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Joun M, LINDSKOG

ATTORNEY AT Lo

October 18, 1594

Frank J. McGarr, Esgquire

Pope, Cahill & Devine, Ltd.

3111 South Wacker Drive, Suilte 4200
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Re: Arizopa v, California

Dear Special Master McGarr:

I have enclosed herewith tha original and two coples of the
Wegt Bank Homeowners Asscciation’s Reply on Moticn for Leave to
Intervene and Certificate of Service. Pleage return a file

atamped copy of each document to my office in the gelf-addressed
stamped envelope provided for that purpose.

Purguant to your letter to all partias dated August 11, 1994, this
motion is now fully briefed.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

T

John M. Lindakog
Counsel for Intarvencrs

cg: court approved Service List

anc. Original & 2 - Weat Bank Homeowners Reply on Motion for Leave
To Intervene, Cartificate of Service, SASE

821 E. WHITTIER BOULEVARD, LA HABRA, CALIFORNIA 80631 » (310) 884-5342 » FAX (310} 684-6222
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SUPREME COURT OF THE TINITED 3TATES
October Term, 1994

Before tCha Special Masatex

*

State of Arizona,
V.

State of California, et al.

*

WEST BANE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATON®S REPLY
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*

John Lindak

Waat Bank Homaowners
Aguociation

921 E. Hhittqer Boulevard
La Habra, Californla 90631
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1. JINTRODUCTION

The United States and the Colorado River Indian Tribes (hereafter "Tribes"}
oppose the West Bank Homeowners Association's (hereafter "association") motion
to intervene with poorly reasopned, insupportable, irrelevant and spuricus
claims.

The United States and the Tribes refuse to acknowledge that this case is
first and foremost a bowmdary dispute and the resolution of that controversy
is the substratum upon which the amount of irrigable acreage within the
reservation is determined as the final factor in the equation this Court
sancticned years age to ascertain water allocations among the various parties,
They have developed a hyperopic view of the primary Focus of this cage as
evidenced by the statement "{t)he issue before the Special Master is whether
the Tribes are entitled to an additionsl allocation of water rights from

the Colorado River." Tribes' response at 9. This assertion is plainly WIorg.
Indeed, a brief review of the case history makes it crystal clear that this
Court intended to bring an end to this "litlgious marathon" for all purposes.

The Special Master's Memorandum Opinicn and Order No. 4 (September 6, 1991)
(hereafter "Opinion No. 4") is determinative of this issue. In this opinicn,
the Special Master addresses the gquestion of whether the Supreme Court
intended the final determination of the entire western houndary. The position
of the United States and the Tribes was that only the northern portion of

the boundary was justiciable because the Secretary of Interior's final
determination of the lower one third of the western boundary had not been
made.

This attempt to limit the Special Master's jurisdiction was unexuivocally
and soundly rejected. Special Master McGarr pointed cut that in Arizons
1 this Court reserved the boundary issue for future determination. Opinion
No. 4 at 11. He also states:

"More canpelling ig the reading of what the Supreme Court

intended in its refererwe in this case as 1t granted the

State parties' motion to reopen the case. The court at that

time had before it a histiry of lengthy litigation which had

prodinced little by way of resolution of issuwes. Largely as

a result of the court's piece-meal limitation of earlier

Special Master's jurisdiction, there had been produaced a

situvation which had not anly failed to provide any simpli-

fication of the case, but had created a litigious marathon

which pramised to be interminable ™

The special Mastar goes on to say:

"an examination of the pleadings supparts the State parties
cantention that the court finally intended o resclwve all
boamdary issues as a basis for the determination of all
consequent water rights issues. ... It iz the determination
been referred, and ... this boundary debtermination is to
create a basis for the allocation of water rights to the
claimants in this case." Opinion No. 4 at 13, 14.



The Special Master later stated "(b)y agreement of the parties, the sole

issue to be resolved is the meaning of the Executive Order of 1876 and wvhether
the disputed portion of that order establishing the western boundary of the
Colorado River Indian Reservation intended the boundary to ke a fixed line

or a riparian boundary”. Memorandum Gpinicn and Order No. 14 (September

20, 1993) {(hereafter "Order No.14"), The Special Master's words clearly
follow the order of this Court declaring "(t}he motion of the State Partios

to reopen decree to determine disputed boundary claims with regpect to the
Fort Mojave, Colorado River and Fort Yuma Reservations is granted." Ariezona
¥. Califarmia, 493 U.5. 886 (198%) (emphasis added).

Therefore, it is within the purview of this Court to consider claims that
bear a direct and substantially proximate relationship to the subject matter
of this dispute regardless of whether such claims have "no water right
component”.  U.5. response at 3. The motion to intervene should be granted
for this reason and en the basis of the additional rationale provided herein.

II. INTERVENTTON WILL NOT (MIULY BEROADEN SOOPE OF LITIGATION

The true scope of this litigation is set forth above. The Association seeks,
at a minimm, on its own behalf and on behalf of the general public, to ensure
the final decree defines the bowndary as the westerly most limit of the
reservation as established by the 1876 Executive Order. This cljective,

and the negation of any remaining ambiguities that may exist as a result

of the Secretary of Interior's 1969 ex parte order, is within the scope of
this Couvrt's jurisdiction because it deals directly with the boundary claims.
Furthermore, it is within the province of this Court's review of the boundary
question to consider the constituticnality or applicability of any orders
the United states or the Tribes proclaim to resolve, limit, affect or alter
the Court's final determination on this pivotal issue in order to promote
judicial economy and thereby bring closure to this litigious quagmire, The
Court's examination of these questions, therefore, will not result in an
undinee broadening of the scope of this case.

TII. INTERVENTION IS NOT 1IN QUNFLICT WITH PRICR RULING
N JOINDER MOTICN

The Tribes' motion under Pederal Rule of Civil Procedure 19 sought to join
all individuals and entities with claims to land in the disputed territory.
The Special Master determined that the "{a)ddition of an unknown number of
private entities as defendants for the purpose of litigeting individual title
claim would further delay a final resolution of the litigation." Memorandum
Opinion and Order No. 8 at 6 (September 21, 1992). To allow a review of

each and every title claim would have been an incomprehensible nightmare

for all parties in this case. Indeed, the granting of that motion would

have delayed a final resoluticn of this litigation until sometime in the
next millenniym,

The Association’s challenge, however, presents a different issue in that

it does not deal with any claim of title, It concerns the expressed
limitation of the beoundary under the Executive Order of 1876 as interpreted
by this Court and the constitutionality or applicability of any orders that
may affect those bounds. The Special Master has not previously been presented



with or ruled on this exact issue. Judicial review of this concern is in
the public interest and will not unreascnably delay these proceedings,

IV. THE ASSOCTATION SATISFIES THE CRITERIA FOR
INTERVENTION UNDER RULE 24

A. Brief Accompanying Motion is Sufficient Pleading Under
Rule: 24(c).

The United states and the Tribes contend the Association has not met the
procedural requirements under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(c) in that
"a pleading setting forth the claim or defense for which intervention is
sought™ did not accompany the motion. U.S, response at 2, Tribes' response
at 3, 4.

A substantial amount of consideration went into determining how best to meet
this requirement. After consulting with, among others, two well known law
school professcrs considered experts in Federal Civil Procedure, two federal
court practiticners, one of the authors of Supreme Court Practice {7th
edition) and a former clerk of the United States Supreme Court, it was decided
that the brief accompanying the motion would meet the requirements of the
rule since the boundary dispute was already before the Court. In fact, the
Association's brief resembles in format the april 10, 1978 Motion of the
Colorado River Indian Tribes and the Cocopah Tndian Tribe for Leave to
Intervene in this case in that it too was not accompanied by a separate
pleading. Based upon the responses of the United States and the Tribes,

it is cbvious that they are well aware of the nature of the Association's
claim for which intervention is sought.

B. FRule 24 (a)(2) Requirements for Imtervention as of
Right are Fully Satisfied.

Contrary to the assertions of the United States and the Tribes, the
Association fully satisfies each of the four criteria required for
intervention as of right as reiterated below.

1. The Association’s Motion is Timely.

The question of timeliness lies within the ambit of the Court's discretion
and it encompasses the consideration of all circumstances surrounding the
case and the filing of the motion. The age of the case itself is often of
no consequence. For example, the Tribes point cut that "“i{t)his action was
originally filed forty-two years ago in 1952." Tribes' response at 6.
However, the Tribes' motion to intervene in this case was not filed until
twenty-six years later as noted on page 5 supra.

The Association cited, in its motion to intervene at page 6, three cases
wherein intervention was granted long after the merits of the case were before
the court. Those cases involved motions to intervene in pending original
actions before this Court by private individuals and crganizations and are
directly on point in supporting the motion at bar. The Tribes' authority
cited at page 6 of their response is so far removed from these circumstances
and so unrepresentative of this action as to not warrant any serious
consideration by this trikbunal.



The Tribes claim that "the Asscciation has been represented in this stace
of the proceedings since the Arizona v, California I decree was recpened

in 1982." Tribes' response at 8. This assertion is absolutely false. The
Asscciaticn was not formed wntil November of 1991, Due to a lack of funds,
the Asscciation was unable to retain counsel on a permanent basis until just
pricr to the March 1993 trial on the boundary dispute,

The issue of the ultimate impact of this case on the Association's and the
general public's interests has been an cbscure guestion for the United States
and the Tribes at least since the Special Master's Order No. 14 was handed
down. Shortly after that September 20, 1993 ruling, counsel for the Justice
Department told the Association's counsel during a telephone conversation
that this case only concermned water rights. During a subseguent telephone
conversation two weeks later, the same Justice Department counsel made a
180 degree reversal of that statement and specifically stated the effect

of Order No. 14, if adopted by the Court, is the Tribes had in fact lost
any rights whatsoever to administer the lands west of the river and (the)
their only recourse was to seek legislation in Congress.

Counsel for the Association sent the Department of Justice a letter on
November 12, 1992 requesting a specific written response to this question.

{A copy of this letter is included herewith as Exhibit 1). A reply to that
letter was never received nor were mmerous messages responded to that were
left for opposing counsel at the Department of Justice in January and February
of 1994,

In April of 1994, during a meeting with the in-house counsel of the Tribes

at their cffires, it was quite obwious the United States and the Tribes were
going to do everything pessible to contimue this charade until forced by

a higher authority to do otherwise. This motion to intervene was precipitated
by the lack of cooperation from the Department of Justice and the Tribes

to expressly agree to honor the boundary as established by this Court.

The Tribes' claim that intervention will prejudice the existing parties
because "the Special Master will be forced to revisit the boundary location
issue" and "if the Association has its way, the case will shift inte reverse",
are spurious at best. Tribes' response at 7, 8. HNo such dire consequences
will arise as a result of judicial review of these issues.

It is well within the Court's discretion to determine, in weighing all the
circumstances and considering the public interest, that no satisfactory degree
of prejudice to the parties exists to deny interventicn and the motion is
timely.



2. The Association Has A Substantial Interest In The
Subject Matter of this Litigation.

Once again, the United States and the Tribes' assertions that the subject
matter of this case is purely water rights leads them to the erronecus
conclusion the association has no interest in this litigation. The Tribes®
contention that the concerns expressed in the Association's moving papers
are those of "mere lessees of lands within the disputed area" is an affront
to the constitutional issues raised therein and the notions of due process.
Tribes' response at 10.

The Tribes contempt for the rights of others is illustrated by their absurd
chservation that “the Association's members will have to pay rent regardless
of who has jurisdiction over the lands covered by the Secretary's Order."
Tribes response at 11. The Association and the general public have a
substantial interest in protecting the integrity {of) and access to public
lands and the legal rights and remedies afforded them under the publicland
laws, rigihts and remedies which do not exist on reservation land.

Lastly, ancther example of the Tribes disdain to honor the judicial process
can be shown by contrasting their statement "{t}he BAsscciaticn's real
conplaint in its motion is that its mombers feel "forced . . . to submit

to the dominion and control of the {Tribes) . . . '" with their conduct,
Tribes' response at 11 quoting the Association's motion at 2. Since this
motion was filed last August, more than thirty-eight of the Association's
mepbers received notices to vacate by December 31, 1394 the residences they
have occupied for as long as the last thirty years. (A copy of one of these
notires is attached hereto as Exhibit II). The Tribes provided the nugatory
claim that certain safety concerns "expose the Tribes to liability." Exhibit
II at 1. Everyone knows the Tribes have no liability whatsoewer,

For these Association members, the dominion and control of the Tribes is
more than a "feeling"; it is a powerful force that can end a family tradition
with no real, affordable legel remedies and it is backed up with the threat
"all necessary legal action will be taken to assure compliance.” Exhibit

IT at 2. The potential that a travesty of justice will result with the
ejectment of these members by an entity that, a=s a resnlt of this case, may
be acting beyond its legal boundary with no valid legal basis is great.
Therefore, the Association's interest in this boundary dispute is substantial
and it is in the public interest that its claim be judicially reviewed.

3. Denial of Intervention Will Har Protection of the
Associations” Interests.

The Tribes complain the Association is using intervention as a "hackdoor
methad to introduce issues that are not within the Special Master's
jurisdiction" and "to raise issues which are otherwise barred by the United
States' and the Tribes' soversign immnity." Tribes' response at 2, 3.

The United States, on the other hand, believes "{n)othing in this action will
impair or impede the Association's ability to seek relief against the federal
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government in the proper forum when its claims are ripe.” U.S. response
at 7. It's interesting that one opponent asserts these issues are barred
by sovereign immunity while the other oppenent, who in fact is charged with
fiduciary duties to the former, believes relief can be sought but only when
the claim is ripe.

The Association clearly established in its motion at pages 3 throagh 5 why
disposition of this action in its absence will absoclutely prevent it from
protecting its interests. The financial burden of battling the United States
starting at a lower court can not be sustained by this group. All cne has
to do is consider the incredible mmber of years and the unimaginable costs
borne by the State parties to get where they are now. The price of justice
to conquer the will of the crown, with its limitless resources, is far beyond
the reach of all but the most financially well endowed parties. This is
precisely the reason why the United States is able to violate the Constituticn
ard congressional acts with impunity when the harm it generates thereby is
thrust upon those of lesser means.

The doctrine of sovereign immunity should never be allowed to be used as

a shield to prevent judicial review of the acts of government employees who
exercise limited powers bestowed on them by Congress., To fail to rule on
the greater constitutional issues destroys the historical Y"checks and
balances” that were built into our system of government to enable it to
survive and emwre to the benefit of future generations. Furtheremore, it
is repugnant to the doctrine of judicial supremacy established by this Court
in Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137, 5 U.5. 137 (1803). Soversign imminity
simply cannot exist when the underlying basis upon which it is claimed is

in violation of the Constituticon.

This is truly the only forum in which the Association’s claim can be heard.

Its claims are ripe. It has a direct stake in the controversy, The threat

of further irreparable harm is real and immediate. Without a hearing before
this trilunal on its claims, the Association's compelling interests and that
of the general public will rnot be protected.

4. Inadeqguate Representation.
The refusal of the opposing parties to properly characterize the core issue
in this case leads them like lemmings to another errcnecus conclusion that
there can be no inadequate representation because the issues raised by the
Association are cutside the scope of this case. The Association's rendition
of the true scope of this case and its review of this question at pages 5
and & of the motion to intervene satisfies this requirement.

C. The Association 12 Also Entitled to Permizsive Intervention
Under Rule 24 {b)(2).

Rule 24(b)(2) permits intervention when the movant's claim and the main action
have a question of law or fact in common., The Association's claim in this
boundary dispute as detailed herein focuses on the intent of the Executive
Order of 1876 and is in common with the agreement of the existing parties

on the central issue that was determined during the March 1993 trial, which

is the subject of the Special Master's Order No. 14. Therefore, the
Association is entitled to permissive intervention.

—6-



V. OONCTIESTON

The certain strategy of the United States to continue to assert any authority
it can get away with on behalf of the Tribes beyvond the bounds of the
reservation as determined by this Court must be struck down before it is
implemented, The arguments it employs to support the legal right to do so
are reminiscent of the pretzel logic put forth by the United States in their
claims in the Fort Yuma Indian Reservation litigation. In a blistering ruling
in that case, the Special Master soundly rejected the notion that
axtra—judicial documents can be read to "modify the final order in that case."
Memorandum Opinion and Order No. 5 (Janwary 20, 1952).

A similar treatment should be accorded this case. Otherwise, where are the
checks and balances to ansure justice? The United States, according to its
arguments, can transfer all the public land it wants to a Tribe on the order
of the Secretary of Intericr based on a sclicitor's opinion and that act

is not subject to judicial review because of sovereign immuvity. The United
Btates can also sufficiently cloud the title of private landowners who cannot
afford a protracted legal battle and who end up losing by default, as has
happened here in this area. Where does 1t stop? It stops here - in the
Supreme Court of the United States.

The interests of the piblic and the promoticn of judicial econcomy necessitate
judicial review of these issues to terminate the tyrannical practices of

the United States and bring an end to this "litigious marathon.” The West
Bank Homeowners Associatien is the only party striving to champion this cause.
On its own behalf and on behalf of the general public, it hereby respectfully
requests that this Court grant the motion for leave to intervenes,

Dated this 18th day of Octcober, 1394.
Respectfully submitted,

{s/John Lindskog)

Coansel for Intervencr

Wast Bank Homeowners Associatlon
521 E. whittier Boulevard -
LaHakra,California 90631

{310y 694-5342

NMOTE: This document is a re-typed version of the actual legal document to
cut down on printing and postal costs, The only difference is the spacing.
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November 15, 1593

Mr. Patrick Barry

Deputy Assistant Section Chief

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Environment and Natural Resgcurces Division
Indian Resturces Section - Room €702

601 Pennsylvania Ava. N.W.

Washington, D.¢'. 20004

Reference: 1, AZ v.CA No.3
2. MEMORANDUM CPINION AND ORDER NO. 4
3. MEMORANDUM COPINION AND ORDER MOo.14

Subiect: Legal affect of the final determination of the disputed
western boundary of the Colorado River Indian Reserva-
tion by the United States Supreme Court.

Dear Mr. Barry:

I appreciate your rcontinued assistance and cooperation in
regards Lo matters concerning the disputed area of the weatern
boundary of the Colorade Indian Regervation. Theose of us who
Qcoupy this area have been looking forward to a final rescluticon of
this dispute by the United States Supreme Court ever since
Secretary of the Interior U38all igssued his ex parte order on
January 17, 1969 and the subsequent trangfar of control of the land
from the Bureau of Land Management to the reservation. We were
pleased to hear that Special Master McGarr’s Memorandum Opinion and
Order No.14 dated September 20, 1893 clearly mettled this issue far
the glLates parties,

However, I was quite surprised to discover that some persons
associated with the Tribes are asteadfagtly asserting that this was
a "water rights" case only and did not affect the right of the
Tribes to administer the lands in question for the purpeses of
¢ollecting renta and other fees aspocliated with the exarcige of
jurisdictional control. Even You, Mr, Barry, considered thie to be
an accurate asgessment when the Special Master’s Opinion No.1l4 was
handed down. You have gince indicated that such a result is
legally incorrect and the Tribes have in fact lost any rights
whatsoever to administer the lands west of the river, Thig is why
you have adviged the tribes that their only recourge is to mBeek
legislative action in Congress.

It is my firm convigtion that this gelf-serving "spin" on the
legal effect of this vase by the Tribes is void of any legal merit
and is bcing eepoused by persong who not only have no knowledge of
the higtory of the case but are ignoring the historical doctrine of
Judicial Supremacy established in Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch,



137, 2 L. Ed. 0. Indeed, a brief review of the case history makea
it guite clear that the Supreme Court intended to bring an end to
this continuing litigation for all purposes.

Special Master McGarr's Opinion No.4 ie determinative of this
issue. 1In this opinion, the Special Master addresseg the gquestion
whether the Supreme Court intended the final determination of the
entire western boundary. The position of the United States and the
Tribes was that only the northern portion of the boundary was
justiciable because the Secretary’s fipal determination of the
lower cne third of the western boundary bad not been made.

This attempt to limit the jurisdiction of the Special Master
was unequivocally and scundly rejected. Spegial Master McGarr
pointed o<ut that in Arizona I the Supremes Court reserved the
boundary igsue for future determination, MeGarr also sBtated:

"More compelling is the reading of what the Supreme Court
intended in its reference in this case ae it granted the State
parties’ motlon to reopen the cape. The court at the time had
before it a hiptory of lengthy litigation which had produced
little by way of resolution of ispuas. Largely asg a result of
the court’s piece-meal limitation of earlier Special Master’m
juriadiction, there had been produced a aituation which had
not only failed to provide any simplification of the case, but
had created a litigicus marathon which promised to be
interminable."

McGarr goes on Lo gsy:

"An examination of the pleadings supporte the State parties
contention that the court finally intended to resolve all
boundary issues ae a basias for the datarmination of all
congsequent water rights issues. ...It is the determination of
the Special Master that the entire boundary dispute has been
referred, and ... this boundary determination is to create a
bagia for the allocatlon of water rights to the claimants in
this cage.”

It is clear that the determination of the Special Master ncted
above coupled with the doctrine of Judicial Supremacy necessitates
the obvicus cenclusion that the Supreme Court action in this case
would nullify the 1969 ex parte order of Secretary Udall., (The
Secretary’s Order was based upon Solicitor Weinberg’as flawed and
excessively bootstrapped oplnion}.

This c¢ase is ipn fact a boundary dispute. The allocation of
vater righte is an ancillary conseguence of the final determination
of the boundary isaue., Therefora, I would appreciate your written
regponae to the following gquestion:

Upon the Supreme Court’s certification of the Special Master's
decree in thie case, will the Department of Juatice notify the
Department of Interior that the Secretary'se 1969 gx parte
order is wvoid and of no legal effect and therefore the
continued adminigtration of the lands went of the Colorado
River in the disputed area by the Tribes is a violation of 25
C.F.R. Section 151.37
-2



Mr. Barry, it is time to put an end tec this "litigious
marathon", The Department of Interior wrongfully allowed the
Tribes to administer the lands in the disputed area for over
twernty-three years with the below noted unconscionsble repults:

1. The taxpayers of the United States ware deprived of the
benefits of the mesne profite generated by this agset.

2. The taxpayers also paid the tramendous legal costs for all
parties to remsolve this dispute.

2. Many persons ware wrongfully ejected from the area and the
improvements they made were seized without due process for
Lhe benefit of the Tribes. The Tribes have been generating
revenue from these asgets ever since.

4. The persons remaining on the land were left with no legal
recourse whatsoever due to the doctrine of sovereign
immunicy, which continues to be the foundation for the
impervious "buckskin curtain®.

Please review this matter and respond at your earliest
convenience, Thank you.

Sincerely,

John Lindskog
Attorney at Law
{310} &£94-5342

ce: M. Cooper - wWegt Bank Homeowners Association






COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES
C;a / or rl', o ,?: ver jﬂ Jl'a H ﬁ eservalion

ROUTE 1, BOX 23-8
TELEFHOMNE (802} 669.9211
PAAKER. ARIZONA B5344

in reply,
August 25, 1394 refer to: . ___ Legal

CERTIFIED MAIL

Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Smith
17699 San Bernardo Circle
Fountain Valley CA 92708

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Smith:

As you may know, the Colorado River Indian Tribes ("Tribes™) received
confirmation of thelr rights to the land and business of the Red Rooster Resort on
November 22, 1993. This resulted from a lawsult brought by the United States of
America on behalf of the Tribes against Mr. Wiiliam Booth and Mr. Stanley Burson.

After many years of the Red Rooster Resort being controlled by non-Tribal
interests, the Tribes conducted a feasibility study to determine the condition of the
Red Rooster Resort's infra-structure. The Tribes learmed that significant electrical,
septic and lay-out problems exist. The problems expose the tenants to safety
threats and the Tribes to liabiltty.

The significance of the problems required the Tribes to make an immedlate
decislon regarding the Red Rooster Resort's viability as a continuing operation.
Because of the amount of capltal and extent of the renovations, the Tribes decided
to close the Red Rooster Resort on December 31, 1994. The Tribes wish that the
condition of the Red Rooster Resort was less dilapidated so that its operatlon
could continue. Sadly, this is not the reality and the Tribes cannot expose you and
themselves to such risks.

The Tribes recagnize that you have visited and enjoyed the Red Rooster Resort for
many, many years. The Tribes also appreciate the support you have given therm.
Regrettably, however, the Tribes inform you that your tenancy at the Red Rooster
Resort will terminate affective December 31, 1994,



Page 2

Piease remove ail personal property by that date, Be advised that you have a continuing
responsiility for rent and utility payments and storage wnd garage fees, Theae payments
can be remitted to the Tribas or through Mr. Craig Chute at Aha Quinn. All checks andior
money orders shouid be made payabile to the Colorado River Indlan Tribes. Should you
fail to maintain current payments or fail to premptly and properly remove your personal
Property from the Red Rooster Resort and Tribal lands, afl necessary legal actions will
be taken to assyre compliance.

The Tribes intend to explore further development at the Red Roaster Resort h the futire.
At this time, however, public safety is of the first Importance. Therefors, we appreciate
your past cooperation and look forward te your continuing cooperation.

Sincarely,
Daniel Eddy, Jr, Chalrman
COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES

Enclosure: Publlc Notice

ec:
Tribai Council

Business Enterprizsa Board

Carolyn McBryde, Tribal Comptroller

Agrasta Hooper, Collections Officer

Oyan Fiyzik, Associate Tribas Attorney
Jonathan Speier, Realty Commarical Manager
Craig Chute, Manager



