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“The Federal policies intended to promote Indian tribal autonomy are furthered by extension of immunity to 

the business entities.”4 

“Indian tribes are „domestic dependent nations‟ that exercise inherent sovereign authority over their members 

and territories.”1 

“The doctrine of tribal sovereign immunity is not limited to government-related activity occurring on tribal 

lands, but also protects the tribe‟s off-reservation, for-profit commercial conduct.”3 

 

“An Indian tribe is subject to suit only where Congress has authorized the suit or the tribe has waived its im-

munity.”2 

“Plaintiff‟s arguments go beyond governing structure and characteristics and seek a determination that sover-

eign immunity does not apply because the Tribes have allowed third parties to extract too much money 

(benefit) from the tribal entities. However, these concerns are the Tribe‟s concerns.”4 

“Sovereign immunity is a legal doctrine distinct from tribal sovereignty and is not dependent upon a finding 

that federal law preempts a state regulation.”4 

“An immunity defense is effectively lost if an immune party is forced to stand trial or face the other burdens of 

litigation.”5 


