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water rights for the disputed boundary lands of the Fort Yuma Reservation are not
precluded by the consent judgment in Docket No. 320.

C

The Special Master has recommended that the Court approve the parties’ proposed
settlement of the dispute respecting the Fort Mojave Reservation. The claim to
additional water for the Fort Mojave Reservation arises out of a dispute over the
accuracy of a survey of the so-called Hay and Wood Reserve portion of the
Reservation. See Arizona I, 460 U.S., at 631—632. The parties agreed to resolve the
matter through an accord that (1) specifies the location of the disputed boundary; (2)
preserves the claims of the parties regarding title to and jurisdiction over the bed of the
last natural course of the Colorado River within the agreed-upon boundary; (3) awards
the Tribe the lesser of an additional 3,022 acre-feet of water or enough water to supply
the needs of 468 acres; (4) precludes the United States and the Tribe from claiming
additional water rights from the Colorado River for lands within the Hay and Wood
Reserve; and (5) disclaims any intent to affect any private claims to title to or
jurisdiction over any lands. See McGarr Report 8—9. We accept the Master’s
uncontested recommendation and approve the proposed settlement.

The Master has also recommended that the Court approve the parties’ proposed
settlement of the dispute respecting the Colorado River Indian Reservation. The claim
to additional water for that reservation stems principally from a dispute over whether the .
reservation boundary is the ambulatory west bank of the Colorado River or a fixed line Y
representing a past location of the River. See Arizona If, 460 U.S., at 631. The parties
agreed to resolve the matter through an accord that (1) awards the Tribes the lesser of
an additional 2,100 acre-feet of water or encugh water to irrigate 315 acres; (2)
prechades the United States or the Tribe from secking additional reserved water rights
from the Colorade River for lands in California; (3} embodies the parties’ intent not to
adjudicate in these proceedings the correct location of the disputed boundary; (4)
preserves the competing claims of the parties to title to or jurisdiction over the bed of
the Colorado River within the reservation; and (5) provides that the agreement will

| become effective only if the Master and the Court approve the setilement, See McGarr ( P

Report 9—10. The Master expressed concern that the settlement does not resolve the \\
location of the disputed boundary, but recognized that it did achieve the ultimate aim of /
determining water rights associated with the disputed boundary lands. Id., at 10—12,

\I 13—14. We again accept the Master’s recommendation and approve the proposed

se‘ttlement.ﬁ'
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For the foregoing reasons, we remand the outstanding water rights claims associated
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