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Good norning and wel conme to the first in a series of
Oversi ght Hearings on the Indian Gam ng Regul atory Act.

In 1987, the U. S. Suprenme Court handed down its deci sion
in the now fanmous Cabazon case and held that the State of
California did not have jurisdiction over the tribe’s gam ng
activities.

Tribal authority to conduct gam ng on their own | ands was
uphel d by the Court.

St ate Governors scranbled for Congress’ help and they got
it: 1GRA was enacted in 1988 over the objection of nost Indian
tribes.

The Indian tribes did not request that |1 GRA be enacted —
t hey acqui esced in its enactnent.

In enacting the | GRA, Congress took part of Indian tribal
soverei gnty away.

The growt h of I ndian gam ng has been nothing |l ess than

ast oundi ng.
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In 1988, tribal gam ng produced $100 mllion.

Revenues now stand at $13 billion and Indian gam ng
continues to provide revenue to tribes and jobs to their
menbers in unprecedented nunbers.

There are now 300 Indian gam ng operations in the U S.
and | aminformed once again by the National |Indian Gam ng
Comm ssion that the growh of the industry is out-pacing its
ability to fulfill its functions under the |IGRA

Today we will hear fromthe NIGC and fromthe Nati onal
| ndi an Gami ng Association on 2 issues:

1. the contours of NIGC s statutory role; and

2. whether the resources available to the NIGC are
sufficient to enable it to do its job.

Wth that, | ook forward to hearing fromour two

Wit nesses this norning.



