




SERVICE LIST 

 

SPECIAL MASTER 
(Service via e-mail and US Mail) 

 
Honorable A. Gregory Grimsal 
Gordon, Arata, McCollam, Duplantis & Eagan, LLC  
201 St. Charles Avenue, 40th Floor 
New Orleans, LA 70170  
Tel. (504) 582-1111 
original.141@gordonarata.com 

 
 
 

STATE OF TEXAS 
 
Stuart L. Somach*  
Andrew M. Hitchings 
Robert B. Hoffman 
Francis M. Goldsberry II 
Somach Simmons & Dunn, PC 
500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2403 
Tel. (916) 446-7979 
ssomach@somachlaw.com 
 

ahitchings@somachlaw.com  
rhoffman@somachlaw.com  
mgoldsberry@somachlaw.com  
cgarro@somachlaw.com  
 
(Service via e-mail only) 
 

 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

 
 
Marcus J. Rael, Jr. 
marcus@roblesrael.com 
David A. Roman  
droman@roblesrael.com  
Lindsay R. Drennan  
Lindsay@roblesrael.com 
Special Assistant Attorneys General 
Robles, Rael & Anaya, P.C. 
500 Marquette Ave. NW, Suite 700 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 
Tel. 505-242-2228  
 

Hector H. Balderas 
New Mexico Attorney General 
Tania Maestas 
Marcus J. Rael, Jr.* 
Deputy Attorney General 
State of New Mexico 
P.O. Drawer 1508 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
Tel. 505-239-4672 
hbalderas@nmag.gov  
 

Bennett W. Raley  
braley@troutlaw.com 
Lisa M. Thompson  
lthompson@troutlaw.com 
Michael A. Kopp  
mkopp@troutlaw.com 
Kris Quintana  
kris@paralegalgroupnm.com 
Trout Raley 
1120 Lincoln Street, Suite 1600 
Denver, Colorado 80302 
Tel. 303-861-1963 
 

 

 
  



SERVICE LIST 

 

STATE OF COLORADO 
 
Chad. M. Wallace* 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Colorado Department of Law 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 
Tel. 720-508-6281 
chad.wallace@coag.gov 
chad.walace@state.co.us  
 
Nan B. Edwards, Paralegal 
nan.edwards@coag.gov  
nan.edwards@state.co.us  
(Service via e-mail only) 
 
 

Cynthia H. Coffman 
Attorney General of Colorado 
cynthia.coffman@coag.gov  
cynthia.coffman@state.co.us 
Frederick R. Yarger, Solicitor General 
frederick.yarger@coag.gov  
frederick.yarger@state.co.us  
Karen M. Kwon 
First Assistant Attorney General 
karen.kwon@coag.gov   
karen.kwon@state.co.us  
Preston V. Hartman 
Assistant Attorney General 
preston.hartman@coag.gov  
preston.hartman@state.co.us  
Colorado Department of Law 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 
(Service via email only) 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

 
Noel Francisco* 
Acting Solicitor General of the United 
States 
Edwin S. Kneedler 
Deputy Solicitor General 
Ann O’Connell 
Assistant to Solicitor General  
Judith E. Coleman 
US Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania 
Avenue, Room 5614 
NW Washington, DC 
20530-0001 
Tel. (202) 514-2217 
supremectbriefs@usdoj.gov  
jeffrey.wood@usdoj.gov  
edwin.kneedler@usdoj.gov 
judith.coleman@usdoj.gov 
 

R. Lee Leininger 
James J. Dubois 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Environment & Natural Resources 
Division 
999 18th Street 
South Terrace, Ste 370 
Denver, CO 80202 
Tel. 303-844-1364 
lee.leininger@usdoj.gov  
james.dubois@usdoj.gov  
 
 

Stephen M. Macfarlane 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Environment & Natural Resources Division 
501 I Street, Suite 9-700 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Tel. (916) 514-2204 
stephen.macfarlane@usdoj.gov 
 

 

  



SERVICE LIST 

 

 
AMICI 

 
CITY OF EL PASO, TEXAS 

 
Douglas G. Caroom* 
Bickerstaff Heath Delgado Acosta LLP 
3711 S. MoPac Expressway 
Building One, Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78746 
Tel. (512) 472-8021 
dcaroom@bickerstaff.com  
 

 
EL PASO COUNTY WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 

 
James M. Speer, Jr.* 
300 East Main Street, Suite 1032 
El Paso, TX 79901 
Tel. (915) 534-7393 
jmspeer@htg.net  
 

Maria O’Brien 
mobrien@modrall.com 
Sarah M Stevenson 
sms@modrall.com 
Modrall, Sperling, Roehl, Harris & Sisk, PA 
500 Fourth Street N.W., Suite 1000 
Albuquerque, NM 87103 
Tel. (505) 848-1800 
 
 

HUDSPETH COUNTY CONSERVATION  
AND RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 1 

 
Andrew S. “Drew” Miller* 
Shelly W. Rivas 
Kemp Smith LLP 
816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1260 
Austin, TX 78701 
Tel. (512) 320-5466 
dmiller@kempsmith.com  

 
 

ELEPHANT BUTTE IRRIGATION DISTRICT  
 

Samantha R. Barncastle 
Barncastle Law Firm, LLC 
P.O. Box 1556 
Las Cruces, NM 88004 
Tel. (575) 636-2377 
samantha@h2o-legal.com  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SERVICE LIST 

 

 
CITY OF LAS CRUCES, NM 

 
Jay F. Stein* 
James C. Brockmann 
Seth R. Fullerton 
Stein & Brockmann, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2067 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 
Tel. (505) 983-3880 
jfstein@newmexicowaterlaw.com  
 

Jennifer Vega-Brown 
Marcia B Driggers 
City of Las Cruces 
City Attorney’s Office 
P.O. Box 20000 
Las Cruces, NM 88004 
Tel. (575) 541-2128 
jvega-brown@las-cruces.org  
marcyd@las-cruces.org  
 

 
NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 

 
John W. Utton* 
Utton & Kery, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2386 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 
Tel. (505) 699-1445 
john@uttonkery.com   
 

Lizbeth Ellis 
Clayton Bradley 
Hadley Hall Room 132 
2850 Weddell Road 
Las Cruces, NM 88003 
Tel. (575) 646-2446 
lellis@ad.nmsu.edu  
bradleyc@ad.nmsu.edu  
 

 
NEW MEXICO PECAN GROWERS 

 
Tessa Davidson* 
Davidson Law Firm, Llc 
P.O. Box 2240 
4206 Corrales Road 
Corrales, New Mexico 87048 
(505) 792-3636 
ttd@tessadavidson.com  
 

Patricia McCan (Paralegal)  
patricia@tessadavidson.com 
 

 



No. 141, Original 
         

 
In the 

Supreme Court of the United States 
 

 
STATE OF TEXAS, 

 Plaintiff, 
v. 
 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO  
and STATE OF COLORADO, 

 Defendants. 
 

 
TEXAS’S COMPLAINT 

 
 

 
STUART L. SOMACH, ESQ.* 
ANDREW M. HITCHINGS, ESQ. 
ROBERT B. HOFFMAN, ESQ. 
FRANCIS M. GOLDSBERRY II, ESQ. 
SOMACH SIMMONS & DUNN, PC 
500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone:  916-446-7979 
ssomach@somachlaw.com 
* Counsel of Record 
 
January 2013 
 
 
 

mailto:ssomach@somachlaw.com


1 
 

TEXAS’S COMPLAINT 
 

The State of Texas brings this action against 
the Defendants the State of New Mexico and the 
State of Colorado, and for its cause of action asserts 
as follows: 
 
 1. The Court has original and exclusive 
jurisdiction of this suit under Article III, Section 2, 
Clause 2 of the Constitution of the United States, 
and Title 28, Section 1251(a) of the United States 
Code. 
 
 2. The Rio Grande is an interstate and 
international river that originates in Colorado, flows 
in a southerly direction into and through New 
Mexico and into Texas, and then to the Gulf of 
Mexico.  The Rio Grande, after crossing the New 
Mexico–Texas state line, forms the international 
boundary between the United States of America (the 
“United States”) and the United States of Mexico 
(“Mexico”). 
 
 3. As a matter of interstate comity, and in 
order to resolve the existing and future controversies 
among them, and to equitably divide and apportion 
the water of the Rio Grande among them, the States 
of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas signed the Rio 
Grande Compact on March 18, 1938.  The Rio 
Grande Compact was ratified thereafter by the 
respective state Legislatures, and was consented to 
and approved by the United States pursuant to an 
Act of Congress.  Act of May 31, 1939, ch. 155, 53 
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Stat. 785.  The Rio Grande Compact is reprinted in 
the Appendix to this Complaint. 
 
 4. As detailed below, the Rio Grande 
Compact, among other purposes, was entered into to 
protect the operation of the Rio Grande Reclamation 
Project.  The Rio Grande Compact requires that New 
Mexico deliver specified amounts of Rio Grande 
water into Elephant Butte Reservoir, a storage 
feature of the Rio Grande Reclamation Project.  Once 
delivered to Elephant Butte Reservoir, that water is 
allocated and belongs to Rio Grande Project 
beneficiaries in southern New Mexico and in Texas, 
based upon allocations derived from the Rio Grande 
Project authorization and relevant contractual 
arrangements.  In order for water to be delivered to 
Rio Grande Project beneficiaries in southern New 
Mexico and in Texas, it must be released from Rio 
Grande Project facilities, and allowed to flow 
unimpeded through Rio Grande Project lands in 
southern New Mexico, and then across the state line 
into Texas.  New Mexico has, contrary to the purpose 
and intent of the Rio Grande Compact, allowed and 
authorized Rio Grande Project water intended for 
use in Texas to be intercepted and used in New 
Mexico.  New Mexico’s actions, in allowing and 
authorizing the interception of Rio Grande Project 
water intended for use in Texas, violates the purpose 
and intent of the Rio Grande Compact, causing grave 
and irreparable injury to Texas. 
 
 5. The State of Colorado is named as a 
Defendant to this Complaint on the basis that it is a 
signatory to the Rio Grande Compact.   
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 6. In 1904, an Irrigation Congress was 
held in El Paso, Texas, for the purpose of addressing 
and resolving a dispute between interests in New 
Mexico and interests in Texas over the waters of the 
Rio Grande (“1904 Irrigation Congress”).  The 1904 
Irrigation Congress resulted in a recommendation 
for the construction by the United States of a federal 
dam and reservoir near Engle, New Mexico (which 
became Elephant Butte Dam and Reservoir), to be 
operated as a federal reclamation project, pursuant 
to the Reclamation Act of 1902, by the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation (“Bureau of Reclamation”).  
The 1904 Irrigation Congress also recommended 
delivery of water from the proposed project as 
between the lands in southern New Mexico and in 
Texas based on the ratio of project lands within each 
State.  The recommendations of the 1904 Irrigation 
Congress were adopted by the Secretary of the 
Interior, and the Rio Grande Reclamation Project 
(“Rio Grande Project” or “Project”) was authorized 
pursuant to the Rio Grande Reclamation Project Act, 
Act of February 25, 1905, ch. 798, 33 Stat. 814 (“Rio 
Grande Project Act”).   
 
 7. In 1906 and again in 1908, the United 
States through the Bureau of Reclamation filed 
notices with the Territorial Engineer of the Territory 
of New Mexico of reservations of Rio Grande water 
for the Rio Grande Project, which gave notice that 
the United States had set aside all unappropriated 
waters of the Rio Grande for the federal purposes of 
the Project.  The Bureau of Reclamation commenced 
operation of the Rio Grande Project in 1916. 
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 8. As noted, Rio Grande Project water 
deliveries are made based upon the ratio between 
the irrigable acreage of the Rio Grande Project 
situated in New Mexico, and the irrigable acreage of 
the Rio Grande Project situated in Texas.  
Historically, this ratio has been 57% in New Mexico 
and 43% in Texas.  The Elephant Butte Irrigation 
District (“EBID”), a political subdivision of the State 
of New Mexico, is the Rio Grande Project beneficiary 
of water from the Rio Grande Project for delivery and 
use in southern New Mexico.  The El Paso County 
Water Improvement District No. 1 (“EPCWID”), a 
political subdivision of the State of Texas, is the Rio 
Grande Project beneficiary of the water from the Rio 
Grande Project for delivery and use in Texas.  On 
average, the City of El Paso, Texas receives 
approximately 50% of its water supply from the Rio 
Grande Project pursuant to contracts with EPCWID 
for Rio Grande Project water supply. 
 
 9. In 1906, the United States and Mexico 
entered into a Convention between the United States 
and Mexico for the Equitable Distribution of the 
Waters of the Rio Grande. Convention with Mexico 
for Upper Rio Grande, 34 Stat. 2953 (“1906 Treaty”).  
This Treaty provided for the delivery at or near El 
Paso, Texas, and Juarez, Mexico, up to a total 
maximum of 60,000 acre-feet of water annually from 
the Rio Grande Project.  1906 Treaty at Article I. 
 
 10. The Rio Grande Compact did not 
specifically identify quantitative allocations of water 
below Elephant Butte Dam as between southern 
New Mexico and Texas; nor did it articulate a 
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specific state-line delivery allocation.  Instead, it 
relied upon the Rio Grande Project and its allocation 
and delivery of water in relation to the proportion of 
Rio Grande Project irrigable lands in southern New 
Mexico and in Texas, to provide the basis of the 
allocation of Rio Grande waters between Rio Grande 
Project beneficiaries in southern New Mexico and 
the State of Texas.  A fundamental purpose of the 
Rio Grande Compact is to protect the Rio Grande 
Project and its operations under the conditions that 
existed in 1938 at the time the Rio Grande Compact 
was executed.  The relationship between the Rio 
Grande Project authorization and the Rio Grande 
Compact presents unique issues that only this Court 
can resolve. 
 
 11. The State of Texas entered into the Rio 
Grande Compact under the following fundamental 
premises:  (a) the operation of the Rio Grande Project 
by the United States, and the Rio Grande Project’s 
allocations to Texas, were recognized and protected 
by the Rio Grande Compact; (b) New Mexico was 
required to make deliveries into Elephant Butte 
Reservoir to ensure that the United States could 
continue to operate the Rio Grande Project, and 
thereby provide for deliveries of water from the Rio 
Grande Project as had been previously authorized; 
and (c) New Mexico would not allow Rio Grande 
Project water allocated by the United States to Texas 
to be intercepted above the Texas state line for use in 
New Mexico.  Unless the United States’ operation of 
the Rio Grande Project is protected, as intended by 
the Rio Grande Compact and as authorized by the 
Rio Grande Project Act, Rio Grande Project 
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deliveries of water to southern New Mexico, Texas 
and Mexico cannot be assured, and the rights of 
Texas under the Rio Grande Compact cannot be 
protected. 
 
 12. Various provisions of the Rio Grande 
Compact reflect one of the Rio Grande Compact’s 
fundamental purposes of protecting the Rio Grande 
Project.  Article III of the Rio Grande Compact 
requires that Colorado deliver water in the Rio 
Grande at the Colorado–New Mexico state line in 
established quantities, based upon flows of water 
that are measured at various index stations. 
 
 13. Article IV obligates New Mexico to 
deliver water in the Rio Grande at San Marcial, New 
Mexico, which is just upstream of Elephant Butte 
Reservoir.  In 1948, a Resolution adopted by the Rio 
Grande Compact Commission, in accordance with its 
powers afforded under Article XII of the Compact, 
changed the location of the gage for the 
measurement of New Mexico’s deliveries from San 
Marcial to Elephant Butte Reservoir.  These 
deliveries to Elephant Butte Reservoir, and thus to 
the Rio Grande Project, are based upon a tabulation 
of relationships that correspond to the quantity of 
water at specified indices in New Mexico.  These 
index flows are to be further adjusted to establish 
New Mexico’s delivery obligation based upon the 
water that would have been available for the Rio 
Grande Project absent upstream development that 
took place after 1929 and 1937.  Water is delivered to 
Elephant Butte Reservoir because it was (and still is) 
the primary water storage location for the Rio 
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Grande Project when the Rio Grande Compact was 
adopted. 
 
 14. Article I(l) of the Rio Grande Compact 
defines “usable water” as “all water, exclusive of 
credit water, which is in [Rio Grande] project storage 
and which is available for release in accordance with 
irrigation demands, including deliveries to Mexico.”  
Article I also defines “credits” and “debits” as the 
amounts of water delivered or not delivered by 
Colorado or New Mexico above or below their 
respective delivery obligations.  Article VI of the 
Compact allows for and delineates how “credits” and 
“debits” are to be accounted.  These terms reflect the 
interconnected nature of the Rio Grande Project and 
the Rio Grande Compact.  These terms have no 
meaning absent the existence and operation of the 
Rio Grande Project by the United States. 
 
 15. Article VII of the Rio Grande Compact 
precludes Colorado and New Mexico from increasing 
the amount of water in storage in reservoirs 
constructed after 1929, whenever there is less than 
400,000 acre-feet of usable water stored in Rio 
Grande Project facilities, subject to exceptions 
associated with releases from Elephant Butte 
Reservoir that are, on average, greater than 790,000 
acre-feet per annum, or where there are 
relinquishments of accrued credits available.  Under 
specified circumstances, Article VIII of the Rio 
Grande Compact allows the Commissioner of Texas 
to demand that Colorado and/or New Mexico release 
water from storage in reservoirs constructed after 
1929 to the amount of accrued debits sufficient to 
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bring the quantity of usable water in Rio Grande 
Project storage to 600,000 acre-feet. 
 
 16. Article XI of the Rio Grande Compact 
provides that nothing within the Compact shall be 
interpreted to prevent recourse by a signatory state 
to the Supreme Court of the United States for 
redress should the character or quality of water, at 
the point of delivery, be changed hereafter by one 
signatory state to the injury of another. 
 
 17. Article XII of the Rio Grande Compact 
created the Rio Grande Compact Commission, and 
requires that the actions of the Commission must be 
unanimous.  Article XIII requires that the terms of 
the Rio Grande Compact cannot be amended without 
the unanimous approval of all four parties to the 
Compact. 
 
 18. New Mexico’s actions have reduced 
Texas’ water supplies and the apportionment of 
water it is entitled to from the Rio Grande Project 
and under the Rio Grande Compact.  The Rio Grande 
Compact is predicated on the understanding that 
delivery of water at the New Mexico–Texas state line 
would not be subject to additional depletions beyond 
those that were occurring at the time the Rio Grande 
Compact was executed.  New Mexico, through the 
actions of its officers, agents and political 
subdivisions, has increasingly allowed the diversion 
of surface water, and has allowed and authorized the 
extraction of water from beneath the ground, 
downstream of Elephant Butte Dam, by individuals 
or entities within New Mexico for use within New 
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Mexico.  The excess diversion of Rio Grande surface 
water and the hydrologically connected underground 
water downstream of Elephant Butte Reservoir 
adversely affects the delivery of water that is 
intended for use within the Rio Grande Project in 
Texas.  Despite the State of Texas’ request that New 
Mexico take action to cease these diversions and 
extractions, these unlawful surface water diversions 
and extractions of water from beneath the ground 
have increased over time until, in 2011, they 
amounted to tens of thousands of acre-feet of water 
annually.  These unlawful surface water diversions 
and extractions of water from beneath the ground 
intercept water that in 1938 would have been 
available for use in Texas, and convert that water for 
use in New Mexico.  The unlawful diversion of 
surface water and extraction of underground water 
also require more water to be released from 
Elephant Butte Reservoir depleting Rio Grande 
Project storage.  These extractions also create 
deficits in tributary underground water, which must 
be replaced before the Rio Grande can efficiently 
deliver Rio Grande Project water.  This requires 
additional releases of water from Elephant Butte 
Reservoir, which has a detrimental effect on the 
amount of water stored in Elephant Butte Reservoir 
for future use.  Depleted reserves at Elephant Butte 
Reservoir have adverse impacts on future water 
supplies that should otherwise be available to the 
Rio Grande Project for delivery in southern New 
Mexico, Texas and Mexico.  These extractions have a 
direct adverse impact on the amount of water 
delivered to Texas pursuant to the Rio Grande 
Project authorization and the Rio Grande Compact.  
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These extractions were not occurring in 1938 when 
Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas entered into the 
Rio Grande Compact to equitably apportion these 
waters.  Thus, New Mexico has changed the 
conditions that existed in 1938 when the Compact 
was executed to the detriment of the State of Texas. 
 
 19. New Mexico’s actions, including the 
actions of its State Engineer and its Rio Grande 
Compact Commissioner, have validated and 
encouraged, rather than prevented, the development 
of post-Compact depletions of the Rio Grande below 
Elephant Butte Reservoir.  This has resulted in 
ongoing, material depletions of flows of the Rio 
Grande at the New Mexico–Texas state line, causing 
substantial and irreparable injury to Texas.  By its 
failure to control and prevent the proliferation of 
post-Rio Grande Compact pumping of water 
hydrologically connected to the Rio Grande, and by 
its acquiescence in surface water diversions and 
failure to prevent non-permitted diversion of surface 
water, New Mexico has ignored and undermined 
Texas’ rights to water from the Rio Grande Project, 
and has breached and continues to breach its 
obligations and responsibilities under the Rio 
Grande Compact. 
 
 20. New Mexico has attempted and 
continues to attempt to control the operation of the 
Rio Grande Project in contravention of the Rio 
Grande Project Act and the Rio Grande Compact, 
through novel interpretations of the Rio Grande 
Compact that New Mexico has offered in litigation it 
initiated in the United States District Court in New 
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Mexico (State of New Mexico v. U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, et al., No. Civ. 11-691 JB/WDS (D. 
N.M. filed Aug. 8, 2011)), and in Rio Grande 
Compact Commission meetings and deliberations.  
In the United States District Court action, New 
Mexico has asked the Court to interpret the Rio 
Grande Compact incorrectly in contravention of New 
Mexico’s rights and obligations under the Compact, 
and thereby, among other things, enable New Mexico 
to vitiate a 2008 agreement among the United 
States, EBID and EPCWID relating to Project 
operations and the allocation of Project water to 
EBID and EPCWID.  Operating Agreement for the 
Rio Grande Project (March 10, 2008); hereafter the 
“2008 Operating Agreement.”  The States of New 
Mexico and Texas are not parties to the 2008 
Operating Agreement, nor is Texas a party to this 
federal court litigation in which New Mexico 
challenges the 2008 Operating Agreement. 
 
 21. New Mexico has also taken positions in 
actions in New Mexico state court advancing novel 
views of the application of Section 8 of the 1902 
Reclamation Act, 43 U.S.C. § 383, which are adverse 
to Texas’ rights under the Rio Grande Compact and 
Rio Grande Project Act.  These positions, if adopted, 
would result in a decrease of the lawful amounts of 
Rio Grande Project water available for delivery by 
the United States from the Rio Grande Project, 
including water apportioned to Texas, in 
contravention of the Rio Grande Project Act and the 
Rio Grande Compact.  Specifically, New Mexico has 
asserted that the Rio Grande Project is not entitled 
to the full benefit of the waters of the Rio Grande 
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below Elephant Butte Reservoir, and that New 
Mexico pumpers of water found under the ground 
have a prior right to Rio Grande Project water, 
regardless of the fact that this water is 
hydrologically connected to the Rio Grande and 
originated from the Rio Grande and the Rio Grande 
Project.  In essence, New Mexico asserts that so long 
as it has made Rio Grande Compact deliveries into 
Elephant Butte Reservoir, New Mexico may 
intercept and take this same water for use in New 
Mexico once it is released from Elephant Butte 
Reservoir.  Thus, water allocated to Texas from the 
Rio Grande Project and the Rio Grande Compact 
would never leave New Mexico.  These actions 
constitute a breach of New Mexico’s contractual 
obligations under the Rio Grande Compact, including 
a breach of its obligation of good faith and fair 
dealing implicit in the Rio Grande Compact. 
 
 22. Consistent with the provisions of the 
Rio Grande Project Act and the Rio Grande Compact, 
the State of Texas has adjudicated the Rio Grande 
above Fort Quitman, Texas, entering a final decree 
in 2006 binding on the United States and EPCWID.  
In furtherance, Texas issued a Certificate of 
Adjudication in 2007 allowing for the diversion of 
water sufficient to meet Rio Grande Project and Rio 
Grande Compact diversion and use rights in Texas.  
The Certificate of Adjudication assumes compliance 
by the State of New Mexico with the provisions of the 
Rio Grande Project Act and the Rio Grande Compact.  
Absent New Mexico’s compliance with the provisions 
of the Rio Grande Project Act and the Rio Grande 
Compact, the judicial decree entered into in Texas 
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can have no practical effect, and cannot serve as a 
source of legal stability to those in Texas who obtain 
water from the Rio Grande Project. The Certificate of 
Adjudication and the Final Decree of the 327th 
Judicial District Court in El Paso County, Texas, 
have not been given full faith and credit by the State 
of New Mexico, in violation of Article IV, Section 1 of 
the United States Constitution. 
 
 23. The aforementioned actions of New 
Mexico have resulted in the Rio Grande Compact 
Commission’s inability to unanimously agree on 
appropriate accounting as is required under Articles 
XII and XIII of the Rio Grande Compact. 
 
 24. The acts and conduct of New Mexico, its 
officers, citizens and subdivisions in failing, 
neglecting and refusing to deliver water to Texas in 
available quantities required by the Rio Grande 
Project Act and the Rio Grande Compact, have 
caused grave and irreparable injury to Texas and its 
citizens who are entitled to receive and use the water 
apportioned to them pursuant to the Rio Grande 
Project Act and the Rio Grande Compact. 
 
 25. Grave and irreparable injury will be 
suffered in the future by Texas and its citizens 
unless relief is afforded by this Court to prevent New 
Mexico, its officers, citizens and political 
subdivisions from using and withholding water that 
Texas is entitled to, and which New Mexico is 
obligated to deliver, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Rio Grande Project Act and by the Rio Grande 
Compact. 
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 26. New Mexico refuses to comply with its 
obligations under the Rio Grande Compact with 
respect to the delivery of Texas’ apportionment of 
water under the Rio Grande Compact to the New 
Mexico–Texas state line, despite requests by Texas 
that New Mexico do so. 
 
 27. Texas has sustained damages arising 
from New Mexico’s breach of the Rio Grande 
Compact, such damages consisting of the value of 
Texas’ apportioned share of the waters of the Rio 
Grande lost to Texas as a result of New Mexico’s 
depletions of the Rio Grande through its violation of 
the Rio Grande Compact and Rio Grande Project Act, 
in an amount to be proven at trial. 
 
 28. Texas has no effective remedy to enforce 
its rights under the Rio Grande Project Act and the 
Rio Grande Compact against New Mexico, except by 
invoking the Court’s original jurisdiction in this 
proceeding. 
 
 WHEREFORE, the State of Texas respectfully 
prays that the Court: 
 
 1. Declare the rights of the State of Texas 
to the waters of the Rio Grande pursuant to and 
consistent with the Rio Grande Compact and the Rio 
Grande Project Act; 
 
 2. Issue its Decree commanding the State 
of New Mexico, its officers, citizens and political 
subdivisions, to:  (a) deliver the waters of the Rio 
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Grande in accordance with the provisions of the Rio 
Grande Compact and the Rio Grande Project Act; 
and (b) cease and desist all actions which interfere 
with and impede the authority of the United States 
to operate the Rio Grande Project; 
 
 3. Award to the State of Texas all 
damages and other relief, including pre- and post-
judgment interest, for the injury suffered by the 
State of Texas as a result of the State of New 
Mexico’s past and continuing violations of the Rio 
Grande Compact and the Rio Grande Project Act; 
and 
 
  4. Grant all such other costs and relief, in 
law or in equity, that the Court deems just and 
proper. 
 
   Respectfully submitted, 
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