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7 U.S.C. § 1926(b) In The 5th Circuit (Texas) 
 
 “All of the courts that have reviewed § 1926(b) acknowledge that is provisions should be given a 
liberal interpretation that protects water associations indebted to the [Farmers Home 
Administration] from municipal encroachment.” 
 
Bluefield Water Ass'n, Inc. v. City of Starkville, Miss. 577 F.3d 250, 252 (5th Cir.2009) 
 

At least one circuit court has refused to apply principles of equity to block application of the 
statute, arguing that the very strong public interest promoted by § 1926(b) is more important 
than individual equitable concerns. See Jennings Water, Inc. v. City of North Vernon, 895 F.2d 
311, 316-17 (7th Cir.1989) (equitable estoppel). We agree. We have previously refused “[t]o 
read a loophole into this absolute prohibition” provided by § 1926(b), Bear Creek, 816 F.2d at 
1059, and we will not begin now. 

 
Post Oak Special Utility Dist. v. City of Coolidge, TX 1996 WL 556992 (5th Cir.1996) 

 
To secure the protections of § 1926(b) the Utility must establish that (1) it has a continuing 

indebtedness to the FmHA, and (2) the City has encroached on an area to which the Utility 
“made service available.”   
 

Under Texas law, the Certificate gives the Utility the exclusive right to serve the area within its 
CCN and obligates it “to serve every consumer within its certified area and ... render continuous 
and adequate service within the area or areas.”  We hold that the Utility's state law duty to 
provide service is the legal equivalent to the Utility's “making service available” under § 1926(b). 
When confronted with a similar issue, other courts have reached the same result, holding that 
when state law obligates a utility to provide water service, that utility has, for the purposes of § 
1926(b), “made service available.”  

 
The service area of a federally indebted water association is sacrosanct. 

 

North Alamo Water Supply Corp. v. City of San Juan, Tex. 90 F.3d 910 (5th Cir.1996) 
 

The statute unambiguously prohibits any curtailment or limitation of an FmHA-indebted water 
association's services resulting from municipal annexation or inclusion. This language indicates a 
congressional mandate that local governments not encroach upon the services provided by such 
associations, be that encroachment in the form of competing franchises, new or additional permit 
requirements, or similar means. To read a loophole into this absolute prohibition, as Madison 
would have us do, and allow a city to do via condemnation what it is forbidden by other means, 
would render nugatory the clear purpose of § 1926(b). See Moore Bayou Water Association, Inc. 
v. Town of Jonestown, 628 F.Supp. 1367 (N.D.Miss.1986) (holding municipal condemnation of 
water association's facilities and certificate violative of § 1926(b)). 
 
City of Madison, Miss. v. Bear Creek Water Ass'n, Inc. 816 F.2d 1057 (5th Cir.1987) 
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United States Court of Appeals, Sixth Circuit. 
LE-AX WATER DISTRICT, Plaintiff-Appellee, 

v. 
CITY OF ATHENS, OHIO, Defendant-Appellant. 

346 F.3d 701 
 

7 U.S.C. § 1926(b). This provision prevents local 
governments from expanding into a rural water 
association's area and stealing its customers; the 
legislative history states that the statutory provision was 
intended to protect “the territory served by such an 
association facility against [other] competitive facilities” 
such as local governments, as otherwise rural water service 
might be threatened by “the expansion of the boundaries of 
municipal and other public bodies into an area served by the 
rural system.” S.Rep. No. 87-566, at 67 (1962), reprinted in 
1961 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2243, 2309. 
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The Purpose of 7 U.S.C. § 1926(b) 

(“prevents local governments from expanding into a rural water 
association's area and stealing its customers”) 

1. Encourage Rural Development 
2. Spread Fixed Costs Over Large Group Of Users (Create An Economy Of Scale) 
3. Prevent Rural Water Costs From Becoming Prohibitively Expensive To Any 
Particular User 

4. Provide fresh and clean water to rural households 
5. Protect the federal government as insurer of the loan 

7  U.S.C.  §  1926(b).  This  provision  prevents  local  governments 
from expanding  into a  rural water association's area 
and stealing  its customers;  the  legislative  history  states  that  the 
statutory provision was  intended to protect “the territory served 
by  such  an  association  facility  against  [other]  competitive 
facilities”  such  as  local  governments,  as  otherwise  rural  water  service 
might be  threatened by  “the  expansion of  the boundaries  of municipal  and 
other public bodies  into an area served by the rural system.” S.Rep. No. 87‐
566, at 67 (1962), reprinted in 1961 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2243, 2309. 
The  concept  of  economies  of  scale  is  an  integral  part  of  § 
306(b)'s rationale; by protecting a rural water association's 
customer  base,  the  provision  allows  such  associations  to 
spread their fixed costs over a large group of users. In so doing, 
the  statute  aims  to  prevent  rural  water  costs  from  becoming 
prohibitively  expensive  to  any  particular  user,  to  develop  a  system 
providing fresh and clean water to rural households, and to protect the 
federal  government  as  insurer of  the  loan.  Id.  (“By  including  service  to 
other  rural  residents,  the  cost  per  user  is  reduced  and  the  loans  are more 
secure in addition to the community benefits of a safe and adequate supply of 
running household water.”); see also Lexington­S. Elkhorn Water Dist. v. City 
of  Wilmore,  93  F.3d  230,  233  (6th  Cir.1996)  (stating  that  the  Act 
“safeguard[s] the financial viability of rural associations and Farmers Home 
Administration  loans”  and  “encourage[s]  rural  water  development  by 
expanding  the  number  of  potential  users”).  We  have  stated  that  this 
“provision ‘should be given a liberal interpretation that protects rural water 
associations  indebted  to  the  FmHA  from  municipal  encroachment.’  ” 
Lexington­S.  Elkhorn,  93  F.3d  at  235  (citation  omitted). 
 
 
Le‐Ax  Water  Dist.  v.  City  of  Athens,  Ohio   346  F.3d  701,  *705 (C.A.6 
(Ohio),2003) 
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The Rural Water District/Association Must Be Federally Indebted 

Being federally indebted means: 

1. Indebted to USDA/Rural Development on a loan made by that Agency 
2. Indebted to any entity that acquired the loan originally made by USDA/Rural 

Development (for example, CapMark, GECC) 
о. Indebted to any private lender on  a loan guaranteed by the federal 

government/USDA/Rural Development 

In  1961, Congress  amended  7 U.S.C.  §  1926(a)  to  authorize  the United  States 
Farmer's Home Administration  (FMHA) to make  loans to nonprofit water 
service associations for “the conservation, development, use, and control of 
water.” FN1 Congress enacted 7 U.S.C. § 1926(b),  in turn, to govern the terms of 
federal loans made to those associations. Section 1926(b) provides that, for an 
association  indebted by a  loan to the federal government under the 
statute, “[t]he service provided or made available through any such association 
shall  not  be  curtailed  or  limited  by  inclusion  of  the  area  served  by  such 
association within  the boundaries of any municipal corporation or other public 
body, or by the granting of any private franchise for similar service within such 
area  during  the  term  of  such  loan.”  7  U.S.C.  §  1926(b). 
 
Pittsburg  County  Rural Water  Dist.  No.  7  v.  City  of McAlester   358  F.3d  694, 
701 (C.A.10 (Okla.),2004) 
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Making Service Available 

The Water District Must Have Adequate Facilities Within Or Adjacent To The Area To Provide Service 
To The Area Within A Reasonable Time After A Request For Service Is Made (At A Cost That Is Not 

Unreasonable, Excessive and Confiscatory). 

Be Closer (Time To Connect) 

Have More Water Capacity (Domestic Water – Fire Protection Not Required) 

Cost Should Be Consistent With Other Districts (Cannot Be Unreasonable Or Excessive) 

To determine whether service was made available, many courts begin with a 
“pipes in the ground” or “physical ability” approach that examines whether the 
water association has the physical means presently to serve the area. This inquiry 
asks whether the association can demonstrate “ ‘that it has adequate facilities 
within or adjacent to the area to provide service to the area within a 
reasonable time after a request for service is made.’ ” Sequoyah 
County Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. Town of Muldrow, 191 F.3d 1192, 1203 (10th 
Cir.1999) (citation omitted). The Tenth Circuit has adopted this approach but 
has also required that the water association have the right under state law to 
serve the area in question. Id. at 1202 n. 8. The Eighth Circuit applies this 
same test, requiring that a water association show both that it has the 
physical means to serve the area and that it has a legal right to do so. Rural 
Water System # 1 v. City of Sioux Center, 202 F.3d 1035, 1037 (8th Cir.), cert. 
denied, 531 U.S. 820, 121 S.Ct. 61, 148 L.Ed.2d 28 (2000). 

Neither of those circuits requires that a water association have a legal duty to 
serve in order to receive protection under § 1926. That is, however, the approach 
of the Fourth Circuit, which apparently requires both a state-law duty to serve and 
a physical ability to serve. Bell Arthur Water Corp. v. Greenville Utils. Comm'n, 
173 F.3d 517, 525-26 (4th Cir.1999).FN1 The Fifth Circuit has adopted a far looser 
approach, apparently holding that service is made available through either a state-
law duty to serve or a physical ability to serve. N. Alamo Water Supply Corp. v. 
City of San Juan, 90 F.3d 910, 916 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 1029, 117 
S.Ct. 586, 136 L.Ed.2d 515 (1996). 

FN1. The Fourth Circuit in Bell Arthur reports that we also have adopted this 
approach. See Bell Arthur Water Corp. v. Greenville Utils. Comm'n, 173 F.3d 
517, 526 (4th Cir.1999). As we explain below, however, the Bell Arthur court was 
apparently misreading our decision in Lexington-S. Elkhorn. We have only 
required (like the Tenth Circuit) a state-law right (not duty) to serve the area to 
invoke § 1926. 
 
Le-Ax Water Dist. v. City of Athens, Ohio  346 F.3d 701, *706 (C.A.6 
(Ohio),2003) 
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However, rural water associations protected by § 1926 are subject to price restraints under the threat of losing their § 1926 protection. They are not free at their whim to price monopolistically. As we have stated, “even [if] a rural water district has adequate facilities within or adjacent to the area to provide service to the area within a reasonable time after a request for service is made, the cost of those services may be so excessive that it has not made those services available under § 1926(b).” Id. at 1271 (majority) (internal citations and quotation marks omitted) (emphasis supplied). “[I]f the city can show that [the rural water district's] rates or assessments were unreasonable, excessive, and confiscatory,” we stated, “then the water district has not made services available under § 1926(b),” and therefore is not entitled to § 1926 protection. Id. Pittsburg County Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. City of McAlester 358 F.3d 694, *719 (C.A.10 (Okla.),2004)
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Providing Adequate Service Is Mandatory Under Federal Law 
 

Federal Regulations  Specifically Require The Provision Of Adequate Service To 
Customers “Within The Service Area Who Can Feasibly And Legally Be Served”. 

 
 

Plaintiff argues, and we agree, that the federal regulations governing the FmHA 
loan program impose a duty to provide service on loan recipients. In fact, it is 
clear that by accepting loans from the FmHA, Plaintiff agreed to 
abide by the governing federal regulations, which specifically 
require the provision of adequate service to customers “within the 
service area who can feasibly and legally be served.” 7 C.F.R. § 
1942.17(n)(2)(vii); see Wayne v. Village of Sebring, 36 F.3d 517, 528 (6th 
Cir.1994) (stating that 7 C.F.R. § 1942.17(n)(2)(vii) requires applicants for 
FmHA funds to “agree, as a condition of receiving funds, that a person 
within the service area who can feasibly and legally receive water service has 
a direct and private right of action against the fund recipient if the recipient 
fails to make adequate service available”).  
 
Sequoyah County Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. Town of Muldrow  191 F.3d 1192, 
1203 (C.A.10 (Okla.),1999) 
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Burden of Proof 

All Doubts As To Whether A Federally Indebted Rural Water District/Association 
Is Entitled To 1926(B) Protection Are Resolved In Favor Of The Water 
District/Association. 

 

We have noted that *715 “[d]oubts about whether a water association 
is entitled to protection from competition under § 1926(b) should 
be resolved in favor of the F[M]HA-indebted party seeking 
protection for its territory.” Sequoyah, 191 F.3d at 1197. See also North 
Alamo Water Supply Corp. v. City of San Juan, Tex., 90 F.3d 910, 915 (5th 
Cir.1996) (“The service area of a federally indebted water association is 
sacrosanct. Every federal court to have interpreted § 1926(b) has concluded that 
the statute should be liberally interpreted to protect F[M]HA-indebted rural water 
associations from municipal encroachments.”). 
 
Pittsburg County Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. City of McAlester  358 F.3d 694, 
*715 (C.A.10 (Okla.),2004) 
 
Doubts about whether a water association is entitled to protection 
from competition under § 1926(b) should be resolved in favor of 
the FmHA-indebted party seeking protection for its territory. See 
North Alamo Water Supply Corp. v. City of San Juan, Tex., 90 F.3d 910, 913 (5th 
Cir.1996) (“The service area of a federally indebted water association is 
sacrosanct. Every federal court to have interpreted § 1926(b) has concluded that 
the statute should be liberally interpreted to protect FmHA-indebted rural water 
associations from municipal encroachments.”); see also Jennings Water, Inc. v. 
City of North Vernon, Ind., 895 F.2d 311, 315 (7th Cir.1989) (listing five federal 
courts which have concluded that § 1926 should be liberally interpreted to protect 
FmHA-indebted rural water associations from municipal encroachment). 
 
Sequoyah County Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. Town of Muldrow  191 F.3d 1192, 
*1197 (C.A.10 (Okla.),1999) 
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Detachment / De‐annexation 

Any Local Or State Law That Purports To Take Away From An Indebted Rural Water 
Association Any Territory For Which The Association Is Entitled To Invoke The Protection Of 
§ 1926(B) – Is Forbidden And Invalidated. 

To the extent that a local or state action encroaches upon the services provided 
by a protected water association, the local or state act is invalid. See Title Ins. Co. 
of Minn. v. I.R.S., 963 F.2d 297, 300 (10th Cir.1992) (noting that “under the 
Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution, Article VI, Clause 2, federal 
law preempts and invalidates state law which interferes with or is contrary to 
federal law.”); Blue Circle Cement, Inc. v. Bd. of County Comm'rs of County of 
Rogers, 27 F.3d 1499, 1504 n. 4 (10th Cir.1994) (“ ‘[F]or the purposes of the 
Supremacy *716 Clause, the constitutionality of local ordinances is analyzed in 
the same way as that of statewide laws.’ ”) (quoting Hillsborough County v. 
Automated Med. Lab., Inc., 471 U.S. 707, 713, 105 S.Ct. 2371, 85 L.Ed.2d 714 
(1985)). There is thus preemption of any local or state law that 
purports to take away from an indebted rural water association any 
territory for which the association is entitled to invoke the 
protection of § 1926(b). 

To the extent McAlester invested in infrastructure on the assumption 
that § 1926 was no bar to sales in the deannexed portion, that 
assumption was not reasonable. 
 
Pittsburg County Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. City of McAlester  358 F.3d 694, 715 ‐
719 (C.A.10 (Okla.),2004) 

_____________________________________________________________ 

This seems to be exactly what happened  here. Having a “private” plaintiff 
bring a state detachment suit does not negate or trump a district's Section 
1926 defense. 
 
Robertson Properties, Inc. v. Detachment of Territory from Public Water Supply 
Dist. No. 8 of Clay County  153 S.W.3d 320, 326 (Mo.App. W.D.,2005) 

 
 

 

Redacted - 
Medical/
HIPAA



 
 
 
 
 

[BLANK PAGE] 



Fire Protection 

There Is No Requirement That A Federally Indebted Rural Water 
District/Association Provide Fire Protection In Order To Qualify For 1926(b) 

Protection 

For remand purposes, we point out that the United States District Court for the 
Northern District of Ohio recently held that, because § 1926(b) was not 
enacted to supply fire protection, a water association's capacity to 
provide fire protection is irrelevant to its entitlement to protection 
from competition under § 1926(b). See City of Sioux Ctr., 29 F.Supp.2d at 
992-94; cf. Rural Water Dist. # 3 v. Owasso Utils. Auth., 530 F.Supp. 818, 823 
(N.D.Okla.1979) (stating that § 1926(b) “was not enacted for the purpose[ ] of fire 
protection-it was enacted to provide means of securing a ‘safe and adequate 
supply of running household water.’ ” (citation omitted)).  Sequoyah County 
Rural Water Dist. No. 7 v. Town of Muldrow  191 F.3d 1192, *1204 (C.A.10 
(Okla.),1999) 

____________________________________________ 
 
i. Fire protection. The City notes that “[m]uch of the evidence in this case centers 
on the question of whether Rural Water can provide water for fire protection,” 
Defendant's Post-Trial Brief, p. 10, but nowhere*993 has the City cited any 
authority whatsoever for the proposition that a rural water association must 
provide adequate fire protection to obtain the protections of § 1926(b), or even 
identified any binding obligation on RWS # 1 to provide fire protection as the 
result of federal, state, or local statutes or regulations. To put it quite bluntly, “fire 
protection” is a red herring. 

Indeed, the only court to consider the question directly-in a decision not cited or 
distinguished by the City in pre- or post-trial briefing-has rejected the contention 
that provision of fire protection is a requirement for § 1926(b) protection of 
service area. In Rural Water Dist. # 3 v. Owasso Utilities Auth., 530 F.Supp. 818 
(N.D.Okla.1979), the court also noted that, as here, “much time was expended and 
testimony elicited as to the adequacy of the Water District system for the purposes 
of fire protection.” Owasso, 530 F.Supp. at 823. The court in Owasso dismissed 
the question even more bluntly than this court has: 

The Court finds that § 1926(b) of the Agricultural Credit Act, Title 7 U.S.C. § 
1921 et seq., was not enacted for the purposes of fire protection-it was enacted to 
provide means of securing a “safe and adequate supply of running household 
water.” There is no evidence in the record that the Water District is not 
effectuating the purpose of the Statute with the implementation of its water 
system.... 

... There is nothing in the Act itself to preclude the Owasso Utilities Authority 
from maintaining a water line for the purposes of fire protection only. Section 
1926(b) does not encompass such a purpose. 

Owasso, 530 F.Supp. at 823; see also North Shelby Water Co. v. Shelbyville 
Muni. Water and Sewer Comm., 803 F.Supp. 15, 23 (E.D. Ky.1992) ( “The 
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STRATEGIES FOR PROTECTING THE TERRITORY OF 
FEDERALLY  INDEBTED  RURAL  WATER  DISTRICTS/ASSOCIATIONS 

 
1.  Develop Political Support From Your Membership 
 

a.  Educate the membership on the purposes of 1926(b) (“economy of scale”) 
 
b.  Publish a monthly newsletter – to keep the membership informed 
 
c.  Encourage direct participation in monthly meetings 
 

2.  Expand the System and Improve Service (“Making Service Available”) 
  
 a. Expand the legal territory of your district/association to the maximum 
 

b.  Acquire maximum water rights and sources of supply 
 

c.  Improve volume and pressure to anticipate new developments 
 

d.  Devise long term engineering plans for future services 
 
e.  Extend lines into anticipated growth areas 
 
f. Maintain Electronic Data on your system (WaterCad, etc.) so you can  

document your ability to provide service to prospective customers 
 

3.  Establish Fair and Equitable Rate Structure – Based on Local and State Criteria 
 

a.  Publish a uniform rate schedule modeled after surrounding cities and other  
rural water districts/associations.  Rates must not be “confiscatory”. 

 
4.  Review Your Formation Records – Insure You Remain a Qualified Non-Profit or 

Quasi Governmental Entity – or State Agency                                                                    
 
 a.  Obtain complete written documentation of formation 
 
 b.  Obtain legal descriptions of service area where you provide service 
 
 c.  Obtain complete documentation of Government Loan records 
 
5.  Remain Indebted to the Federal Government – and Obtain New Loans 
 
 a.  Without Federal Indebtedness – You Have No 1926(b) Protection 
 
6.  Don’t Sit On Your Legal Rights – Challenge Encroachment Early 
 
 a. Consult legal counsel to send appropriate warnings to Encroachers. 
 
 b. Engage Encroachers early to attempt to resolve disputes 
 
 c. File suit in Federal Court when all other remedies and options are exhausted 
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The typical information/documents needed from the Water District to establish entitlement to 7 U.S.C. § 1926(b) protection are as follows: 
 

� Creation Documents: 
o Petition to Incorporate and Organize 
o Notice 
o Publication 
o Order Incorporating and Organizing 

 
� Indebtedness on USDA Loan(s) 

o Note 
o Mortgage 
o Security Agreement 
o Bond Documents 
o Transcript of Proceedings 

 
� Made Service Available issue 

o Identify Disputed Customers 
o Identify when each Disputed Customer requested service from City 
o Identify potable water needs of customers 
o Identify District’s facilities as of the date each Disputed Customer requested water service 
o Engineer Report concerning how District could have provided potable water service to each Disputed Customer and at 

what cost 
o What does the District charge the customer to connect to its system 

� Membership fee 
� Connection/meter fee 
� Impact fee 
� Cost of facilities 
� Etc. 

 
o What do other similarly situated water providers charge a customer to connect: 

- Membership fee 
- Connect/meter fee 
- Impact fee 
- Cost of facilities 
- Etc. 

 
o Has the District ever released a customer to another water provider because it was to expensive to connect the customer to 

the District’s system 
o What is the practice of the similarly situated water providers in relation to releasing a customer when the cost to serve is 

high 
o What is the range of charges to connect a customer the District has charged 
o What is the range of charges similarly situated water providers have charged customers 

 
The typical information needed from the City/competitor is as follows: 
 

1. Identification of all water customers served by the City within the service area of the Water District, including name, address and 
legal description 

2. Identification of the date each Disputed Customer requested water service 
3. Identification of the estimated potable water requirements of each Disputed Customer 
4. Identification of the facilities on each property which requires potable water service 
5. Identification of the volume of water delivered to each disputed customer on a monthly basis 
6. Identification of all charges the City required each Disputed Customer to pay to obtain water service 
7. Identification of the application process by which each Disputed Customer obtained water service 
8. Identification of the City’s water distribution system as of the date the first Disputed Customer requested water service and all 

extensions and improvements made since that date, as well as the date such extension or improvement was made. 
9. Identification of the City’s policies regarding who pays for line extensions or facility improvements needed to serve a water 

customer. 
 
It is important in these cases to have a good expert engineering report to address the “made service available” issue, i.e., to disclose that at 
the time each Disputed Customer requested water service, the District had facilities in sufficient proximity from which service could have 
been provided within a reasonable time, as well as address the cost factor outlined by the Ellsworth Case. It is also very helpful if the expert 
engineer provides a map depicting the District’s boundaries and system as they existed at the time each Disputed Customer requested 
service and disclosing what improvements or extensions would be needed to serve that customer.  You will also need an expert for damage 
calculations.  The damage calculations should be made in such a manner that the damages for service to each Disputed Customer can be 
identified separately. Residential subdivision, apartment complex and similar developments will be considered one Disputed Customer for 
purposes of the “made service available” evaluation. 
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Steven M. Harris, a Tulsa, Oklahoma lawyer, received his Juris 
Doctorate degree from the University of Tulsa in 1975.  Mr. 
Harris’ law practice is focused on representing federally indebted 
Rural Water Districts/Associations/Water Supply Corporations in 
Federal actions to protect them from encroachment from 
neighboring municipalities.  Mr. Harris has 22 years experience 
representing over seventy (70) Rural Water Districts in 
Oklahoma, Arkansas, Missouri, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Kansas, Ohio, Colorado and Texas.   The success of Mr. Harris and 
his staff of experienced lawyers has produced judicial decisions 
at the federal appellate level that have benefitted Rural Water 
nationally.  He has lectured frequently on issues relevant to Rural 
Water.  He has also authored numerous published articles on 
Rural Water issues. 
 
AREAS OF EXPERTISE: 
 
Enforcement Actions involving 7 U.S.C., sec. 1926(b) 
Commercial Contract/Business Torts Litigation 
Business Interference Litigation 
Patent Litigation (emphasis in software patents) 
Copyright Litigation 
Insurance Coverage Litigation 
General Civil Trial and Appellate Practice 
 
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 
 
Oklahoma Supreme Court May 2, 1975 
United States Federal Court of Appeals - 10th Circuit May 20, 1975 
United States Supreme Court March 17, 1980 
United States District Court Northern District of Oklahoma September 19, 1980 
United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma October 18, 1989 
United States Court of Claims September 24, 1990 
United States Federal Court of Appeals - 9th Circuit June 5, 1992 
United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit January 17, 2001 
United States Federal Court of Appeals - 8th Circuit April 23, 2004 
United States District Court Eastern District of Oklahoma September 2004 
 
PRESENTER AT RURAL WATER CONFERENCES/CONVENTIONS 

Kansas Rural Water Association Annual Conference, 2007 
National Rural Water Association Annual Conference, 2008 
Arkansas Rural Water Association Annual Conference, 2008 
New Mexico Water Association Annual Conference, 2009 
Colorado Rural Water Association Annual Conference, 2009 
Oklahoma Rural Water Association Annual Conference, 2009 & 2011 
Missouri Rural Water Association Annual Conference, 2011 
Texas Rural Water Association Annual Convention, 2012 
 
 

 EDUCATION: 
 
B.A., University of Kansas 
J.D., University of Tulsa 
 
COURTS MR. HARRIS HAS BEEN ADMITTED  
TO PRACTICE PRO HAC VICE                  
 
1995 Seventh Judicial District of Idaho  
1996 Western District of Texas 
1998 Northern District of Texas 
1998 Eastern District of Michigan 
1998 Bay County Circuit Court, Michigan 
1999 Northern District of California 
2000 Western District of Washington 
2000 Eastern District of Arkansas 
2001 Southern District of Texas 
2001 Northern District of California 
2002 Southern District of California 
2002 Northern District of Georgia 
2002 District of New Mexico 
2002 Eastern District of Louisiana 
2003 Central District of California 
2003 Western District of Missouri 
2004 District of Minnesota 
2004 Circuit Court of Clay County, State of Missouri, 
2007 Western District of Missouri 
2007 District of Kansas 
2008 Circuit Court of Laclede County, State of Missouri 
 
ARTICLES ON 7 U.S.C. 1926(B) 
 
-   Protecting Your Service Area From Municipal  
    Competition/Encroachment, 2002 
       Chapter 1 - The Four Elements of 7 U.S.C § 1926(b) 
       Chapter 2 - Making Service Available. How 

                           Much Is Enough? 
-  7 U.S.C. § 1926(b) Dramatic Developments, 2003 
-  Clandestine Arrangements, 2005 
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