
NEBRASKA SUPREME COURT

Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District v. Nebraska Department
of Natural Resources

Frenchman-Cambridge Irr. Dist. v. Dept. of Nat. Res., 297 Neb. 999 (2017) · No. S-16-1121 · Decided October
6, 2017

SUMMARY

The Nebraska Supreme Court reviewed a challenge to integrated management plans governing
groundwater pumping in the Republican River Basin. The court held that Frenchman-Cambridge
Irrigation District had not established an injury in fact because the plans did not themselves implement
water-use controls, and subsequent orders would be required. The court therefore concluded that the
district lacked standing, vacated the district court’s order, and dismissed the appeal and cross-appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District had standing to challenge the integrated management
plans.

2. Whether the Nebraska Supreme Court could reach the statutory and constitutional challenges to the
integrated management plans after determining that the irrigation district lacked standing.

3. Whether the district court's order should be vacated and the appeal and cross-appeal dismissed for lack
of jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The irrigation district lacked standing because it did not allege an injury in fact that was actual or
imminent. The integrated management plans themselves did not implement groundwater controls or
decrease the district's water supply; subsequent orders by the natural resources districts would be
required before the alleged injury could occur.

2. The court did not reach the alternative statutory jurisdiction issue because the lack of standing
independently resolved the case.

3. Because the irrigation district lacked standing, the district court lacked subject matter jurisdiction; the
Nebraska Supreme Court therefore lacked jurisdiction, vacated the district court's order, and dismissed
the appeal and cross-appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To have standing, a litigant first must clearly demonstrate that it has suffered an injury in fact. That injury
must be concrete in both a qualitative and temporal sense.” (1004)

“Accordingly, we conclude that FCID has failed to establish standing and that as a result, this court lacks
jurisdiction.” (1007)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Frenchman-Cambridge Irrigation District is a Nebraska political subdivision that sells irrigation water and uses
the resulting revenue to satisfy contractual obligations to the U.S. Department of the Interior and the Bureau of
Reclamation. The Republican River Basin was declared fully appropriated, and the Department and basin natural
resources districts adopted integrated management plans providing for a 20-percent reduction in groundwater
pumping, compared with a prior 25-percent reduction. The irrigation district alleged that increased groundwater
pumping allowed by the new plans would reduce stream recharge and surface water available for its operations,
requiring budget and operational changes and possible negotiations concerning its contractual obligations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The irrigation district filed a petition for review under the Nebraska Administrative Procedure Act challenging
integrated management plans adopted by Republican River Basin natural resources districts and approved by the
Nebraska Department of Natural Resources. The defendants moved to dismiss for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction and failure to state a claim. The district court found subject matter jurisdiction but dismissed for
failure to state a claim. The Nebraska Supreme Court held that the irrigation district lacked standing, vacated the
district court's order for lack of jurisdiction, and dismissed both the appeal and cross-appeal.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

None. The district court's order was vacated for lack of jurisdiction, and the appeal and cross-appeal were
dismissed.
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