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BEFORE THE INDUN CLAMS COMISSION 

COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBE, ) 
et a l . ,  1 

P l a i n t i f f s ,  
v. i Docket No. 283-8 

THE UNITED STATES OF AHERICA, 

Defendant. 1 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT ' S 
MOTION FOR REHEARING 

On September 22, 1975, the defendant f i l e d  a motion f o r  rehearing, 
moving t h a t  we reconsider and vacate our Order Vacating Order Denying 
Defendant '8 Motion t o  Diandes, 36 Ind. C1. Corn. 425, 428 (1975) and 
t h a t  we r e i n s t a t e  our Order Denying Defendant's Motion t o  Disniss, 36 
Ind. C1. Com. 217, 233-34 (1975). AIJ grounds therefor  defendant argues 
t h a t  p l a i n t i f f s '  p e t i t i o n  is s o  vaguely worded t h a t  it f a i l e d  t o  put 
defendant on not ice  of the  exi r teace  of the  "trespass" claim and is 
t h e r e f o n  a new claim barred by Sec. 12 of the Indian C l a i m  Coudaaion 
Act, 25 U.S.C. 70k. P l a i n t i f f s '  laawrandum opposing defendant's motion 
f o r  rehearing, f i l e d  October 7, 1975, argues tha t  the  a l legat ion8 i n  
t h e i r  o r i g i ~ l  p e t i t i o n  were s u f f i c i e n t  t o  place defendant on no t i ce  of 
plaintiff. '  "trespass" claim and t h a t  defendant'. iDtion f o r  *hearing 
rhould be denied. 

The Coxmniasion, having considered the  motion, opposition, and a l l  the  
pleadin- i n  t h i s  case, f inds  that defendant's arguments are premature. 
We invi ted  plaintgf  f s t o  allege their "trespass" claim, e i t h e r  by a more 
d e f i n i t e  statement o r  by an amended peti t ion.  36 Ind. C1. Conun. a t  426-27. 
Although p l a i n t i f f s  have not yet  done so, they s t a t e  t h a t  they intend t o  
f i l e  an amended p e t i t i o n  i n  which they v i l l  s e t  f o r t h  s p e c i f i c  a l l e g a t i o m  
a s  t o  the  nature of the redources removed from p l a i n t i f f s '  aboriginal  lands 
and the  circumstances under which they were removed. Defendant may reasse r t  
i t 8  object ions a f t e r  the "trespaa8" claim is f o m l l y  before the C o d s s i o n .  

IT I S  THEREFORE ORDERED tha t  defendant's motion f o r  rehearing be, 
and the  same hereby io ,  denied. 

Dated a t  Washington, D. C., t h i s  30th day of October 1975. 


