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South Dakota vs. Lower Brule Sioux Tribe case depicts issues pertaining legislative delegation of power. The paper will analyze some of the issues discussed in this case to review whether it was unconstitutional or constitutional delegation of legislative power to put certain land into trust for the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe. The paper will then discuss the role of the court in solving this case. The paper will finally discuss the significance of this case to public administrators understanding distribution of power in government. 
The first question discussed in this paper is whether the provisions of the Indian Reorganization Act, 25, that gives power to the Secretary of Interior to put some land into trust, "in order to provide for the Indian community," depicts unconstitutional distribution of legislative power. The paper reviews Congress in exercising its power in this case. The paper argues that Congress did not act against the constitution simply because it exercised its legislative mandate in broad terms, providing a certain amount of discretion to executive or judicial bodies. It is unconstitutional if Congress acts against the general policy, the public agency mandated to implement the policy, and the borders that bind the delegation of this authority.
Furthermore, Congress drafted the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) to champion for self-governance and a stable economy for the Indian community. This Act would help improve the economic status of the Indians and provide them the opportunity to organize their initiatives which had been destroyed by years of oppression and paternalism (Feraca, 1963).  Therefore, this move by Congress was to prove the fundamentals of encouraging togetherness for the Tribes and economic sufficiency for the Indians. Congress was mainly concerned with changing the Indian General Allotment Act of 1887, which had weakened tribal settings and eroded the Indian tribal land base. Moreover, Congress identified the conservation and development of lands and other resources belonging to the Indian community as one of main functions of IRA.
Furthermore, the statutory text gives evident of the role played by the Congress in this case, which is also reflected in the IRA's legislative history. In addition, the Court of Appeal noted that reports from the House and the Senate coupled with debates in the chambers proved vital for the championing of providing land to the Indian community whose land was not sufficient to satisfy their demands. Moreover, Congress crafted IRA to give authority to the secretary to implement the goals of section 465 Act-realizing tribal economic sufficiency, realizing self-governance for the tribes and restoring Indian ancestral tribal land base. In respect to Indian Affairs, this was an acted in accordance with the constitution. Therefore, it was the constitutional delegation of power as acted by Congress.     
The paper also discusses the exercising of power by the secretary. The importance of IRA as reflected in its history and structure was to draft rules and principles that help the secretary exercise his duties and authority as reflected in section 465. The Secretary may put land into trust, mainly to provide land for the Indian community, as limited by the concerns of section 465, when the acquisition of this land may be beneficial to the entire Indian community. With such long-established focus on IRA, the secretary noticed that section 465 does not confer boundless discretion. For example, in utilizing the requirements of this section such as the regulatory statement of land-acquisition policy, the secretary stated that "the policy operates within the principles guiding the set statutory authority and therefore, reflects the intentions of Congress."  Moreover, the secretary through his power of regulation, has identified the need of respecting the provisions in this Act to grant the Indians their desires. By setting up these standards that define putting land into trust, the secretary had not only played a crucial role in this case but also had expressed concrete understanding of the limits guiding his decision in the IRA.
Furthermore, the secretary made important decisions regarding taxes that would have been incurred in holding this land under a trust. The secretary observed that this land belonged to the Indian tribe previously in unrestricted fee status and then later applied to be acquired in trust. Therefore, the Secretary evaluated how this loss of taxes would affect the state. He found out that the state would lose millions of dollars in taxes. However, he expressed his belief that this tax was insignificant if compared to the great benefit such a move would bring to the tribe. Such a decision was important bearing in mind that this land would be of much benefit to the tribe regarding improving the economic status of the Tribe. Moreover, it was an appropriate decision for the Secretary to decide that no imminent jurisdictional issues might arise if the land was put into trust. He carefully considered the presence of law enforcers within the state, noting that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) would provide these services considering that the Tribe was willing to carter for any other services provided by the Oacoma city. It was also a decisive move for the secretary to argue that no jurisdictional issues might arise when the Tribe had acquired about 300 acres of land lying to the west of the Lower Brule Reservation in 1995. Therefore, these decisions by the Secretary in this case reflects constitutional delegation of power (Cornell, 1995). 
Involving the court was a crucial move to help solve this case. The court has jurisdiction over different types of cases. The federal court in this scenario proved vital in solving the case involving violation of the Constitution of the United States of America. The court, therefore, was involved in solving the case involving the breach of the Constitution. Furthermore, it played a vital role in determining the legality of this case. The justice system is mandated to enforce law. The courts provide a platform that helps settle disputes and put into practice laws in a manner that is fair and rational.  The judges in court have the mandate to apply the law freely without influence from the government or the weight of public opinion. The court was also involved here to indicate the power of the Congress in organizing the Supreme Court. Article III, section I of the Constitution states that "The Judicial Power of the United States, shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and establish." Therefore, even though the United States Constitution establishes the Supreme Court, it gives Congress power to organize monitor its operations. 
This case also provides a platform where public administrators can well understand the delegation doctrine (Schoenbrod, 1986). The Delegation Doctrine comprises principles that give boundaries which limits Congress in exercising its powers. These principles limit Congress the right to give its legislative power to another legislative body in government, especially the Executive arm of the government. This Doctrine operates on the concept of separation of power. The constitution gives powers to the legislature to determine whether there will be a law or not, to also determine what the law will achieve and fix the limits within which this law will operate. The delegation of powers is only permitted only in the case where Congress gives clear guidelines that will help an executive agency in drafting the policy. Other doctrines allow the legislature to emphasize on the crucial aspects of a law hence allowing agencies promulgate rules of administering the law. Courts play a role in invalidating a legislation if it does not provide enough standards for the agency charged with the mandate of filling in such legislative gaps. This case is therefore significant in understanding the separation of power to help in acquiring this land on trust. The separation of power between the Congress and the Secretary is a key issue to analyze. Congress granted power to the secretary through the governing executive to take control of the land and put it in trust. IRA delegations of authority gave the Secretary of Interior authority to acquire land that would provide economic development to the Indians. Furthermore, the court played a significant role in transferring power to help solve this case. The district court, in particular, gave an opinion to uphold the administrative agency's decision. 
The paper, therefore, concludes that the secretary and Congress, in excising their powers was in accordance to constitutional delegation of power. This was aimed at ensuring the land issue was solved to ensure economic development of people in the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe. Furthermore, this case provides a significant information for public administrators understand the delegation doctrine.    
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