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Executive
Summary

"This encapsulates the cycle of
economic and environmental
oppression experienced by Native
Americans in the United States."

Historically, Native Americans
have maintained a cultural
connectedness with the land. As
a result, Indigenous communities
are uniquely affected by federal
and state policies that impact
agriculture, natural conservation,
food security, and nutrition.
Despite this, Indian Country's
contributions to policies have
been unfairly limited due to not
being afforded a fair and equal
seat at the table.While Native
Americans have millions of acres
of lands, the very foods raised
and grown on the lands often do
not stay within Indigenous
communities.

This unfortunate reality has
contributed to the disproportionate
amount of hunger and poverty seen on
reservations. Furthermore, the
disparities in health outcomes in
Native communities are among the
worst of any U.S. demographic. There
are also several financial and
institutional barriers that hinder the
effectiveness of Indigenous food
production. Due to this, many
Indigenous communities struggle to
feed their own people, and instead, the
system leaves them with no choice but
to lease it to corporations and nonNatives, who exploit the land and
promote mass production. This
encapsulates the cycle of economic
and environmental oppression
experienced by Native Americans in
the United States.
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Executive Summary :
638 Authority

Because of the institutional
discrimination Indigenous
communities have faced in the realm
of food policy, the movement to
restore Indigenous foodways is
closely linked with the movement to
reclaim the right to selfdetermination

One po licy in wh ich th is idea
m an if ests i s t he P ubl i c L aw 9 363 8: I n dian S elf - Deter m i nation
an d E ducati on Assi st ance
act, com m on ly kno wn as “6 38
au tho r i ty.” T hi s law aut hor izes
Tr ibal Natio ns to ut i lize eit her
self - det er m inati on cont r act s o r
self - gov er nance com p act s that
en abl es tr i bes to f ul l y
m an age f eder al p r o gr am s,
ser vi ces, act ivi ti es, or f un ctions,
usin g t he budget al l ocat ed to it
to bett er ser v e their
co m m uni ty. T hi s h as b een
pr ev iou sl y ad m i ni ster ed thr ou gh
co ntr acts an d com pacts i n th e
Dep ar tm ent of I nt er io r an d as
wel l as t he I nd ian Healt h
S er v ices.
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Executive Summary:
638 Authority

"The FDPIR 638 demonstration
project opens the door to the food
purchasing decisions of the program
to allow for more traditional and
tribally-produced foods."

Recently in 2021, the 638
authority has been applied as a
demonstration project to the
Food Distribution Program on
Indian Reservations (FDPIR), a
U.S. Department of Agriculture
food assistance program that
provides foods to income-eligible
households living on reservations
or across the state of Oklahoma.
The FDPIR 638 demonstration
project opens the door to the
food purchasing decisions of the
program to allow for more
traditional and tribally-produced
foods.

Another way for Tribes to reinforce
their sovereignty via food policy is by
creating a Tribally-led Agricultural
Resource Management Plan (ARMP).
An Agricultural Resource Management
Plan is required by the American
Indian Agricultural Resource
Management Act (AIARMA).
According to AIARMA, ARMPs can
be developed by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) or Tribes themselves.
Tribally-developed ARMPs present
an opportunity for Tribes to engage in
a critical component of selfdetermination: land and resource
management.
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Executive Summary:
Agricultural Resource Management Plan
As outlined in AIARMA, Tribes
have a three year window to
develop their ARMPs. After this
time period, the plan must be
approved by the BIA and then
implemented and enforced. The
BIA is required to assist Tribes
with both implementing and
enforcing their plans. The Triballyled ARMP development process is
still relatively new, and many key
Tribal stakeholders are not
informed about what the process
entails and what benefits an ARMP
can provide for their Tribes.

Additionally, Tribally-led ARMPs
face internal barriers from
bureaucratic agencies like the BIA
who are supposed to approve and
enforce the plans. Ultimately, the
infographics and memos contained
within this report are meant to give
an overview of the ARMP
development process from the
Tribal perspective and to provide
insight on some of the challenges
that Tribes can expect when
undergoing the planning process.
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Introduction:
638 application to the Food
Distribution Program on
Indian Reservations (FDPIR)
More than 25% of Native Americans receive some type of federal food
assistance. The Food Distribution program on Indian Reservations (FDPIR) is a
federal nutrition program that provides food packages to low income families
living on Indian reservations. This program is an important alternative program
to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) as it serves many
people located in food deserts and areas with limited access to places to
groceries to redeem food benefits.
The 2018 Farm Bill
created a new
demonstration project
enables the Tribes / Indian
Tribal Organizations
(ITOs) who run FDPIR to
enter into “638” Tribal
self-determination
contracts for food
procurement. This will
increase Tribal control
over food purchasing and
support the inclusion of
additional Native-produced, local, traditional, and culturally-appropriate foods.
Nutrient-rich and traditional or culturally-appropriate foods grown locally and
sourced to FDPIR not only help improve the health disparities in Indian Country
but also generate revenue and employment benefits to Tribes and local Native
producers and food businesses.
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Application
Process
The following infographic is
the application timeline for
FDPIR 638 that provides
information on the previous
cycle which serves as
guidance for new and
interested applicants.

2021 -2022
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Introduction:
Timeline of Significant Events leading up to
FDPIR 638

To understand the contemporary food insecurity and health disparities that exist in
Indian Country, it is important to address that the historical injustices and racism
experienced by Native communities are the underpinning root causes of hunger
and poverty. Tribal Nations governed themselves for a millennia before European
settlers occupied their lands. In fact, the United States, as a country, was founded
and built through treaties negotiated on a nation-to-nation basis with Tribal
governments regarding ownership of the land. However, historically, this
relationship between the U.S government and Tribal Nations was characterized
by dependency and paternalism, instead of autonomy and shared responsibility.
History of policies such as Indian removal and assimilation, exploitation of
natural resources, and militant colonization over the land have eroded Tribal
sovereignty, Native cultures, and foodways. Two hundred years later, Tribal
governments started to take back control of their decision-making authority over
programs that impact their citizens and communities. The passing of 638
authority in 1975 spearheaded this movement of expanding Tribal Sovereignty.
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Pathway to
FDPIR 638
The following infographic is a
timeline that explores the
expansion and progression of
638 authority in different
federal agencies such as the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and
Indian Health Services and
more recently, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.
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Pathway to
FDPIR 638
The following infographic is a
timeline that explores the
expansion and progression of
638 authority in different
federal agencies such as the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and
Indian Health Services and
more recently, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.
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Introduction:
The Future of FDPIR
638

The Tribal “638” self-determination authority supports tribal sovereignty and Triballyled approaches that tailor federal programs to fit the specific needs of their communities.
However, “638” authority as applied to FDPIR is
currently still a demonstration project, which
means that Congress is only “authorized to
appropriate” funds for USDA to implement this
program, but is not mandated to. Therefore, by
law, this demonstration project is identified under
discretionary funding, as opposed to mandatory.
This creates a sense of uncertainty for Tribal
producers and Tribal governments about available
funding. For example, the 2018 Farm Bill
authorized $5 million for this demonstration
project, but Congress chose to appropriate $3
million. If “638” becomes a permanent authority in
the 2023 Farm Bill, this project would have
dedicated mandatory funding, Tribes and
producers would have more certainty about the
continuity of the program, and more Tribal Nations
would have the opportunity to have control over
how their citizens are served by this critical food
program. During the next Farm Bill negotiations,
this will be a likely topic of discussion. The
following infographic outlines the potential future
of FDPIR “638” and several legislative
opportunities for expansion.
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Future of
FDPIR 638
The following infographic
outlines the potential future of
FDPIR “638” and several
legislative opportunities for
expansion.
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Introduction:
Tribal Leader Consultation
Working Group
Those who have experienced hunger and poverty can recognize the underlying
problems and use their skills and first-hand knowledge to make effective change. The
Tribal Leaders Consultation Work Group (TLCWG) is crucial in empowering Tribal
leaders to be the voice to address the issues and the lived experiences of hunger and
poverty in their communities. The TLCWG functions under the principle of
expressing a “collective Native voice” despite the diversity of Tribal communities it
represents. The Tribal leaders involved in the TLCWG work alongside trusted experts
from the National Association of Food Distribution Program on Indian
Reservations(NAFDPIR) board, grounding consultation discussions in practical, onthe-ground program knowledge.
This initiative also highlights the importance of government to government
consultation and emphasizes that Tribes have a similar relationship to states when it
comes to federal oversight. They are subject to federal laws, but have their own
distinct freedoms and systems that should be respected and acknowledged when
making important legislative decisions, especially regarding programs that affect their
communities.
The Intertribal Agriculture Council Annual Conference, which occurred in December
2021 in Las Vegas, Nevada, hosted the Tribal Consultation with the U.S. Department
of Agriculture on the matter of the Food Distribution Program on Indian
Reservations. The contents of following infographics were prepared in a Briefing
Bookley by Kelli Case, staff attorney from the Indigenous Food and Agriculture
Initiative. The agenda is as follows:
1. 638 Self-determination Contracting
2. IFMS/Computer System Updates
3. Promoting Parity Between FIDPIR and SNAP
4. SNAP-Ed Consultation
5. Food Package Review Committee Updates
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SECTION I

Issue: 638 Self Determination
Contracting
Since the first historic 638 contracting
opportunity was presented in the 2018 Farm
Bill, a demonstration project to directly source
foods for FDPIR programs, eight Tribes were
awarded funding earlier in the 2021 calendar
year. Additional rounds of 638 funding
opportunities are expected in 2022 as well and
Tribal leaders had further questions regarding
this process.

2021 -2022
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SECTION II

Issue: Integrated Food
Management System (IFMS)
USDA is rolling out a long-awaited new
computer system for FDPIR.There have been
a number of technical difficulties in the new
system. While some ITOs are happy with the
new system, others would prefer a different
system offering more integration. The IFMS
workgroup was established at the request of
tribal leaders. USDA has paused further
approval of non IFMS systems and is working
with Tribal leaders and ITO program
managers on this issue.

2021 -2022
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Section II

Issue: Integrated Food Management System (IFMS)
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Section III

Issue: Promoting Parity Between FDPIR and SNAP
FDPIR and SNAP are billed as alternatives
and have a direct inverse relationship. Those
who qualify for both programs can’t use both
in the same month, so participants make
decisions about which program to use that
best support their families. Changes in one
program impact the other. For example,
during the pandemic, benefits for SNAP
increased but benefits for FDPIR did not.
Under those circumstances, participants who
qualify for both programs are likely to move
to SNAP, where there are greater benefits, if
they are able. However, some participants do
not have access to SNAP retailers.

This may be because they are located in food deserts
or do not have a nearby grocery store. These
participants rely exclusively on the FDPIR food
boxes. Those participants cannot opt to switch
programs. As a result, they are left out when benefits
for SNAP increase and FDPIR does not see a
corresponding change. SNAP is a retail benefit, but
FDPIR foods are sourced directly by AMS, so a
straight comparison of cost to the federal government
does not account for wholesale discounts. Therefore,
it is important for FNS to update the comparative
retail value of SNAP and FDPIR to reflect 2019
numbers so that tribal leaders can better gauge the
parity between programs.
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Section IV

Issue: Promoting Parity Between FDPIR and SNAP
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Section IV

Issue: SNAP-Ed State Consultation with Tribes and
Proposed Solutions
FDPIR has a very small pot of funding for
nutrition education, called Food Distribution
on Indian Reservations Nutrition Education or
FDPNE grants, that has not increased since
2008. SNAP-Ed has millions, but ITOs
cannot access SNAP-Ed funds directly, they

It will require a legislative change to get more
funds for FDPNE or to open up SNAP-Ed funds
to ITOs. USDA cannot address that on its own.
FNS stated that it would work with the Office of
Tribal Relations to develop training material on
Consultation for states to reinforce effective and

must go through the states.

respectful Consultation practices. More
information about the development of those

States are required to consult
with Tribes as part of this
process, but those
consultations rarely happen
in many states, leaving Tribal
citizens behind.

training materials should be shared at this
consultation.
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Section IV

Issue: SNAP-Ed State Consultation with Tribes and
Proposed Solutions
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Section V

Issue: Food Package Review Work Group
The FDPIR Food Package Review Work
Group, was formed with the purpose of
reviewing the food package on an ongoing
basis, and recommending appropriate food
package improvements. The group considers
revisions to the package to better meet the
nutritional needs and food preferences of

FNS reaffirmed its Review Work Group
commitment to partnering with NAFDPIR on
the FDPIR Food Package Review Work Group
and to having meaningful dialogue with work
group members. It was agreed that FNS would
continue to conduct the administrative duties
associated with the meetings and would

participants without significantly increasing
overall food costs.

collaborate more with work group members. An
update on those efforts is expected at this
Consultation.
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SECTION VI

Issue: Agricultural Marketing Service
(AMS) Role in Sourcing Native Produced
and Traditional Foods
AMS is the USDA agency responsible for
procuring the canned/frozen food products in
the FDPIR food package. AMS develops all
product specs, conducts market research on
foods, approves all vendors, develops the bids
for all foods, and works with vendors who are
selling food to USDA. AMS should outline
how they intend to include more traditional
foods and native produced foods – specifically
in reference to the recent Tribal Food
Sovereignty Initiative announcement from
USDA and the new cooperative agreement
program for locally produced foods

2021 -2022
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Issue: Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) Role in
Sourcing Native Produced and Traditional Foods
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Agricultural Resource Management
Plans (ARMP)
1. ARMP Fact Sheet
Below is a Fact Sheet that gives a general overview of what Tribes can expect when
developing their own ARMPs in-house. The American Indian Agricultural Resource
Management Act’s full requirements for an ARMP are also detailed in this document.
As is the case with the remaining educational resources featured in this report, the Fact
Sheet highlights community feedback and participation as an essential (and legally
required) element of ARMP development. Lastly, the Fact Sheet utilizes Blackfeet
Nation’s ARMP planning process as an illustrative example throughout. There are very
few Tribes who are currently in the end stages of creating their own ARMP and
Blackfeet is one of them. Their process is referenced frequently in the Fact Sheet and
their full ARMP is cited below (4).
1. ARMP Benefits for Individual Producers and Tribes
1. What is an Agricultural Resource Management Plan (ARMP)?
1. An Agricultural Resource Management Plan is a ten-year plan for managing
Tribal agricultural resources.
2. By law, this plan must be created and implemented within three years of
beginning the planning process.
3. Tribes can create and implement their own ARMPs or allow the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) to do so on their behalf.
4. The BIA must approve all ARMPs.
2. What are the benefits of participating in the ARMP process?
1. When Tribes and individual producers participate in making their own ARMPs,
they have a more direct say in the ways that their resources are used, conserved,
and managed.
2. Tribally led ARMPs encourage the incorporation of Tribal traditional practices
and preferences into agricultural planning. These practices are often not
included in BIA developed ARMPs.
3. Tribally led resource management is a key component of self-determination.
2. ARMP Requirements
1. As previously stated, Tribes can create their own ARMPs, allow the BIA to create
the plan on their behalf, or some combination of both.
2. Regardless of the method of ARMP development Tribes/ producers choose, all
Agricultural Resource Management Plans must be able to:
1. determine available agriculture resources;
2. identify specific tribal agricultural resource goals and objectives;
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Agricultural Resource Management
Plans (ARMP)
3. establish management objectives for the resources;
4. define critical values of the Indian tribe and its members and provide identified
holistic management objectives;
5. identify actions to be taken to reach established objectives;
6. be developed through public meetings;
7. use the public meeting records, existing survey documents, reports, and other
research from Federal agencies, tribal community colleges, and land grant
universities; and
8. be completed within three years of the initiation of activity to establish the plan.
3. To summarize the criteria from the American Indian Agricultural Resources Management Act
listed above, ARMPs must include Tribal goals for managing agricultural resources and list
actions that will be taken to manage those resources (5).
4. Additionally, ARMPs are required to include feedback and input from Tribal citizens.
5. The ARMP development process is also subject to variation based on different Tribal laws,
practices, and procedures.
1. More on Tribal Community Feedback
1. Input from Tribal citizens (including agricultural producers) is a crucial part of any
successful ARMP.
2. Individual producers and Tribal citizens have institutional knowledge on agricultural
resource management that should directly shape a Tribe’s ARMP goals and methods.
3. While including the feedback of as many citizens as possible can present a challenge for
long-range plan development, there are many ways to gather community input for the
creation of ARMPs.
4. One method of gathering community input is hosting public meetings for Tribal citizens
and producers to comment on the ARMP process.
1. For example, the directors of Blackfeet Nation’s in-house ARMP development hosted
monthly community meetings for three years.
2. They included the direct feedback of individual producers and citizens in their ARMP
document.
5. Tribes can use surveys (digital or printed) to collect information and fill in existing gaps in
agricultural data.
1. For instance, Blackfeet Nation utilized a long survey (of approximately 138 questions)
to gather data on the wants and needs of agricultural producers in the community (3).
2. This information was used to shape the desired outcomes of the ARMP and the
agricultural management techniques that will be implemented once their ARMP is
approved by the BIA.
2. Challenges to Expect from the BIA when Tribes Develop their ARMPs In-House
1. It is important to note that the BIA may push for outside consulting agencies to do a lot of
the ARMP development labor.
1. During Blackfeet Nation’s ARMP development process, the BIA advocated for
Blackfeet Nation to allow third party consulting firms to do the required agricultural
inventory.
2. The BIA also pressured Blackfeet Nation to reduce the scope of their ARMP to include
less planning for various sectors of their agricultural economy.
3. If implemented, both of these BIA suggestions would have excluded the perspectives of
individual producers, Tribal citizens, and other key stakeholders (3).
2. The BIA may also require separate approval of different sub-areas of the ARMP
1. For example, Blackfeet Nation is still in the process of getting their environmental
assessment (required by the National Environmental Policy Act) approved. Completing
the assessment was a costly and time-consuming process.
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Agricultural Resource Management
Plans (ARMP)
2. ARMP Process Flowchart
Below is a visual representation of the process that Tribes will go through when
developing an ARMP. This flowchart model was originally featured in Wind
River’s ARMP and was presented at the 2021 Intertribal Agriculture Council
Conference. Like the Fact Sheet, this flowchart illustrates the importance of
frequent community input. Feedback from the public should be incorporated into
every part of the development process. ARMPs must include community feedback
as required by AIARMA. This infographic also gives a brief summary of the
challenges associated with undergoing Environmental Assessments (EAs) which are
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA and the
Environmental Assessments are discussed in more detail later in this report.
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3. Changes in National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Memo
During the Trump Administration, several controversial components of the
National Environmental Policy Act were altered. The general theme of these
changes were deregulation and relaxation of longstanding environmental
procedures. The Biden Administration proposed changes to the Trump era
policies that would retrench the NEPA procedures that were in place prior to
the Trump Administration. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) had
a period of public comment where they encouraged feedback on the Biden
Administration’s proposed changes. At the bottom of the memo are a set of
informal recommendations that Indigenous Food and Agriculture Initiative
(IFAI) attorneys reviewed and submitted to the CEQ.
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Agricultural Resource Management
Plans (ARMP)
NEPA Changes Memo
Trump Era (“2020 Rule”) v. Biden Era (“Proposed Rule”) National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Regulations
The 2020 Rule made several key controversial changes to prior NEPA regulations (8):
Purpose and Need of Proposed Action
The purpose and need section is a required part of an Environmental Impact Statement that
demonstrates the reason for taking a proposed action. It also sets limitations for a set of
“reasonable alternatives to be considered”.
Under the 2020 rule, agencies were required to base the purpose and need of a proposed
action “on the goals of the applicant and the agency’s authority”.
The 2020 Rule also made a change to the definition of “reasonable alternatives.”
The Biden Administration's proposed changes (aka the Proposed Rule) would remove the
language that requires agencies to base the purpose of the proposed action on the agency’s
goals and objectives.
This removal is intended to force agencies to consider other relevant factors (as opposed to
just the applicant's goals) such as the “public interest” and “desired environmental
outcomes” when proposing an action.
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
NEPA regulations require agencies to assess the environmental impact of their proposed
actions and reasonable alternatives.
The 2020 rule got rid of prior language in the NEPA regulations that required agencies to
report on the “direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts” of the proposed actions (definitions
of these terms are listed on the Federal Register included in the endnotes) (8).
Instead, the 2020 Rule required agencies to “focus the analysis on those effects that are
reasonably foreseeable and that have a reasonably close causal relationship to the proposed
action”.
“The 2020 Rule also provided that a “but for” causal relationship [in determining the
environmental impact of a given action] is not sufficient, and that the standard is analogous
to proximate cause in tort law”.
Under the Proposed Rule, the concepts of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be
reinstated.
This reversal of the 2020 Rule change is meant to stop agencies from omitting key
information on the environmental impact of proposed actions.
This Proposed Rule change is also intended to eliminate confusion on how agencies are
supposed to assess the environmental impact of their actions.
Agency NEPA Procedures
The 2020 Rule imposed “ceiling provisions” on the level of environmental regulations that
an agency could implement.
In effect, this meant that agencies' procedures and requirements could not exceed those put
in place by the Council on Environmental Quality.
The Proposed Rule aims to remove the limitations/ ceiling provisions.
“The revision is meant to clarify that CEQ regulations are a “floor” rather than a “ceiling”
for NEPA procedures, allowing agencies the flexibility to adopt procedures that may go
beyond the CEQ regulations as appropriate to address their individual authorities, programs,
and circumstances.”
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Agricultural Resource Management
Plans (ARMP)
Conclusion: How these changes could impact Tribes and their ARMPs
First, it is important to note that the changes listed above under the Biden Administration (in the
Proposed Rule) are Phase 1 of the NEPA regulation revision process. It can be expected that
more modifications will come in the future. Agencies have until September 2023 to bring their
procedures into compliance with new CEQ standards.
The overall theme of the Trump era NEPA changes (the 2020 Rule) were deregulation and
relaxation of prior environmental standards.
Under the Proposed Rule, NEPA regulations are largely set to return to their previous (1978)
form.
Standards for environmental assessments are becoming higher and more strict. This may
represent a challenge for Tribes undergoing the ARMP process since they may experience
increased burdens associated with NEPA compliance. Phase 2 of the Proposed Rule is slated to
address this, but there is no exact date when Phase 2 is set to begin.
One area that could help Tribes avoid much of the burden of an environmental assessment is
getting a Categorical Exclusion (CE) (9). This would ensure that Tribes skip over a majority of
the steps in the NEPA compliance process (including the drafting of an Environmental Impact
Statement). An infographic on the NEPA process is cited below (5).
A CE is only granted when a proposed action is shown (through precedent) to not have a
significant individual or cumulative effect on the environment.
An existing list of CE’s as it relates to the cited below6. The self-determination/ selfgovernance clause may provide the most opportunity to get a CE.
New CE’s can be added, but the onus is on individual agencies to demonstrate (through
previously implemented actions, impact demonstrations, expert testimony, etc.) that they
should get the exclusion.
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Agricultural Resource Management
Plans (ARMP)
Recommendations for public comments:
Is there room here to argue for alternative review?
The Proposed Rule aims to remove the “ceiling provisions” of the 2020 Rule in order to
enhance agency/ applicant flexibility.
Could we argue that allowing professionals appointed by the Tribe (such as Tribal
archeologists) to approve environmental assessments and/ or categorical exclusions
(rather than officials from the BIA or CEQ) would increase agency flexibility and
improve environmental outcomes?
As it stands, the Proposed Rule would allow for additional review of NEPA procedures
(not alternative review), but allowing an alternative review would still accomplish the
Proposed Rule’s stated objectives.
It would be important to note that Tribally appointed officials should have the authority
to grant approval of both programmatic and site-specific Environmental Assessments
(EA).
Side note: It also may be helpful to note that Blackfeet Nation did a Programmatic EA
which was an assessment of their ARMP as a whole and the officials determined that
there was no significant environmental impact. This may be a way to get a CE in order
to ban officials from requiring Programmatic EAs.
Additionally, Clause E of the Proposed Rule states, “E.O. 13175 requires agencies to have a
process to ensure meaningful and timely input by Tribal officials in the development of
policies that have Tribal implications.[44] Such policies include regulations that have
substantial direct effects on one or more Indian Tribes, on the relationship between the Federal
Start Printed Page 55768 Government and Indian Tribes, or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal Government and Indian Tribes. CEQ has assessed the
impact of this proposed rule on Indian Tribal governments and has determined preliminarily
that the proposed rule would not significantly or uniquely affect these communities but seeks
comment on this preliminary determination. However, CEQ plans to engage in governmentto-government consultation with federally recognized Tribes and Alaska Native Corporations
on its NEPA regulations generally.”
Can we comment that their preliminary determination is wrong because Tribal
governments are uniquely impacted by any shifts in environmental legislation/ regulations?
We could cite facts or statistics about how much agriculture plays a role in many Tribes’
economies.
This could be used as evidence of how shifts in environmental regulations inevitably shift
Tribes’ agricultural practices, and therefore shift Tribal economies.
For example, Blackfeet Nation was required to conduct a lengthy and costly EA which
ended up shifting the timeline of the ARMP back. This forced them to delay the
implementation of their plan, thereby delaying the economic growth and development of
the Tribe.
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Conclusion
638 Authority
The historical coercion of land loss to European settlers is a factor contributing to
the systemic oppression experienced today by the Native Americans in the United
States. Since interconnectedness to the land is a huge part of their cultural identity,
Native Americans struggled mentally and spiritually to preserve their traditions;
and as they lost access to the land, they also lost their ability for local production
and sourcing of traditional and culturally-appropriate food, which in turn, led to
hunger and poverty in these communities. This has led to their high dependence on
federal nutrition programs. The recent application of 638 Authority to the Food
Distribution Program on Indian Reservations has created many opportunities in
solving these problems. It enables Native communities to reclaim their food
systems and empower Native producers to provide traditional and culturallyappropriate foods to their communities. This, in turn, improves health and advances
economic development in Indian Country.
From the legislative progression and commitments observed in the past year, there
are vast opportunities to advance tribal self-determination in the upcoming Farm
Bill negotiation in 2023, including the expansion of 638 in the entire FDPIR
program rather than just food procurement and 638’s establishment as a permanent
authority, with mandatory congressional funding, within USDA. Most importantly,
this pilot project is a groundbreaking effort that fuels an intersectoral movement for
tribal self governance, environmental and food justice, and racial equity. Through
procuring foods from Native producers for the food programs that serve their own
communities, they not only become economically empowered but they are also
incentivized to sustain their own communities. As original stewards of the land,
their traditional production methods would rebuild a sustainable food system that
would lead to the healing of these communities.
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Conclusion
ARMP
The Tribally-led ARMP process is relatively new. Tribes seeking to play a larger
role in managing their resources are likely to encounter bureaucratic and
administrative barriers. From start to finish, developing an ARMP can prove to be a
challenge for Tribes. The requirements listed in AIARMA are somewhat vague and
there is little concrete information on the steps that Tribes should take to start,
fund, or finish the ARMP process in-house. Tribes must juggle many local, state,
and federal agencies while also contending with internal administrative protocols
and procedures. Furthermore, due to the underfunding and under-staffing of key
stakeholders such as the Bureau of Indian Affairs, some ARMPs encounter issues
when trying to get their completed ARMPs approved and implemented. For
instance, Wind River’s ARMP has been finished since 2018, but has not been
reviewed or granted approval by BIA officials to the date of this publication (1) .
Despite these institutional barriers, agricultural resource management is a key
component of self-determination and ARMPs present an opportunity for Tribes to
more effectively control what happens on their lands. Through the continued
advocacy of Indigenous communities and initiatives, as well as the cooperation of
federal agencies like the BIA and USDA, it is to be hoped that the institutional
obstacles to Tribally-led ARMPs will be minimized over time.
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