecognized, 
are valid? 

Dr. GIPP. I believe that, as expressed both in this hearing and 
also the previous one in July, our office is very concerned about 
those Indian individuals who qualify and may have difficulty show-

ing just how they are tribally connected. We are well aware of  
that. That is an extremely important and legitimate issue to those -
people, and we have to listen very carefully, because they obviously 
are eligible if they can show that -tribal affiliition based on the 
definition. 

On the other hand, I strongly believe that if there are abuses 
occurring, we have to address those abuses in the overall concern 
for this program. We did anticipate to some extent that people 
would stand up and raise their voices on this issue—no question 
about that---so we hope that we can, as I mentioned before, be as 
flexible as possible to insure that people do have the opportunity to 
justify just how they meet this definition. 

Mr. ICILDILE. The committee may- wish to submit further ques-
tions to you in writing to complete the record, and we do look 
forward to. working with you in disseminating information, clarify-
ing the points and questions raised here today. We certainly 
would like to see the final form of the memorandum that will go 
out, because people have written to us now, and we anticipate 
there will be further communication; so we would really appreciate 
any input that we could give in a cooperative      way to that memo-
randum. 

Dr. GIPP. We would welcome that, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KILDES. I really appreciate your coming here today. As I say, 

we are' serving the same people; we are trying to dovetail the 
executive and legislative as carefully as possible; and we appreciate 
your full cooperation with this committee. 

Dr. GIPP. Thank you. . 
Mr. KILMER. Thank you very much. 
[Whereupon, at 11:05 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene upon the call of the Chair.] 
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