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South Dakota vs. Lower Brule Sioux Tribe case presents several issues that shed lights into the legislative delegation of power. The paper will analyze some of the issues discussed in this case to review whether it was an unconstitutional or constitutional delegation of legislative power to take certain land into trust for the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe. The paper will then address the reason why the court was involved in this scenario. The paper will finally discuss the significance of this case for public administrators in understanding the delegation doctrine. 
The first question presented is whether the provisions of the Indian Reorganization Act, 25 U.S.C.461 et seq., that gives authority to the Secretary of Interior to take some property into trust "for the reason of providing land for the Indian community," is an unconstitutional delegation of legislative power. The paper reviews Congress in exercising its power in this case. The paper argues that Congress did not violate the constitution merely because it legislated in broad terms, leaving a certain degree of discretion to executive or judicial actors. In Touby v. the United States, 500 U.S. 160, 165 (1991). It is constitutionally sufficient if Congress delineates the general policy, the public agency which is to apply it, and the boundaries of this delegated authority.
Furthermore, the Congress enacted the IRA to champion for Indian self-government and economic self-sufficiency. This Act would help rehabilitate the Indians economic life and give them a chance to develop the initiative destroyed by a century of oppression and paternalism (Feraca, 1963).  Therefore, the move by Congress was to prove its overriding goal of encouraging tribal self-sufficiency and economic development. Congress was mainly concerned with reversing the disastrous consequences of 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 Indian lands and resources as one of the core functions of the IRA.
Furthermore, the IRA's legislative history confirms the Congressional purpose that is evident in the statutory text. As the court of appeal observed, the continuous references in the House and the Senate Reports as well as debates in the chambers to the goal of providing land to Indian individuals and tribes whose land was not sufficient for their self-support. Also, the petitioners errored in suggesting that the legislative history demonstrates that Congress stripped section 465 of any standards. In contrary to this, Congress crafted the IRA to give authority to the secretary to implement the purposes of the Act-advancing tribal economic development, assisting tribal self-governance and restoring the ancestral tribal land base. In respect to Indian Affairs, this was an acted in accordance to the constitution. Therefore, it was the constitutional delegation of power as acted by the Congress.     
The paper also discusses the exercising of power by the secretary. The purpose of the IRA as reflected in its texts, structure, context, and history provide the intelligible principles that guide the secretary in the exercising of his authority under section 465. The Secretary may acquire land, for the sole reason of providing land for the Indian community, within the requirements of section 465, when the acquisition of this land may serve such purposes as advancing tribal economic development, assisting tribal self-governance, and restoring the ancestral tribal land base. With such long-established focus on IRA, the secretary recognized that section 465 does not confer boundless discretion. For example, in adopting a regulatory statement of land-acquisition policy under section 465, the secretary expressed his understanding that "the policy is within the scope of existing statutory authority and hence reflects Congressional intent."  Moreover, the secretary has identified through regulation the specific factors, derived from the specific factors, derived from the purposes of the IRA and the secretary's experience in administering it, that guide his decisions to take lands into trust for tribes and individual Indians. By setting up these standards that govern trust acquisition decisions, the secretary had not only observed but had also given concrete expression to, the limiting principles in the IRA. 
Furthermore, the secretary made important decisions regarding taxes that would have been incurred in holding this land under a trust. Because this land was owned by the tribe in unrestricted fee status before its application for trust status, the Secretary also evaluated the impact of the loss of taxes on the state. He found out that the state would lose millions of dollars in taxes, and expressed his belief that the amount was insignificant in light of the great benefit 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, the decision by the Secretary to conclude that no serious jurisdictional problems might arise if the land was put into trust was appropriate. He carefully considered the availability of law enforcement agencies, noting that the BIA would provide these services considering that the Tribe had expressed the intention of paying for any additional services received from the city of Oacoma. It was also appropriate for the secretary to take into account that no jurisdictional issues might arise from the Tribe's acquisition in 1995 of some 3,400 acres of land lying west of the Lower Brule Reservation. Therefore, the decisions by the Secretary to take certain land into trust for the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe was a constitutional delegation of power (Cornell, 1995). 
Involving the court, in this case, was crucial in putting certain land into trust for the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe. The court has jurisdiction over different types of cases. The federal court in this scenario proved vital in solving the case involving the violations of the United States Constitution. The court, therefore, was involved in solving the case involving the breach of the United States Constitution. Furthermore, it played a vital role in determining the legality of this case. The justice system is mandated to uphold the rule of law. The courts provide a platform that helps resolve disputes and test and enforce instilled laws in a manner that is fair and rational.  The judges in court have the mandate to freely apply the law without regard to the government's wishes 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 Constitution establishes the Supreme Court, it grants the Congress power to decide how to organize it. 
This case also provides a platform where public administrators can well understand the delegation doctrine (Schoenbrod, 1986). The Delegation Doctrine is a principle that limits Congress its ability to transfer its legislative power to another government branch, especially the Executive branch. This principle is based on the concept of separation of power. The constitution gives the legislature the power to declare if there will be a law or not, to also determine the general policy to be achieved by the law and fix the limits within which this law will operate. This means that any statute conferring excessive legislative power is invalid because it is unconstitutional to delegate powers. The delegation of powers is only permitted only if Congress provides clear standards to guide an executive agency in drafting the policy. The states whose constitutions contain a separation of powers doctrine have adopted some version of the delegation doctrine, which permits the legislature to delegate administration of the law to non-legislative agencies like administrative agencies. Therefore, this doctrine allows the legislature to focus 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. The Congress granted power to the secretary through the governing executive to acquire the land and put it into trust. IRA delegations of authority gave the Secretary of Interior authority to acquire through, purchase, relinquishment, gift exchange, or assignment, any interest in lands, water rights, 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 the 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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