





4. Were the authors of the BOR report aware that the image shown in Figure 39 was drawn
on August 11, 2015 (after the spill)? If so, why did they not include this important

_information in the report?

Response: The image shown as Figure 39 was cited in EPA’s initial internal review of the
incident and had been referred to by others during the BOR review. It is not dated, and those
interviewed did not identify the date of its preparation. The BOR evaluation team viewed that
the most important aspect of the figure was its consistency with the statements provided to the
evaluation team from EPA, the contractor, and DRMS that the water impounded in the mine adit
was not full to the top of the adit, nor was it under pressure. The assumed water conditions in the
adit are clearly described in the Figure 39 image, and clearly presented in the BOR Evaluation
Report. When the figure was actually prepared is not important, given that the assumed water
conditions were not correct and, as noted in the report, the mine blowout and release occurred
due to a combination of misinterpretation of the groundwater conditions, along with an

inadequately designed closure of the portal in 2009.

5. Why did BOR omit the affiliation of the BOR peer reviewer on the cover and only list
the affiliations of the other two peer reviewers on page 3 (PDF) of the report?

Response: The cover page indicates that the Bureau of Reclamation prepared the. report and that
it was peer reviewed by two additional organizations. The names and affiliations of each of the
evaluation team members and the peer reviewers (both internal and external) are provided on

pages 6 and 7 of the report.

6. Was DOI aware that there was no pump and stinger at the Gold King Mine site before it
produced its report? If so, why was this not mentioned in the report?

Response: BOR was not specifically aware that there was no pump and stinger at the Gold King
Mine site. However, the individuals from EPA, the contractor, and DRMS indicated that the
plan was to perform some initial excavation at the portal, and anticipated using a pump and
stinger to remove the water from the mine, as had been done at other mines. The pumping was
reportedly to have taken place at a later date. The equipment to perform the pumping would be

relatively easy to obtain and transport to the site at the time it was needed. The evaluation team
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did note the presence of a manifold and small pond nearby the adit portal, indicative of
preparations for planned pumping.

7. Did BOR receive maps or photographs from DRMS or EPA showing or depicting the
DRMS work done at the Gold King Mine in 2009, other than what is cited in the Technical

Review?

Response: DRMS made available electronic project files from which the evaluation team
selected information, including maps and photographs deemed pertinent to the technical review,

for inclusion in the report.




Questions from Rep.- Newhouse
1. Do you think having a Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) employee—who is a subordinate of
the BOR evaluation team members— peer review his bosses’ report makes for a very

robust peer review process?

Response: The Technical Service Center (TSC), like many large engineering firms, functions as
a matrix organization where work products are produced by an ad hoc assembly of team
members. The team members providing the work product are chosen based on their technical
background, and may sometimes, but not always, include managers. Likewise, a peer reviewer
is selected because of his or her knowledge of and experience with the technical practices
involved in the development of the work product. In the case of the Gold King Review, the peer
reviewer’s manager was not part of the BOR evaiuation team.
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(5th Cir. Oct. 21, 2011)) require that industry unbundle the costs of transportation
and processing under these contracts, industry will necessarily already have all the
information they need to change from reporting unprocessed gas to processed gas
with allowances. Secondly, under the existing regulations, companies with this type
of contract are required to compare and pay the higher of either their gross
proceeds (what they are paid plus non-allowable deductions added back) or 100
percent of the value of their residue gas. Under the proposed methodology,
companies will no longer have to make this comparison, which will save
administrative costs.

Many in industry tasked with unbundling, and indeed Judith Matlock at the
hearing, described unbundling as a complicated and costly process. Going
forward, how will the Office ensure unbundling is an easier and fair process
for producers?

Response: In addition to hosting numerous unbundling outreach and training
sessions, ONRR has taken a number of steps to simplify the unbundling process for
producers. Specifically, ONRR has reduced the burden on producers by publishing
Unbundling Cost Allocations (UCA) for specific transportation systems and gas
plants that companies are encouraged to use to calculate transportation and
processing allowances. In addition, ONRR has published examples of how to use the
published UCAs and how to calculate UCAs for other transportation systems and gas
plants, including detailed examples of engineering and accounting/cost data
requirements. Going forward, ONRR will continue to expand these efforts, as well
as, our collaborative work with producers to timely evaluate and approve the
unbundling methods they submit to ONRR.

The Office of Natural Resources Revenue is alleged to be seeking to unbundle
oil processing costs as well. Please provide justification for such an action,
and provide a timeline as to when industry can expect to be burdened with
this, and how far in the past industry would be required to comply with this
new interpretation.

Response: ONRR is not seeking to unbundle oil processing costs because oil
processing is not a function performed to market or sell oil that is produced. For the
purposes of ONRR’s valuation regulations and unbundling efforts only natural gas is
processed.
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Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy

Question 1: When we spoke a few months ago, you were candid about the realities of
trying to authorize $1.5 billion of mandatory spending without any offsets. I asked if the
Park Service had a backup plan in the absence of mandatory funding. We didn’t have an
opportunity to discuss that plan at the time at length.

a. What is the Park Service’s funding plan in the absence of the mandatory
spending requests being fulfilled?

Answer: The NPS is makmg every effort to leverage its federal funding to accompllsh
its Centennial goals. In 2015, for the first time since 2008, parks were authorized to
increase their recreation fees, following extensive public engagement efforts to ensure -
that fee increases satisfied both parks and visitors. The NPS estimates these fee increases,
when fully implemented over the next several years, could raise an additional $45 million
annually. Recreation fee revenue is used exclusively for visitor services improvements,
and the NPS intends to use the increased revenue to defray the growing deferred
maintenance backlog. The NPS is also growing its partner relationships, both corporate
and local. Beginning in 2014, the National Park Foundation embarked on the quiet phase
of a multi-million capital campaign; the public campaign will be released in 2016. The
NPS will also more than double the federal funds provided in FY 2015 and FY 2016 for
the Centennial Challenge program with non-federal partner donations to accomplish
signature projects and programs at national parks. Finally, the Centennial legislation

- includes new proposals to increase funding streams, including establishing a National
Park Service Second Century Fund, which would be supported by increasing the cost of a
lifetime senior pass and charging a modest fee for lodging or camping within a unit of the
national park system.

Question 2: In the next year and in future years, how will the Park Service balance the
Public’s right to access with the need for Park preservation and protection?

Answer: So long as the National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 remains the
fundamental law governing the management of park resources, the NPS will be required
to conserve the special places under our stewardship in a manner and leave them
unimpaired for future generations. In providing for their enjoyment, the NPS will need to
continue to place a higher priority on protection of park resources.

That said, the NPS strives to be as welcoming to visitors as possible and to maximize
public access to parks. We do this in multiple ways: by partnering with businesses and
organizations that provide necessary services to visitors; by providing a variety of
opportunities for visitors to learn about and gain a greater appreciation for park resources;
and by attracting the public to the parks. The primary focus of our efforts around the
NPS Centennial is getting the word out to all Americans that national parks are theirs to
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Answer: The NPS issued a Request For Information (RFI) in 2014 so that it might better
understand the potential benefit of deploying a Distributed Antenna System (DAS) and
the likely impact of its installation on the treasured landscape of the National Mall. The
NPS is reviewing the multiple responses to the RF], and it is evident that installation of a
DAS will require an exacting design effort, substantial environmental and historic
preservation compliance, and approvals from the Commission of Fine Arts and the
National Capital Planning Commission.

In concert with the technical review of RFI submissions, the NPS is working to address
several critical issues for the installation of a DAS, including determination of the
appropriate method of authorization (lease, concession, permit, or commercial use
authorization), and coordination with Mall “neighbors” (the Smithsonian Institution and
the Architect of the Capitol). A survey of potential equipment locations on the Mall has
been undertaken to assist in the identification of feasible locations for equipment
installation. The NPS is also exploring cooperation with the District of Columbia
Government to leverage the District’s existing and substantial fiber optic infrastructure.

b. How does NPS plan to solve the problem in advance of the 2017
Presidential Inauguration?

Answer: The NPS recognizes the complications with cellular service that arose during
the 2009 Presidential Inauguration. In an effort to avoid lapses in service for park
visitors, the NPS took additional steps during the 2013 Inauguration as well as during the
Pope’s visit in 2015 to ensure adequate cellular service coverage. The NPS will continue
to use strategic placement of COWs (Cell on Wheels) as an interim strategy that can be
used to serve park visitors until a comprehensive Distributed Antenna System (DAS) can
be permanently installed. ‘

In addition, the NPS is working with multiple partners to provide free Wi-Fi service at
several locations on the Mall, including the World War II Memorial, the Korean War
Veterans Memorial, and the Washington Monument. The Wi-Fi systems provide less
expansive coverage and less bandwidth than a DAS system but they require less
substantial infrastructure and installation is virtually invisible. The first of these systems
should be functioning within a few months.

Question 5: In 2011 the National Park Service adopted a policy allowing national park
units to ban the sale of bottled water in plastic containers. This policy contradicts the
Administration’s ambitious healthy foods initiative as well as the First Lady’s efforts to
encourage people to drink more water, including bottled and tap.

You acknowledged that banning the sale of water bottles “runs counter to our healthy
food initiative as it eliminates the healthiest choice for bottled drinks, leaving sugary-
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drinks as the alternative. You also said that a ban could pose challenges for diabetics and
. others with health issues who come to a park...”

The Park Service also admitted that parks that have bans in place do not report separately
on their recycling quantities based on type of material, and therefore “do not have the
data available to conduct any post-ban analysis.” So it appears they are not tracking
whether the bottled water sales ban is reducing waste or benefits visitors.

a. Recognizing that there could be adverse health consequences from such a
policy, why did the Park Service specifically elect to single out bottled water
in adopting this policy?

Answer: The NPS disposable water bottle recycling and reduction policy seeks to
counter any potential water-need problems associated with the elimination of sales of
bottled water by eliminating sales only in park locations where sources of public drinking
water are available and refillable water bottles are available for purchase.

b. The overwhelming majority of the Parks that have enacted this ban all are
located in parts of the country with notoriously dry climates. I understand that
visitors are free to bring their own water bottles and can likely refill it in
different areas of the parks; but not everyone may do so.

i. Has the Park Service had any incidents of visitors suffering from
dehydration, heat exhaustion or needing some type of emergency
medical care at these parks since the Park Service adopted this policy?

Answer: No, the NPS has not observed an increased incidence of heat-related illness
that may be associated with disposable water bottle access at parks that have adopted this
policy. We will continue to educate our public about the risks of heat exhaustion and
dehydration and encourage them to remain well-hydrated while enjoying our parks.

Questions from Senator Rob Portman

Question 1: It is my understanding that the NPS currently charges seniors $10 for a
lifetime pass. How long has this been the price, and on average, how many senior passes
does NPS sell a year?

Answer: The original Senior Pass - the Golden Age Passport - was first established as a
free annual pass in 1972. In 1974, it became a free lifetime pass. In 1994, a $10 fee was
established for the lifetime pass. The NPS issued 508,648 senior passes in 2014. In
recent years the average has been around 500,000.
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Question 2: Have you vetted an increase with senior groups like AARP? If so, what has
been the response?

Answer: Based on informal discussions, the AARP and various other senior groups are
supportive of an increase.

Question 3: With regards to the lodging fee: As you heard from Mr. Crandall, the
National Park Hospitality Association is opposed to the new lodging fee. Mr. Crandall
argues that the fee would: be borne by a small portion of all park visitors; be a deterrent
to efforts to attract visitors during off-seasons; have a negative impact on guest donation
programs; and, be an administrative burden on concessioners. What are your opinions
regarding his concerns?

Answer: Mr. Crandall is correct that the lodging fee would be borne by those visitors
who choose to stay at NPS lodging facilities and not all visitors. However, these
overnight stay visitors are more likely to spend more time in the park and use more
facilities and infrastructure such as roads and utilities than day-use visitors and therefore
we believe a modest fee to help address the Service’s need for additional funding is
reasonable. The fee is within the range of similar “resort” fees seen in many private
sector resorts. Lodgings in parks traditionally experience higher than comparable
occupancy rates even in shoulder seasons and therefore it is not anticipated that the
additional lodging fee would be a significant deterrent to park visitation. In addition, we
do not anticipate that the lodging surcharge would be administratively complicated as it
would be consistently applied though the concessioner lodging systems in the same way
that other fees such as state and local taxes are applied.

Question 4: What is your opinion of the National Park Hospitality Association’s
alternative, a $1 Centennial surcharge on all entrance fees?

Answer: Entrance fees are set through a process of public engagement, so the addition
of a $1 Centennial surcharge on entrance fees without public involvement, would be
inconsistent with NPS practices. The NPS has recently raised fees in many of its
locations through this public process, and adding a surcharge to the entrance fee may
cause confusion for visitors.

Question 5: The Administration Centennial proposal includes $1.5 billion in new
spending, but was only able to identify less than $50 million in offsets. Were you able to
identify any other potential offsets that were not included in the proposal?

Answer: The proposal is part of the President’s Budget for FY 2017, which includes
potential offsets that are not specific to the proposal.

Question 6: In addition to being an incredible place to visit and spend time outdoors, the '
Cuyahoga Valley National Park (CVNP) has gone to great lengths to establish a model
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Question 11: Our national infrastructure is aging, and I imagine that many of our park
facilities are as well. Is this backlog expected to grow? What is the Park Service doing

to limit this growth?

Yes, the NPS backlog will continue to grow as long as there remains a gap between the
funding required to maintain the NPS facilities and the funds available to complete this
maintenance. To lessen the impact of this growth, the NPS has developed and
implemented a Capital Investment Strategy (CIS) to focus the limited maintenance
funding on our highest priority assets.

Questions from Senator Angus King, Jr.

Question 1: What is the percentage of user fees vs. the percentage of appropriations?
Given that percentage, are current user fees adequate in your opinion? Is there any plan
to pursue more advanced technologies to collect park fees (such as requiring credit/debit
card readers at each park entry station)?

Answer: In FY 2015, recreation fees were 9.53 percent of the amount of the NPS
Operation of the National Park System and Construction appropriations. In the fall of
2014, the National Park Service conducted a nationwide review of entrance fees. Asa
result, implementation of a consistent pricing model by park type and grouping is
continuing with some fee rates adjusted to better reflect the best balance between
adequate resource supports for visitor needs at these parks while still keeping parks
within reach of American families as an affordable recreational experience.

Additionally, the NPS is committed to the pursuit of advanced technologies for both
methods of payment and entry passes. The NPS already employs credit/debit card
readers at all parks with connectivity, and the NPS recently deployed 185 new credit card
terminals capable of reading chip cards in 86 parks. The new terminals support Google
Wallet and Apple Pay transactions. Four parks are currently piloting Apple Pay and
other near-field communication enabled payments; once the pilot is complete a memo
providing instructions on processing Apple Pay transactions will be sent to all parks with
the new equipment.

The NPS also plans to pilot mobile entry passes at five parks across the country in the
coming months, including Acadia National Park. The NPS released a Request for
Information (RFI) in October of this year to seek information from the industry on what
is currently available in the form of Electronic Entrance Passes. Over 20 companies
responded to the RFI and the NPS is currently working with a number of the vendors in
pursuit of additional information and plans to pilot electronic pass sales and use at pilot
parks in the coming months.
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\

Answer: The Service is currently implementing updates to the service quality evaluation
process including new standards and evaluation methods that consider current industry
practice and recognize superior performance. Some of these changes were informed by
discussions with the concessions community which explored ways to enhance
concessioner incentive and recognition practices while still providing a competitive
environment in accordance with the 1998 Act. The Service intends to continue this
dialog. In addition, we now require submission of past operating evaluations when
concessioners compete for new contracts. We are working to balance an incumbent
concessioner’s experience against a company without prior experience operating in a
national park.

Questions from Senator Ron Wyden

Questions: As many of you know, access to outdoor recreation has been a priority of
mine for many years. Not only do I support protections for some of the Nation’s most
pristine natural areas for generations of public access and enjoyment, I think it’s clear
that the outdoor recreation economy has become a sustainable economic engine in many
parts of the country, including my home state of Oregon.

The recreation economy generates billions — and I’m not just talking about revenue from
gift shops and sales of outdoor equipment — I’'m talking about the tourism dollars
generated in rural communities, at mom and pop diners, and even at local gas stations
from folks driving to national parks, forests, and historic sites across the country to
experience these wonders first hand. '

I was in Oregon this summer touring Oregon’s Seven Wonders — including the
unmatched Crater Lake National Park — discussing all the ways Congress can support the
recreation economy and ensure that our special places are taken care of for our kids and
their kids to enjoy. One of the things I heard on this tour was the importance of
maintaining safe and functioning infrastructure, like trails, bathroom facilities, and
campgrounds, for the benefit of the visitors. But of course, funding remains a concern
during a time where the maintenance backlog in our parks is over $11 billion.

Q. How will the increased funding and authority in this Centennial bill help to improve
visitor services and increase access to our National Parks?

Answer: Increases in funding resulting from the centennial bill will be used to
address a variety of park needs, many of which will improve visitor services.
Examples include addressing deferred maintenance, modernizing facilities and
infrastructure, developing mobile interpretation and education apps, and
developing new exhibits for visitor centers. New authorities, such as contracting
flexibilities provided by the visitor service management authority provisions, will
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3. Organization and Structure:

The proposed organizational model as outlined by the BIE takes the agency from a "direct
provider of education' and makes it into an "innovative organization that will serve as a
capacity-builder and service-provider." The reorganization activity seems counter to this
mission statement.

For example, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe was one of around 25 schools under one
Associate Deputy Director. Under the reorganization, that same person has responsibility
for approximately 90 schools. How does this reorganization actually further the goal of
providing world-class education, and how does the reorganization work to provide better
communication and coordination with BIE schools when more schools are overseen by the
same number of personnel?

RESPONSE: The Department of the Interior’s (Department's) proposed Education Resource
Centers scales up a best practice. Previously, when Director Roessel was the Associate Deputy
Director for Navajo Schools, as a part of a Navajo pilot project for BIE-operated Navajo
schools, he clarified roles and responsibilities within the field to enable specialization and avoid
the “jack of all trades” approach. In addition, he restructured six separate Education Line
Offices into one school district, established school improvement teams (made up of school
improvement specialists) and established school clusters organized around strengths and
weaknesses. '

As a result, the percentage of BIE-operated Navajo schools that made "adequate yearly
progress" (AYP) increased from 29 percent to 55 percent. Because this approach improved
outcomes for students attending BIE operated Navajo schools, the Department seeks to apply
this approach to the entire BIE school system. A key part of the restructuring will be clarifying
the roles of everyone involved in delivering a world-class education to students. The proposed
changes will result in better support to each tribe so it is better able to address student
outcomes. These changes in the field will be supported by clearer central accountability
through the Chief Academic Officer and the Chief Performance Officer who will be dedicated
to the improvement of educational performance and operations.

4. Reorganization:

Regarding the overall structural reforms, I have heard concerns that tribes in Idaho and
in neighboring states have been assigned to an Associate Deputy Director based out of
Minneapolis, Minnesota. Previously, Idaho tribes had agency resources closer to home at
an office in Montana.

How does moving resources further away from tribes the agency serves help BIE
students?

RESPONSE: We considered two major factors in planning the 15 Education Resource Centers
(ERCs): (1) proximity to schools served, and (2) needs of the schools. Proximity was based on the
school’s distance to the ERCs, the number of students per school, and the number of schools per









education codes, policies, and procedures.

b. Do you have an opinion from the Department's Solicitor's office on the
authority of the BIE to enter into its current restructuring? Is there any conflict
between PL-297 and the proposed changes to increase tribal authority?

RESPONSE: The answer to the first question is "yes." The Department's Office of the Solicitor
has reviewed the restructuring proposal and opined that the Tribally Controlled Schools Act does
not prevent the restructuring. The Act envisions tribal governments as authorizing bodies and
informed partners in the management of tribally controlled schools when not directly operating
tribal schools themselves. The answer to the second question is “no.”

The Solicitor's office has been actively involved with BIE’s restructuring planning and
implementation process, and with BIE’s outreach to tribes to discuss the restructuring of the
Bureau, including the transformation of the BIE from a direct service provider and school operator
to a technical assistance provider to tribally operated schools.

2. I have great respect for the tradition of Tribal Consultation, and its importance for
respecting tribal sovereignty. I understand you are using a range of tools to garner
reaction from tribes for the BIE reorganization plan.

a. What changes have you made to the proposed reorganization plan based on
consultation received from tribal leaders?

RESPONSE: Both the development and implementation of the BIE reorganization have evolved as
tribal consultation has proceeded. In response to concerns in the Great Plains, for example, the
reorganization was modified to establish an Education Resource Center (ERC) in Kyle, South
Dakota and create an Education Program Administrator at Pine Ridge to oversee Cheyenne Eagle
Butte, Flandreau, and Pine Ridge schools. In several areas, a smaller-scale support center was
included as part of the proposed reorganization plan. An additional change came following input
from the tribes in Oklahoma during the tribal consultation sessions in April and May of 2014.

In addition, during the tribal consultations, we heard that most of the tribal nations in Oklahoma are
interested in programs supporting Native youth attending public schools (there are only three BIE-
funded schools in that state). Because of this concemn, we have proposed to transform the only
regional office in Oklahoma to a national “Johnson O'Malley (JOM) Center.” The new JOM
Center will provide support and technical assistance to all tribes receiving JOM funds.

b. My constituents tell me they want to hear more about how the BIE expects this
new reorganization ""to be better able to provide more resources and support to
Indian students at the local level." How will you be doing that?

RESPONSE: Our reorganization is designed with the best interests of the student and the success
of their schools in-mind. The 15 Education Resource Centers (ERCs) will address a key
recommendation of the Blueprint for Reform to provide improved technical assistance and more
comprehensive services to schools. The ERCs will be geographically positioned close to schools
and staffed with School Solutions Teams to provide customized support to meet the unique needs









answers. There are also BIE training webinars announced by newsletter and mass emails through
) standard BIE communications protocols.

4. What is the risk of New Mexico staff losing their jobs if they are not able to relocate or
retrain for the new roles?

RESPONSE: Employees are the lifeblood of any institution. It is BIE’s intention to work with
current employees to ensure that they have a place within the new BIE. Every effort will be made
to ensure a smooth transition. The BIE has sought to provide all BIE staff with webinars on
developing resumes and a walkthrough of how to apply for positions on USA Jobs, which are
specific to job announcements. In addition, job announcements are shared across the BIE, and
managers are encouraged to share the job listings with staff. New positions are being advertised
and individuals are encouraged to submit applications for these positions. Training and
professional development go hand in hand in the BIE and employees will be provided necessary
training through webinars.

a. If fully implemented, is it true that Albuquerque would be at risk for losing 35
jobs? '

RESPONSE: No. Currently, the Albuquerque Regional Office supports a staffing level of 44
positions and includes the following functions: (1) Associate Deputy Director West;

(2) Albuquerque Education Line Office; (3) Division of Performance and Accountability; and
(4) School Operations staff. '

) Under the proposed reorganization, the Albuquerque regional office will undergo several changes,
but it will continue to support 44 positions, covering a variety of important functions:

1. An Office of the Associate Deputy Director for BIE-Operated Schools and an Education
Resource Center (ERC) reporting to the Associate Deputy Director;

2. An Office of the Associate Deputy Director for Tribally Controlled Schools (3 positions)
and an ERC reporting to the ADD; and

3. Staff supporting the Division of School Operations.

The most significant change will be within the Division of Performance and Accountability (DPA),
for which the following changes are proposed:

1. The reassignment of the Associate Deputy Director for DPA to Washington, DC;
2. The reassignment of a majority of the DPA staff to ERCs around the country; and
3. The reassignment of DPA’s data unit to Washington, DC.

b. What is the potential economic impact to New Mexico of fully implementing the
proposed BIE reorganization plan?

RESPONSE: The number of federal jobs will rerha.in the same and we anticipate that Indian
education in New Mexico will improve. This will produce a more successful workforce in the
J State. While we cannot quantify with certainty the overall economic impact, we believe that it will




be positive.

5. Thank you for your assistance with getting the Pine Hill Elementary School (Bldg. 803)
prepared for occupancy. I understand that significant problems on the campus remain,
including connecting all of the buildings to the fire alarm system and fencing the campus
to protect it from uninvited guests.

a. Do I have your commitment that BIE will continue to work with the Pine Hill
schools to address the security and life safety features needed to create the
appropriate learning environment for the students and staff?

RESPONSE: The Bureau of Indian Affairs Southwest Region Facilities Manager confirmed that
building 803 and the campus-wide fire alarm system are complete. Yes, we are committed to
working with the Ramah community in addressing other identified security and life-safety issues.

Submitted by Senator Al Franken

. From 2007 to 2012, the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe operated its Pine Grove School as a
charter school, but then outside assistance for the school ended. Without Pine Grove,
children in the Band's Lake Lena community must be bused to the Band’s Nay Ah Shing
School 80 miles away or lose access to culturally appropriate education.

Last year's appropriations bill included language allowing BIE to waive the prohibition
on funding satellite schools in limited circumstances. The Band has requested such a
waiver so it can reopen Pine Grove as a satellite of the BIE-supported Nay Ah Shing
School. And the Band would like to see this waiver approved in time for about two dozen
kids in Lake Lena to start classes at Pine Grove in the 2015-2016 school year.

Can you assure me that BIE will review the Mille Lacs Band's waiver request in a timely
manner? .

RESPONSE: The BIE director traveled to meet with Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe Indians Chief
Executive Melanie Benjamin and agreed to the new satellite school. The BIE has worked with
Pine Grove to identify students who are eligible for the Indian School Equalization Program (ISEP)
funding but, as of this writing, the students listed by Pine Grove do not meet the ISEP eligibility
requirements and are not eligible for ISEP funds. The BIE continues to work with Pine Grove to
identify eligible students who will generate funds for Nay Ah Shing to provide education services
to the Pine Grove students.
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