
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

NORTHERN DIVISION  
ACCOHANNOCK INDIAN TRIBE,  ) 
THE ACCOHANNOCK INDIAN  ) 
TRIBE, INC. and MICHAEL J. HINMAN, ) 

Plaintiffs,    ) 
      ) 
vs.      ) Case No.: 1:21-CV-02550-ADC 
      ) 
CLARENCE TYLER,   ) 
JERRY WIMBROW, BILLY TAPMAN, ) 
JEAN LAUGHMAN, VIVIAN TYLER, ) 
SANDI ENNIS, JULIE GILROY,  ) 
KENNY GILROY, and DIANE BALDWIN,) 
real parties in interest, and   ) 
HONORABLE SIDNEY S. CAMPEN, JR., ) 
JUDGE, CIRCUIT COURT FOR  ) 
SOMERSET COUNTY, in his individual ) 
and official capacities    ) 
  Defendants.    ) 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF ACCOHANNOCK INDIAN TRIBE AND 
ACCOHANNOCK INDIAN TRIBE, INC.’s MOTION FOR TEMPORARY 

RESTRAINING ORDER, PRELIMINARY AND PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

The Accohannock Indian Tribe (hereinafter, the “Tribe”) and the Accohannock 

Indian Tribe, Inc., (hereinafter plaintiffs (hereinafter, the “Tribal Corporation”), movants, file 

this Memorandum in support of their Motion for Temporary Restraining Order, Preliminary and 

Permanent Injunctions against the Wolf Clan Defendants. 

I.  
INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 

This motion was made necessary because a group called the Wolf Clan, which has 

no Accohannock Indian blood and is ineligible for membership in the Accohannock Indian Tribe 

or its Tribal Corporation, has obtained from a state court certain unlawful Orders that violate the 

Tribe’s sovereignty (in violation of the United States Constitution) and interfere with the Tribe’s 
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right to self-determination. The Tribe, a Maryland Indian Tribe recognized by the State of 

Maryland, and its Tribal Corporation have endured the seizure of its property by non-Tribal 

members and its members are being forced to either participate in an “election” in which non-

members of the Tribe not only participate, but also administer, under the unlawful authority of a 

Maryland court, or face further deprivation of Tribal rights and property. 

Because the Constitution recognizes the sovereignty of Indian tribes and vests in 

Congress the exclusive authority to prescribe limitations on Tribal sovereignty, the Tribe has 

been forced to come to this Court for relief. 

II.  
BACKGROUND FACTS1 

The Accohannock Indian Tribe is one of the oldest historic tribes in Maryland. 

Captain John Smith encountered them in his expeditions up the Chesapeake Bay and its 

tributaries in June 1608, and descendants of those Accohannocks have lived in and around 

Crisfield, Somerset County, Maryland ever since. Although the Tribe does not have a 

reservation, its members have existed as a distinct community since before European settlement 

through the present.2 

In 1995, Ann Buck MacKay and other Accohannock descendants, formally 

organized a Maryland non-stock corporation named The Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc., to 

carry on the activities of the Tribe while it sought formal recognition from the State of Maryland. 

Recognition as an Indian tribe and tribal sovereignty have been the warp and woof of the Tribe’s 

organizational documents. The original Bylaws adopted in 19953 mention State recognition as a 

 
1 Plaintiffs incorporate the Affidavit of Michael J. Hinman (hereinafter, “Hinman aff.”) attached 
as Exhibit A, including the numbered exhibits referenced therein. 
2 Hinman aff., ¶ 2 
3 Hinman aff., Exhibit 1 (Art. I § 2) 
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goal of the Tribal Corporation, and claims to sovereignty feature even more prominently in the 

Great Law of the Accohannock Indian Tribe, which was adopted in 20004, (Preamble (“our 

sovereign rights”), Art. I (“All inherent sovereign powers, existing ordinances, resolutions or any 

other enactments or policies of the Accohannock Indian Tribe, which are not in conflict with the 

provisions of this Constitution shall remain in effect.”), Art. II (§1: “The Accohannock Indian 

Tribe and-its government shall exercise jurisdiction over its members in the aboriginal territory 

of the Tribe which is as follows: the original aboriginal territories. Further, the jurisdiction and 

sovereignty of the Tribe shall extend to all lands hereafter acquired by the Tribe”; “All decisions 

of the Tribal Council are final and not subject to review by any Tribal, State or Federal Court or 

Agency.”; Art. XIV. §2 (“The Accohannock Indian Tribe, in the exercise its Rights Of 

Sovereignty, is subject to no other authority or power within the jurisdiction of the Accohannock 

Indian Tribal Lands with the exception of any non-conflicting laws of the United States of 

America Constitution”).5 Since its incorporation, the Tribal Corporation has acted as an arm of 

the Tribe; in fact, the Tribe has made no differentiation between the activities of the Tribe and 

those of The Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc. Both the Tribe and the Tribal Corporation have 

functioned under the Great Law of the Accohannock Indian Tribe.6 

The Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc. is the governmental entity of the 

Accohannock Indian Tribe. The Petition for Recognition prominently featured a Resolution of 

the Tribal Council of “Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc.” authorizing the submission of the 

Petition7. The Petition cited to the work of the corporation as the work of the Tribe.8 

 
4 Hinman Aff., Exhibit 2 
5 Hinman Aff., ¶ 3 
6 Hinman Aff., ¶ 4 
7 Hinman Aff., Exhibit 4 
8 Hinman Aff., ¶ 5 
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Michael Hinman (now 82 years old)9, Chairman of the Tribe, became Tribal 

Chairman on March 10, 2015 through a normal process. He was first elected as Vice Chairman 

and was elevated to Chairman upon the resignation of the previous elected Chairman.10 He acted 

as petitioning agent to seek the State of Maryland’s formal recognition under Maryland State 

Government Code 9.5-309(c). By Executive Order adopted December 19, 2017, Governor 

Lawrence J. Hogan, Jr., on behalf of the State of Maryland, formally recognized the 

Accohannock Tribe’s Maryland Indian status. The recognition order provides, “The 

Accohannock Tribe and its members shall be accorded all the rights and privileges to which 

formal State recognition of the Accohannock Tribe’s Maryland Indian status entitles them.” 

COMAR 01.01.2017.31 (January 5, 2018).11 

The “Wolf Clan” is a group of persons who have no common ancestry, but share 

an interest in Native American ways; they began to associate with one another when they 

affiliated with and infiltrated the “Wolf Clan” of another Indian Tribe, the Assateagues, in the 

1990s. It was led by Diane Baldwin. The Wolf Clan separated from the Assateagues and 

continued as a separate and distinct organization. In the early 2000s, the Wolf Clan began to 

volunteer with the Accohannock Tribe in connection with some of its public activities, such as 

holding pow-wows and fundraising by selling oyster fritters.12 

In October 2015, the Tribe, in recognition of the Wolf Clan’s assistance and 

pursuant to a longstanding custom of offering persons who are not blood members of the Tribe 

the opportunity to participate in many aspects of Tribal life, held a ceremony where certain Wolf 

 
9 Hinman Aff., ¶ 1 
10 Hinman Aff. ¶ 6 
11 Hinman Aff., ¶ 7 
12 Hinman Aff., ¶ 8; see also Deposition of Diane Baldwin, pp. 26, l. 10 – p. p. 37, l. 16 (attached 
as Exhibit B). 
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Clan members were made “appointees” to assist the Tribe with its activities. The Great Law 

provides that membership in the Tribe is restricted to persons with established Accohannock 

blood lineage and their descendants, and the Tribe does not have an honorary membership. The 

Great Law makes no provision for “adoption” of non-Accohannock Indians into the Tribe. 

Accordingly, the appointees were ineligible to be members of the Tribe as that term was applied 

in the Great Law.13 

In December 2015, Chairman Hinman, acting as the Chairman and petitioning 

agent for the Accohannock Indian Tribe, submitted to the Maryland Commission on Indian 

Affairs a request for recognition of Maryland Indian Status for the Accohannock Indian Tribe. 

This petition did not identify the Wolf Clan appointees as members of the Tribe.14 

However, because some Wolf Clan volunteers were given membership cards and 

were sometimes referred to as “appointed members,” they began to assert themselves as having 

the rights of true blood members and to challenge the Tribe’s leadership. Recognizing the danger 

that these persons posed to the Tribe, the Council terminated the Wolf Clan’s appointments on 

June 28, 2017.15 

After being expelled from the Tribe, the Wolf Clan conspired to seize control of 

the Tribe’s assets by improper means. On or about July 13, 2017, Clarence Tyler and Vivian 

Tyler, who at the time were members of the Tribe, submitted a letter to PNC Bank falsely 

representing that he had the authority of the Tribe to remove Michael Hinman from the Tribe’s 

 
13 Hinman Aff., ¶ 9 
14 Hinman Aff., ¶ 10 
15 Hinman Aff., ¶ 11 
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bank account and add Mr. Tyler as a signer of the account. The Tylers had never been authorized 

to take this action by the Tribal Council.16 

Likewise, the Wolf Clan, along with Clarence Tyer and Vivian Tyler, began to 

conspire to unlawfully appropriate the property of the Tribe to themselves. They organized a 

sham election that had no authority or sanction from the Council or under the Constitution. None 

of the incumbent Council members and almost none of the enrolled members of the Tribe 

participated. Wimbrow, Tyler, and Baldwin, along with defendants Billy Tapman, Jean 

Laughman, Vivian Tyler, Sandi Ennis, Julie Gilroy, and Kenny Gilroy, claimed to have become 

officers of the Tribe and the Tribal Entity through their farcical “election.”17 

On May 18, 2020, Defendants, Wimbrow, Tyler, and Baldwin, purporting to act 

as the Tribal Council of the Tribe, filed suit in the Circuit Court of Somerset County, Maryland 

against Michael J. Hinman, Chairman of the Tribe. The Unnamed Wolf Clan members were not 

parties to the suit.18 

The suit filed by Wimbrow, Tyler, and Baldwin (ostensibly in the name of the 

Tribal Corporation) involved only Mr. Hinman; no other members of the Tribe or members of 

the actual Tribal Council (of the Tribe or the Tribal Corporation) were joined as defendants or 

participated in the litigation, even though Defendants were well aware of the identity of the other 

Tribal Council members.19 Mr. Hinman asserted as defenses Tribal Immunity, the non-

interference doctrine, as well as the absence of the Tribal Council as necessary parties.20 

 
16 Hinman aff., ¶ 12 
17 Hinman aff., ¶ 13 
18 Hinman aff., ¶ 14 
19 Hinman aff., ¶ 15 
20 Hinman aff., ¶ 16 
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On or about April 9, 2021, Judge Campen entered a partial summary judgment 

order “concluding that the Wolf Clan are members of the Tribe.” 21 On June 21, 2021, after a 

trial in which the Tribe and the Tribal Corporation were not parties and did not participate, Judge 

Campen signed an Order purporting to appoint, in place of the Tribe’s incumbent Tribal Council, 

an “Interim Administration” consisting of Jerry Wimbrow as Chairman, Billy Tapman as Vice-

Chairman, Jean Laughman as Secretary, Vivian Tyler as Treasurer, and Emily Brothers, Sandi 

Ennis, Julie Gilroy, and Kenny Gilroy as Tribal Council members. Judge Campen’s order also 

purports to declare Clarence Tyler as Chief and Diane Baldwin as the Senior Clan Mother. Judge 

Campen also held that the Tribe, by virtue of the actions of the plaintiffs in that action, had 

waived the Tribe’s sovereign immunity.22 In the Order, Judge Campen explicitly retained 

jurisdiction over the implementation of his Order.23 

After Judge Campen’s order was entered (which Mr. Hinman has appealed to the 

Maryland Court of Special Appeals), defendants have acted under color of this Order to lock the 

Tribe’s lawful Council and members out of its Cultural Center in Crisfield, Maryland—a 

desanctified church building that was donated to the Tribe through the efforts of Chairman 

Hinman and was deeded to the Tribal Corporation. They have also published announcements in 

the newspaper asserting that they are the proper Council of the Tribe24, and have demanded that 

Mr. Timothy Howlett, who is indebted to Tribe as a mortgagee and whose monthly payments are 

one of the Tribe’s main income sources, remit his payments to them rather than to the Tribe’s 

government. They have also mailed letters to tribal members claiming that a Tribal Election will 

 
21 Hinman aff., Exhibit 7 
22 Hinman aff., Exhibit 8 
23 Hinman aff., ¶ 17 
24 See attached Exhibit C 
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be held in October 2021.25 These actions are creating confusion in the community at large and 

the Tribal community, undermining the Tribe’s ability to function, and the Tribe’s very 

survival.26 

III.  

A. Standard for Temporary Restraining Order 

The standard for a temporary restraining order is the same as a preliminary 

injunction. See, e.g., Muhammed v. Bernstein, No. RDB–12–1444, 2013 WL 3177864, at *2 

(D.Md. June 21, 2013). A preliminary injunction may be granted if the plaintiff clearly 

“establish[es] that (1) he is likely to succeed on the merits, (2) he is likely to suffer irreparable 

harm in the absence of preliminary relief, (3) the balance of equities tips in his favor, and (4) an 

injunction is in the public interest.” Winter v. Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc., 555 U.S. 7, 20, 129 

S.Ct. 365, 172 L.Ed.2d 249 (2008). 

All of these requirements are satisfied in this case. 

B. The Tribe is likely to prevail on the merits. 

Plaintiffs have the right, based on the Supremacy Clause, to govern their Tribe and 

the Tribal Corporation in a manner that is free from state interference except to the limited extent 

allowed by Congress in the exercise of the United States’ plenary authority over Indian affairs. 

The United States Constitution vests jurisdiction for Indian affairs in the United States Congress 

alone. U.S. Const. Art. I, § 8, cl. 3; Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 137 S.Ct. 1285; 197 L.Ed.2d 

631 (2017)(“‘without congressional authorization,’ the ‘Indian Nations are exempt from suit.’”). 

This authority is aptly summarized in Application of Tribal Sovereign Immunity from Lawsuit—

U.S. Supreme Court Cases, 28 A.L.R. Fed. 3d Art. 3 (2018) as follows: 

 
25 Hinman aff., Exhibit 9 
26 Hinman aff., ¶ 18 

Case 1:21-cv-02550-SAG   Document 11-1   Filed 10/14/21   Page 8 of 23



11 
 

“The United States historically recognizes Native American tribes (sometimes called 
“Indian nations”) as distinct political communities with territorial boundaries within 
which their authority is exclusive, and as holding a right to all the lands within those 
boundaries.27 They are therefore separate sovereigns that preexist the U.S. Constitution.28 
As “domestic dependent nations”, they exercise inherent sovereign authority over their 
members and territories.29 Among the core aspects of tribal sovereignty, and as “a 
necessary corollary” to tribal sovereignty and self-governance, is the common-law 
immunity from suit traditionally enjoyed by sovereign powers.30 Such immunity applies 
no less to suits brought by States (including in their own courts) than to those by 
individuals.31 However, because of their “quasi-sovereign” status, the tribes’ immunity is 
not congruent with the immunity that the Federal Government, or the States, enjoy.32 

The Constitution vests the Federal Government with exclusive authority over relations 
with Native American tribes.33 As dependent nations, the tribes are therefore subject to 
plenary control by Congress, which has powers to limit, modify, or eliminate the powers 
of local self-government which the tribes otherwise possess.34 Suits against Indian tribes 
are thus barred by sovereign immunity absent a clear waiver or consent to be sued by the 
tribe, or Congressional abrogation.35 Congress has to clearly and “unequivocally” express 
a decision to abrogate tribal immunity,36 and courts will not assume such an abrogation 
lightly.37 

 
27 Worcester v. State of Ga., 31 U.S. 515, 8 L. Ed. 483, 1832 WL 3389 (1832). 
28 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014); Santa 
Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 436 U.S. 49, 98 S. Ct. 1670, 56 L. Ed. 2d 106 (1978). 
29 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014); 
Oklahoma Tax Com’n v. Citizen Band Potawatomi Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, 498 U.S. 505, 111 
S. Ct. 905, 112 L. Ed. 2d 1112 (1991). 
30 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014); Three 
Affiliated Tribes of Fort Berthold Reservation v. Wold Engineering, 476 U.S. 877, 106 S. Ct. 
2305, 90 L. Ed. 2d 881 (1986); Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 436 U.S. 49, 98 S. Ct. 1670, 56 
L. Ed. 2d 106 (1978) 
31 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014). 
32 Three Affiliated Tribes of Fort Berthold Reservation v. Wold Engineering, 476 U.S. 877, 106 
S. Ct. 2305, 90 L. Ed. 2d 881 (1986). 
33 U.S. Const. Art. I, § 8, cl. 3; Worcester v. State of Ga., 31 U.S. 515, 8 L. Ed. 483, 1832 WL 
3389 (1832). 
34 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014); Santa 
Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 436 U.S. 49, 98 S. Ct. 1670, 56 L. Ed. 2d 106 (1978). 
35 Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma v. Manufacturing Technologies, Inc., 523 U.S. 751, 118 S. Ct. 1700, 
140 L. Ed. 2d 981 (1998); Oklahoma Tax Com’n v. Citizen Band Potawatomi Indian Tribe of 
Oklahoma, 498 U.S. 505, 111 S. Ct. 905, 112 L. Ed. 2d 1112 (1991). 
36 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014); C & L 
Enterprises, Inc. v. Citizen Band Potawatomi Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, 532 U.S. 411, 121 S. 
Ct. 1589, 149 L. Ed. 2d 623 (2001); Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 436 U.S. 49, 98 S. Ct. 
1670, 56 L. Ed. 2d 106 (1978). 
37 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014). 
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Tribal sovereign immunity is a matter of federal law not subject to diminution by the 
States,38 although notions of tribal sovereignty have been adjusted to take account of the 
State’s legitimate interests in regulating the affairs of non-Native Americans.39 
Furthermore, under certain circumstances a State may validly assert authority over the 
activities of nonmembers on a reservation, and that in exceptional circumstances a State 
may assert jurisdiction over the on-reservation activities of tribal members.40 

The Supreme Court has declined to make an exception for suits arising from a tribe’s 
commercial activities, even when they take place off tribal lands.41 Tribal sovereign 
immunity also extends to an arm of the tribe acting on behalf of the tribe,42 certain tribal 
business enterprises,43 and tribal agencies and instrumentalities as extensions of tribal 
government.44 Tribal sovereign immunity also bars suits against a tribe’s officials in their 
official capacities and within the scope of their authority as “a suit against the tribe.”45 
However, tribal immunity does not bar a suit for injunctive relief against individuals, 
including tribal officers, responsible for unlawful conduct.46 

The fact that the Accohannock Tribe is not a federally recognized tribe does not mean 

that it lacks immunity. In Joint Tribal Council of the Passamaquoddy Tribe v. Morton, 528 F.2d 

370 (1st Cir. 1975), the First Circuit found that the Passamaquoddy Tribe of Indians, though not 

otherwise federally recognized, was a “tribe” within the Nonintercourse Act (25 U.S.C.A. § 

 
38 Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1071 (2014); Three 
Affiliated Tribes of Fort Berthold Reservation v. Wold Engineering, 476 U.S. 877, 106 S. Ct. 
2305, 90 L. Ed. 2d 881 (1986). 
39 McClanahan v. State Tax Commission of Arizona, 411 U.S. 164, 93 S. Ct. 1257, 36 L. Ed. 2d 
129 (1973). 
40 New Mexico v. Mescalero Apache Tribe, 462 U.S. 324, 103 S. Ct. 2378, 76 L. Ed. 2d 611 
(1983). 
41 Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma v. Manufacturing Technologies, Inc., 523 U.S. 751, 118 S. Ct. 1700, 
140 L. Ed. 2d 981 (1998); Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 134 S. Ct. 2024, 188 L. Ed. 
2d 1071 (2014). 
42 White v. University of California, 765 F.3d 1010, 308 Ed. Law Rep. 701, 89 Fed. R. Serv. 3d 
932 (9th Cir. 2014). 
43 Wright v. Colville Tribal Enterprise Corp., 159 Wash. 2d 108, 147 P.3d 1275 (2006). 
44 Lewis v. Clarke, 137 S. Ct. 1285, 197 L. Ed. 2d 631, 101 Empl. Prac. Dec. (CCH) ¶ 45785 
(2017); Ninigret Development Corp. v. Narragansett Indian Wetuomuck Housing Authority, 207 
F.3d 21, 30 Envtl. L. Rep. 20481 (1st Cir. 2000); Wright v. Colville Tribal Enterprise Corp., 159 
Wash. 2d 108, 147 P.3d 1275 (2006). 
45 Lewis v. Clarke, 137 S. Ct. 1285, 197 L. Ed. 2d 631, 101 Empl. Prac. Dec. (CCH) ¶ 45785 
(2017); Pistor v. Garcia, 791 F.3d 1104 (9th Cir. 2015) 
46 Lewis v. Clarke, 137 S. Ct. 1285, 197 L. Ed. 2d 631, 101 Empl. Prac. Dec. (CCH) ¶ 45785 
(2017). 
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177). This decision established that an Indian tribe may exist even if it has not entered into 

treaties with the United States or applied for Federal recognition. The import of this holding was 

highlighted in Bottomly v. Passamaquoddy Tribe, 599 F.2d 1061 (1st Cir. 1979), where the Court 

stated: 

As the Supreme Court, in Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, supra, 436 U.S. at 58, 98 
S.Ct. at 1677, recently noted: 

“Indian tribes have long been recognized as possessing the common-law immunity 
from suit traditionally enjoyed by sovereign powers. Turner v. United States, 248 
U.S. 354, 358 (39 S.Ct. 109, 110, 63 L.Ed. 291) (1919); United States v. United 
States Fidelity & Guaranty Co., 309 U.S. 506, 512-513 (60 S.Ct. 653, 656, 84 L.Ed. 
894) (1940); Puyallup Tribe v. Washington Department of Game, 433 U.S. 165, 172-
173 (97 S.Ct. 2616, 2620-2621, 53 L.Ed.2d 667) (1977). This aspect of tribal 
sovereignty, like all others, is subject to the superior and plenary control of Congress. 
But ‘without congressional authorization,’ the ‘Indian Nations are exempt from suit.’ 
United States v. United States Fidelity and Guaranty Co., supra (309 U.S. 506), at 
512 (60 S.Ct. 653, 656, 84 L.Ed. 894).” 

The district court, applying the doctrine of tribal sovereign immunity, dismissed the 
suit as to the Tribe and as to its representatives as well, who had been sued not in 
their individual capacities but as “having acted for and on behalf of the defendant 
Tribe.” Adams v. Murphy, 165 F. 304 (8th Cir. 1908) (attorney barred from suing 
tribe and its officers to collect attorneys fees). 

. . .  

we find the conclusion which the state draws therefrom that only the fierce 
independent tribes of the western frontier who have been “federally recognized” 
enjoy sovereign immunity to be unpersuasive. The state's analysis is not unfamiliar 
to this court; it has been presented before, albeit in a slightly different context. In 
Joint Tribal Council of the Passamaquoddy Tribe v. Morton, supra, 528 F.2d at 
37047, the State of Maine, there appearing as intervenor, argued that the phrase “any . 
. . tribe of Indians” in the Indian Nonintercourse Act, 25 U.S.C. § 177, should be read 
narrowly to exclude the Passamaquoddy Indians who had never been “federally 
recognized”. We noted that while the tribe had been dealt with extensively by the 
state, “(i)n contrast, the federal government's dealings with the Tribe have been few. 
It has never, since 1789, entered into a treaty with the Tribe, nor has Congress ever 
enacted any legislation mentioning the Tribe.” Id. at 375. However, we rejected the 
claim that those facts established the Tribe's exclusion from the Nonintercourse Act, 
Id., at 378, finding instead that the case law “does not elevate recognition to a Sine 
qua non.” Cf. Mashpee Tribe v. New Seabury Corporation, 592 F.2d 575, 581-82 (1st 

 
47 528 F.2d 370 (1st Cir. 1975). 
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Cir. 1979) (absence of federal regulation, intermarriage and acculturation do “not 
necessarily mean that the Mashpees are not a tribe protected by federal law”). 
Although in the instant case the state argues that the Passamaquoddies are beyond the 
pale of a common law doctrine rather than a protective statute, our conclusion that the 
distinctions drawn are not controlling is the same. We are cited to, and our research 
has uncovered, no case which Conditions the invocation of sovereign immunity on 
the factors emphasized by the state or appellant: formal federal recognition of the 
particular tribe by treaty or statute, a prolonged course of dealing between the tribe 
and the federal government, geographic location, the tribe's warlike nature, the 
absence of state protection of a tribe or the continued full exercise of a tribe's 
sovereign powers. 

The absence of authority is not surprising, for the analysis urged by appellant and the 
state seems to us to fundamentally misconceive basic principles of federal Indian law. 
In effect, their approach would condition the exercise of an aspect of sovereignty on a 
showing that it had been granted to the tribe by the federal government, either by 
explicit recognition or implicitly through a course of dealing. As the Supreme Court 
recently explained, however, the proper analysis is just the reverse: 

“The powers of Indian tribes are, in general, ‘inherent powers of a limited sovereignty 
which has never extinguished.’ F. Cohen, Handbook of Federal Indian Law 122 
(1945) (emphasis in original) . . .. 

“Indian tribes are, of course, no longer ‘possessed of the full attributes of 
sovereignty.’ . . . Their incorporation within the territory of the United States, and 
their acceptance of its protection, necessarily divested them of some aspects of the 
sovereignty which they had previously exercised. By specific treaty provision they 
yielded up other sovereign powers; by statute, in the exercise of its plenary control, 
Congress has removed still others. 

“But our cases recognize that the Indian tribes have not given up their full 
sovereignty. . . . The sovereignty that the Indian tribes retain is of a unique and 
limited character. It exists only at the sufferance of Congress and is subject to 
complete defeasance. But until Congress acts, the tribes retain their existing sovereign 
powers. In sum, Indian tribes still possess those aspects of sovereignty not withdrawn 
by treaty or statute, or by implication as a necessary result of their dependent status. . 
. .” United States v. Wheeler, 435 U.S. 313, 322-23, 98 S.Ct. 1079, 1086, 55 L.Ed.2d 
303 (1978) (emphasis added). 

It is uncontroverted that one aspect of a tribe’s sovereignty is its immunity from suit. 
Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, supra, 437 U.S. at 58, 98 S.Ct. 1670; United States 
v. United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co., 309 U.S. 506, 512, 60 S.Ct. 653, 84 L.Ed. 
894 (1940); Adams v. Murphy, supra, 165 F. at 308. Accordingly, the only remaining 
questions are whether Congress has divested the Tribe of its sovereign immunity or 
whether it has been lost “by implication as a necessary result of (its) dependent 
status.” United States v. Wheeler, supra, 435 U.S. at 323, 98 S.Ct. at 1086, See Santa 
Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, supra, 437 U.S. at 58-59, 98 S.Ct. 1670. 
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It is clear that Congress has taken no action to deprive the Passamaquoddy Indians of 
their inherent immunity from suit. Surely its inattention would not suffice. See 
generally Joint Tribal Council of the Passamaquoddy Tribe v. Morton, supra, 528 
F.2d at 378, 380. And while the Court has found an “implicit divestiture of (a tribe's) 
sovereignty”, United States v. Wheeler, supra, 435 U.S. at 326, 98 S.Ct. at 1087, in a 
number of areas such as free alienation of Indian land to non-Indians, Oneida Indian 
Nation v. County of Oneida, 414 U.S. at 661, 667-68, 94 S.Ct. 772, 39 L.Ed.2d 73 
(1974), and trial of non-members of a tribe in tribal courts, Oliphant v. Suquamish 
Indian Tribe, 435 U.S. 191, 195, 98 S.Ct. 1011, 55 L.Ed.2d 509 (1978), the contrary 
must be the case here. The mere passage of time with its erosion of the full exercise 
of the sovereign powers of a tribal organization cannot constitute such an implicit 
divestiture. As the Court has held, “(t)he public policy which exempted the dependent 
as well as the dominant sovereignties from suit without consent continues this 
immunity even after dissolution of the tribal government. These Indian Nations are 
exempt from suit without Congressional authorization.” United States v. United States 
Fidelity & Guaranty Co., supra, 309 U.S. at 512. 

Within this framework of analysis, we fail to see how the state’s extensive 
involvement with the Tribe, See Joint Tribal Council of the Passamaquoddy Tribe v. 
Morton, supra, 528 F.2d at 374, can deprive the Tribe of its immunity from suit. The 
case law discussed herein leaves no doubt that a state cannot take action to divest a 
tribe of its immunity. See Haile v. Saunooke, 246 F.2d 293, 297-98 (4th Cir. 1957). 
And no argument can be made here that the Tribe somehow has consented to suit or 
waived its right to assert its immunity. . . . “It is settled that a waiver of sovereign 
immunity ‘cannot be implied but must be unequivocally expressed.’ ” Santa Clara 
Pueblo v. Martinez, supra, 436 U.S. at 58, 98 S.Ct. at 1677, Quoting United States v. 
Teston, 424 U.S. 392, 399, 96 S.Ct. 948, 47 L.Ed.2d 114 (1976). 

We conclude that the doctrine of sovereign immunity bars the instant suit against the 
Tribe. 

Bottomly v. Passamaquoddy Tribe, 599 F.2d 1061, 1064–66 (1st Cir. 1979)(citations 

omitted, emphasis added); see also Koke v. Little Shell Tribe of Chippewa Indians of Montana, 

Inc., 68 P.3d 814, 817–18 (Mont. 2003)(dismissing on grounds of sovereign immunity case 

brought against non-recognized Indian Tribe that had incorporated under state law on grounds of 

sovereign immunity; “our conclusion that Montana District Court is without jurisdiction is 

somewhat unsettling, in that it leaves the appellants with no forum to hear their complaint on its 

merits. However, this Court is unwilling to interfere with the longstanding right of tribal 

sovereignty to resolve the underlying matter in this case”). Finally, the Supreme Court recently 
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reiterated the doctrine that federal recognition is not the sine qua non of an “Indian tribe” in 

Yellen v. Confederated Tribes of Chehalis Reservation, ___ U.S. ____, 141 S. Ct. 2434, 210 L. 

Ed.2d 517 (2021), where the Court found that in the CARES Act, which provides, “Indian” 

means “a person who is a member of an Indian tribe” (25 U.S.C.A. § 5304(d)) and “Indian tribe” 

means “any Indian tribe, band, nation, or other organized group or community, including any 

Alaska Native village or regional or village corporation as defined in or established pursuant to 

the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (85 Stat. 688), which is recognized as eligible for the 

special programs and services provided by the United States to Indians because of their status as 

Indians,” a Tribe’s lack of federal recognition is not a barrier to being considered an “Indian 

tribe” entitled to the benefits of the statute. 

Here, the Accohannock Indian Tribe established its status as “an Indian community 

that is indigenous to the State” to the satisfaction of the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs, 

the Governor of the State of Maryland, and the Joint Committee on Administrative, Executive, 

and Legislative Review. Md. Code Ann., State Gov't § 9.5-309. As the Accohannock Indian 

Tribe has been recognized as an Indian community,48 it was not within the province of the 

judicial branch of the State of Maryland to second-guess the acts of the Executive branches of 

the State government or to interfere with Congress’ exclusive power over Indian tribes. 

The fact that the Maryland case ostensibly concerned the Tribal Corporation, the 

Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc., and Mr. Hinman rather than the Accohannock Indian Tribe 

itself does not change the analysis. A similar argument was discussed in Haile v. Saunooke, 246 

F.2d 293 (1957). In that case, certain lands of certain Indians who had remained in North 

Carolina, were conveyed by the North Carolina Commissioner of Indian Affairs to a corporation 

 
48 “Community” means a tribe, band, group, or clan. Md State Govt § 9.5-301(c). 
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created by the Legislature of North Carolina. Addressing the argument that “the right to sue the 

band is given by the act of the Legislature of North Carolina incorporating the band,” the Fourth 

Circuit noted, “it is perfectly clear that an act of a state legislature cannot be allowed to interfere 

with the guardianship over these people which the United States has assumed, since Congress 

alone must determine the extent to which the immunities and protection afforded by tribal status 

are to be withdrawn. Haile v. Saunooke, 246 F.2d 293, 297–98 (4th Cir. 1957); see also, Huron 

Potawatomi, Inc. v. Stinger, 574 N.W.2d 706, 709 (Mich. Ct. App. 1997) (where state-chartered 

corporation was recognized as tribe by Federal government, provisions of state corporate law do 

not control, and act of incorporating pursuant to Michigan law does not constitute an express and 

unequivocal waiver of sovereign immunity from suit).  

In Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, 929 F.3d 170, 177 (4th Cir. 2019), the Court 

established six non-exhaustive factors that govern whether an entity that is formally distinct from 

the tribe is entitled to immunity as an arm of the Tribe. They are: (1) the method of the entities’ 

creation; (2) their purpose; (3) their structure, ownership, and management; (4) the tribe's intent 

to share its sovereign immunity; (5) the financial relationship between the tribe and the entities; 

and (6) the policies underlying tribal sovereign immunity and the entities’ “connection to tribal 

economic development, and whether those policies are served by granting immunity to the 

economic entities”. 

Here, the government of the Accohannock Tribe and the government of the 

Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc. have been one and the same ever since the corporation was 

formed. The corporation was formed as a vehicle to seek recognition (i.e., sovereignty) for the 

Tribe. The very petition that gave rise to State recognition included a resolution of the Tribal 

Council. The Tribe and the Tribal Corporation are not maintained separately. The Tribe’s desire 

Case 1:21-cv-02550-SAG   Document 11-1   Filed 10/14/21   Page 15 of 23



18 
 

to share its tribal immunity is set forth in the corporation’s documents, (particularly the Great 

Law). The tribe has no financial resources apart from the corporation—all assets have been held 

in the name of the corporation. Finally, the corporation is the Tribe’s sole means of tribal 

economic development. Thus, the policy of promoting tribal economic development can only be 

served by granting immunity to the Tribe’s corporate entity. As the Court of Appeals of New 

York explained in Ransom v. St. Regis Mohawk Educ. & Cmty. Fund, Inc., 658 N.E.2d 989, 992 

(N.Y. 1995) 

Tribal subagencies and corporate entities created by the Indian Nation to further 
governmental objectives, such as providing housing, health and welfare services, may 
also possess attributes of tribal sovereignty, and cannot be sued absent a waiver of 
immunity (see, Weeks Constr. v. Oglala Sioux Hous. Auth., 797 F.2d 668 [8th 
Cir.1986]; Namekagon Dev. Co. v. Bois Forte Reservation Hous. Auth., 395 F.Supp. 
23 [D.Minn.1974], affd 517 F.2d 508 [8th Cir.1975]). 

In the case against Mr. Hinman, the Wolf Clan defendants asked the Court (Judge 

Campen) to declare them as members of the Tribe and to give its imprimatur to an alleged tribal 

election—actions that violates the Tribe’s most fundamental rights of sovereignty. Judge 

Campen refused to dismiss the case despite numerous motions raising the issue of immunity, and 

injected the Court into Tribal affairs by “declaring” that the Wolf Clan were members of the 

Tribe and then appointing Wolf Clan members as an “Interim Administration”—effectively 

throwing out the existing Council (who had never even been made party to the case) and 

mandating that the “Interim Administration” he appointed conduct an election. 

Where a court is called upon to review a tribal election, the court lacks subject matter 

jurisdiction and must dismiss. The Supreme Court of Alaska’s analysis in Healy Lake Village v. 

Mt. McKinley Bank, 322 P.3d 866 (2014) is instructive: 

“Federal and state precedent emphasizes the need to respect tribal self-governance 
when resolving a claim that entails review of tribal elections. This precedent 
supports our conclusion that the superior court's dismissal for lack of subject 
matter jurisdiction was proper. 
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The Eighth Circuit reached a similar conclusion in a series of decisions arising 
from an election dispute with facts similar to the current case. In 2003 two groups 
were competing for control of the tribal government of the Sac and Fox Tribe of 
Mississippi in Iowa, a federally recognized Indian tribe. One group had been in 
power prior to 2003, and an opposition group submitted petitions challenging the 
incumbent group's authority. According to the tribal constitution, receipt of such 
petitions mandated a special election, but the incumbent group did not call an 
election. Like Healy Lake Village, the Sac and Fox Tribe did not have a tribal 
court, so the petitioning tribal members had no legal recourse or tribal remedy 
available other than appeal to the incumbent group, which was rejected. The 
opposition group formed a new tribal government and gained control of some of 
the tribe's assets, including the tribal casino. The opposition group notified the 
banks that held gaming proceeds that it was the only group with authority to act 
on behalf of the tribal accounts. Faced with uncertainty over which group 
possessed authority to act on behalf of the tribe, the banks froze the accounts. 
Federal litigation ensued, and the district court dismissed the action, concluding 
that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction to decide an intra-tribal dispute. The 
Eighth Circuit upheld the district court's dismissal of the claims involving intra 
tribal matters. 

In Meskwaki Casino Litigation,49 the Eighth Circuit reaffirmed its earlier holding 
that the non-gaming claims in the case were “non-justiciable” because “[t]hey 
seek a form of relief that the federal courts cannot provide, namely, resolution of 
the internal tribal leadership dispute.” While none of the non-gaming claims were 
expressly framed as an election dispute, the court determined that “[r]elief 
unrelated to gaming could only be granted to the extent the court could first 
resolve the intra-tribal dispute and determine whether the [opposition group] was 
the rightful governing body of the tribe.” “Jurisdiction to resolve internal tribal 
disputes, interpret tribal constitutions and laws, and issue tribal membership 
determinations lies with Indian tribes and not in the district courts.” The court 
relied on earlier precedent characterizing an election dispute between competing 
tribal councils as a non-justiciable intra-tribal matter. In 2010 the Eighth Circuit 
characterized its 2003 decision as reaffirming “the long established principle that 
‘[t]ribal election disputes, like tribal elections, are key facets of internal tribal 
governance and are governed by tribal constitutions, statutes, or regulations.’ ” 
“[b]ecause tribal governance disputes are controlled by tribal law, they fall within 
the exclusive jurisdiction of tribal institutions.” Other federal decisions dealing 
with access to tribal bank accounts after an election dispute reach the same 
conclusion as the Eighth Circuit.50 

 
49  In re Sac & Fox Tribe of Mississippi in Iowa/Meskwaki Casino Litig. (Meskwaki Casino 
Litig.), 340 F.3d 749 (8th Cir.2003). 
50 See, e.g., U.S. Bancorp v. Ike, 171 F.Supp.2d 1122, 1125 (D.Nev.2001) (“Deciding a question 
involving a tribal election dispute is solely a matter of tribal law, and we do not have jurisdiction 
to address this question.”); Timbisha Shoshone Tribe v. Kennedy, 687 F.Supp.2d 1171, 1185–86 
(E.D.Cal.2009) (concluding that the plaintiffs lacked standing in federal court because resolving 
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We conclude that the weight of the precedent supports the superior court's 
conclusion that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction because determining the real 
party in interest would necessitate resolving a disputed tribal election. 

322 P.2d at 875-877; see also Frist Bank & Tr. Co. v. Cheyenne & Arapaho Tribes, 110,909, 

2015 WL 1029945, at *2 (Okla. Civ. App. Feb. 23, 2015)(“the real subject matter of the case 

here, the same as in Alaska, involves resolution of an intra-tribal dispute over authority to act in 

a banking matter. The resolution of the separate tribal dispute here rests solely with the Tribes, 

just as it did in Alaska”). 

The U.S. District Court in U.S. Bancorp v. Ike, 171 F. Supp. 2d 1122, 1125 (D. 

Nev. 2001), faced with a similar situation explained: 

We agree with the Ike Group that we do not have jurisdiction to 
determine which group is the governing body of the Te–Moak. 
Deciding a question involving a tribal election dispute is solely a 
matter of tribal law, and we do not have jurisdiction to address this 
question. See, e.g., Shenandoah v. United States Dep't of the 
Interior, 159 F.3d 708, 712–13 (2nd Cir.1998) (holding that a 
federal court did not have jurisdiction to determine which member 
of the Oneida Tribe was the proper tribal representative, as the 
question involved purely tribal law); Wheeler v. United States 
Dep't of the Interior, 811 F.2d 549, 552–53 (10th Cir.1987) 
(affirming the district court's decision that it lacked jurisdiction 
when the controversy involved purely intra-tribal political 
controversies); Boe v. Fort Belknap Indian Cmty. of Fort Belknap 
Reservation, 642 F.2d 276, 278 (9th Cir.1981) (distinguishing a 
habeas remedy as a proper use of the federal court, from 
interference with tribal elections, an improper use); Rosebud Sioux 
Tribe of South Dakota v. Driving Hawk, 534 F.2d 98, 100 (8th 
Cir.1976) (holding that federal courts cannot be used to supervise 
and decide issues that arise in tribal elections). 

171 F. Supp.2d at 1124.  

Because the Hinman case in Maryland state court required the court to adjudicate 

questions of membership and the validity of an election of an Indian tribe, and because Congress 

 
their claim would require the court “to consider tribal law as it relates to elections and enrollment 
in the Tribe”). 
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has not waived its exclusive power to legislate concerning the government of the Tribe, the 

Maryland court lacked jurisdiction and was required to dismiss. Because Judge Campen declined 

to dismiss and entered both orders mandating the calling of elections and the administration of 

elections, and has retained jurisdiction to supervise the implementation of his Order, this Court 

must protect the Tribe’s sovereignty by issuing an appropriate injunction. 

C. The Tribe will suffer irreparable harm if the election and interference in 
questions of Tribal membership is not enjoined. 

Plaintiffs are suffering harm at the hands of Defendants insofar as Defendants 

have instituted and are allowing the Hinman lawsuit to proceed in Maryland state court despite 

the fact that (i) federal law prohibits the State of Maryland from exercising civil jurisdiction over 

the suit, and (ii) Plaintiffs have sovereign immunity as to their membership and elections. If the 

Hinman lawsuit and Judge Campen’s Order, over which he has retained jurisdiction, are allowed 

to proceed, Plaintiffs will suffer extreme hardship and irreparable harm by having to risk further 

deprivation of their rights of sovereignty and to participate in further proceedings in a state court 

that lacks subject matter jurisdiction. The Wolf Clan has already taken over the Tribe’s cultural 

center, published announcements in the local newspaper, and sent letters to Tribal members 

announcing the Court-mandated election; an election supervised by a Maryland court and run by 

non-Accohannock persons and giving non-Accohannock persons the right to vote would be the 

coup de grace. 

Remedies at law in the form of monetary damages are inadequate. Plaintiffs will 

suffer irreparable harm from which they cannot recover if the Hinman lawsuit is allowed to 

proceed in the Maryland state court and the Court-mandated election is allowed to proceed. This 

action for injunctive relief is Plaintiffs’ only means for securing adequate relief. 
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A State court’s assertion of jurisdiction over the Tribe and its members and to 

impose non-Accohannock members and a court-ordered election under the supervision of non-

Accohannock persons deprives the Plaintiffs of their federal right to engage in conduct free from 

the jurisdiction of the State. 

The legitimate government of the Tribe brings this action to prohibit the 

continuing violation of its sovereignty and to seek an order prohibiting the Defendants from 

interfering with the Tribe and its property. 

D. The equities favor the Tribe. 

For years, the Wolf Clan was content to live as a separate organization that 

merely served as volunteers to help the Accohannock Tribe. Now, by virtue of a rigged election 

and an improper judicial proceeding that did not even involve the whole Tribal Council of the 

Accohannock Indian Tribe, the Wolf Clan has effectively taken over the Tribe aided and abetted 

by the State of Maryland. The ink was scarcely dry on the Governor of Maryland’s proclamation 

of the Accohannock Indian Tribe’s recognition before the Wolf Clan began their campaign to 

hijack the Tribe. 

Although Judge Campen never should have injected himself into this dispute, 

even he could not resist the force of the evidence that the Wolf Clan election was bogus. 

Accordingly, he sua sponte took it upon himself to do what nobody had asked him to do: to 

appoint an “Interim Administration” (of bogus Wolf Clan members) without so much as hearing 

from the incumbent Council. Now the Wolf Clan waves Judge Campen’s Order in the face of 

one and all, proclaiming that they are the legitimate government of the Accohannock Indian 

Tribe. 

The inequity of permitting persons not even eligible for membership in the Tribe 

to have control of the Tribe’s government and property needs no further elaboration. 
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E. It is in the public interest to issue the injunction. 

Granting injunctive relief is in the public interest. In Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of 

Oklahoma vs. State of Oklahoma ex. Rel. Thompson, 874 F.2d 709 (10th Cir. 1989), the Tenth 

Circuit was asked to review a District Court preliminary injunction prohibiting an Oklahoma 

state court action from proceeding. The Court first engaged in an analysis of the Younger 

abstention doctrine and found that abstention was not warranted because of the primacy of the 

Federal interest and the lack of a state interest in regulating activities established by Indians 

under tribal ordinances and operating in Indian Country (regulation of gaming). As the Court 

stated in Seneca, “the federal nature of the law and of the issues to be decided, combined with 

this lack of state jurisdiction, reduce the State’s interest in this litigation to the vanishing point” 

(citing Champion Int'l Co. v. Brown, 731 F.2d 1406, 1409 (9th Cir.1984)(state has “no 

cognizable state interest in enforcing [state] laws preempted by federal law”); Baggett v. 

Department of Professional Regulation, 717 F.2d 521, 524 (11th Cir.1983) (no abstention where 

federal preemption readily apparent and state tribunal therefore acting beyond its lawful 

authority). Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma v. State of Okl. ex rel. Thompson, 874 F.2d 709, 

716 (10th Cir. 1989). 

Next the Court evaluated whether the conditions for a preliminary injunction had 

been met. The Court explained: 

Without the preliminary injunction, the Tribes would face the prospect of 
significant interference with their self-government. They would lose income used 
to support social services for which federal funds have been reduced or are non-
existent, and lose jobs employing Indians who face a rate of unemployment 
ranging from thirty-five percent (the Seneca–Cayuga Tribe) to close to fifty 
percent (the Quapaw Tribe). The Tribes would also be forced to expend time and 
effort on litigation in a court that does not have jurisdiction over them, and risk 
inconsistent binding judgments from state and federal courts. The State, on the 
other hand, has no significant interest in enjoining the operation of the bingo 
games, under Cabazon and our reasoning in this opinion. Finally, the injunction 
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promotes the paramount federal policy that Indians develop independent sources 
of income and strong self-government. 

Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma v. State of Okl. ex rel. Thompson, 874 F.2d 

709, 716 (10th Cir. 1989). Here, the need for an injunction is even greater than in Seneca. In this 

case, the subject matter of the proceeding is who will call elections (the Tribal Council or the 

Court, through its appointed “Interim Administration”) and who will administer and vote in 

Indian elections—the blood members called for in the Great Law or the volunteers now elevated 

to full membership outside the procedure prescribed in the Great Law. The State of Maryland has 

no interest in this subject. But the Tribe and its members have been ejected from their cultural 

center, ostensibly subjected to a State-imposed “Interim Administration,” and strong-armed into 

either ignoring the election (at the risk of having their remaining property and assets stolen) or 

participating in an election where persons that by Constitution were denied membership not only 

vote in the election, but also administer it. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Accohannock Indian Tribe and the Tribal Corporation have been invaded and 

denigrated by the aggressive and unlawful actions of overzealous volunteers and the overly 

solicitous Order of Judge Campen. In the absence of relief from this Court, the Accohannock 

Indian Tribe, a small but living remnant of one of Maryland’s aboriginal tribes, is likely to be 

transformed into an Indian Culture Club whose place in society is to sell oyster fritters at County 

Fairs. The Court must not permit this violation of sovereignty to continue. 

THEREFORE, plaintiffs respectfully ask that their Motion for Injunctive Relief be GRANTED. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

/S/ John T. Brennan     
John T. Brennan 
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The Brennan Law Firm, LLC 
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Annapolis, MD 21401 
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