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IRRIGATION LAWS

CF THE WEST.

Uf the great region lying west of the Misailqi-
ppi, only a veny small portion can be cultivated
without the ald of irrigation. Vast areas in Colorsde,
Arizona and California are parched ,alkeline and arid.
The .gmall mountain steams serve to mark here and thare
the brown plains with a vivid line of green; and the .
greater atpeams like the Arkansas and the Platte hurl
themselves tumultuously from out -their dark,narrow
canong, to be swallowed up only too soon in the thirety |
desert. The clouds which float in white masses over .
the plains hardly distiil more than & passing shower
upon the parched earth. Little wonder that in such a
region water should be considered almost as valushle
a8 the gold or silver hidden within the depths of the
mountains. And in dealing with the subject of
irrigation the assemblies of the people have a most
gerious matter for ligislation and the courts for

construction.
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naturally in the process of application of thé law,
to an entirely new and strange situation, seversl
different theories have arisen., 3ince some adopt the
Common law , end some employ it with variations and
vet others have displayed a startling originality/
of their own in dealing with the subject,the result is
interesting but slightly complicated. Frof. Pomeroy
is the only jurist who has explored systematically
the western wilderness of decisions relating to
irrigation and his lectures on "Riparian Rights" will
prove a valuable guide to anyone investigating this
new field open to legal study.

In desling with the laws relating to
irrigation 1 shall c¢onsider them under the felloiing
hesads:

A. Common law theory of Riparian Rights.
B, Irrigation in relation to the public domain,
" Co The system in Qalifornia and Nevada.

D. Colorado system,



CUMMUN LAW THEGRY CF RIPARIAN RIGHTS.

In dealing with such an unstable element as water
the ¢ommon law found an extelent subject for its well-
known subtelty of interpretation and distinction,

The common lew started with the premise
derived from the Roman Law that water was publici juris,
an element wherein the people had en interest which
extended to the use of it but it was in no sense
bonmum vacwng, 50 that the first occupPant could make
hia right abgolute to the exclusion of the interest
of others.

A few of the early English cases follow
the ¢ivi¥ law which holds that water is the property
of the prior appropriator to the extent of his appro
priation2id this is adopted by many of the western
states, But the true doctrine of the common law as
adopted by the English courts regard the proprietors
a8 possessiimg only a usufructuary interest in the
waters of a stream whereby he could use a reasgnable
amount provided the stream was not lowered appreciably
which would constitute an injury to others holding

lands upon the same 8tream.



In Smbrey v (wen ( 3 BX, 353.), &n important case'
the court says a8 to the amount which may be utilized

by the consumer, "It is entirely s question of degree
and it 1s imposaible to define precisely the limits
which seperate the reasonable from the wrongful use of
the water,"

Thig right of the reparian proprietor to
the use of the water 1s a corporeal hereditament it is
"ingeperably annexed th the soil and passes with it not
&8 an essemoent or spurtenance but as parcel,use did not
create it and disuse cannot destroy it."”

Yot thia right is in the nature of an
easement as the proprietors estate 1s dominant when
he makes use of the water and servient to the right of
ethers to have the water Tlow over his land soc that
they may use it.

It is understocd that the natural rights of
the proprietors may be affected by the appropriation
of the water by one of their number in derogation of
their claims for the zpace of twenty years, This is
title obtained by prescription and presuppcses a grant,

Also the riparian proprietor has the right at common



law to the use of the water for his natural wants,
to supply his family and stock with an amount auffiéi&nt
to their needs, though the entire stream should be
consumed,

It was ingeniously argued in Evans v
Merriweather ( 3 Scune 496, ) thet in arid regions 1ike
the West the use of water for irrigation nouldlbe 8
‘natural want and therefore would justify the use of
the water to the limit of the necessity., This was
rejected in Texas and California, but it forms part of
the foundation on which the doctrine by priority
of appropriation rests. -The doctrine of the common
lew prevails, as atat;d sbove. generelly through out
the United States with the exceptiona of certain

Jurisdictions which will be mentioned further on.



IRRIGATION IN RELATICN T¢ THE PUBLIC DUMAILN.

The Act of Congress passed the
10th, of July ‘1se6e is the béaia of all water rights
on the public lands;it 18 a8 follows:

"ihenever by priority of posseasion,rights to
the use of water for manufacturinf,mining,agriculture
or other purposes have accrued and the same are
recognized and acknowledged by the local customslaws
and decisions of the courts, the possessor and owher
of such vested rights shall be maintained and respected
in the same; and the right of way for the construction
of ditches and canals for the purposes herein
specified is acknowledged and enjoined.”

Amendment July 9th, 1820.;

"All patenta granted or presefiptions or homesteads
allowed, shall be subject to any vested rights or
accrued water rights or rights to ditches and
reservoirs used in comnection with such water rights

as may have been ecquired under or recognised by the
ninth section of such aet as this is amendatory."

The working of this statute is as the



supreme court remarks rather unfortunate. And its

construction has given rise to a ccnsiderable un-
certaimty in interpretation by the courts. Thoupgh
Congress grounds the rights of the miners and settlera
on the custom, atatutes and decisions of the several
states, the real basis for the doctrine of appropriation
oR the publid domain is the recogniticn by the states
of an.implied liemase ,to the appropriation by prior .
right on the public domain, by the United States, .
to .use the water—as the government 18 in fa¢t the
only party who has the .right to object. For in
California the statute snd decisions of the courts
which are of-more authority than the customs of.the
sesttlors, adopt the common.law gystem of water rights
which is diametrieally oppesed . to the doctrine

of apprepriation and yet the latter controls on the
publie lands,

-The courts of the wgstern states
following the supreme court of the United States
decide that priority of sppropristion is valid egainast
the petentee of the government who obtains his patent
subsequent t¢ the - paasage of the act of 1866 and 1if

the prior appropriation of the water of a stream is



aubsequent to the said act 41t will avail against a
later patent,

But suppose the priority of appropria-
tion and the issving of the patent tc the land both
antedate the statute what sffect will this have on the
relation of the prior sppropriator and the patentee
from the government, [f A.appropriates the water of
& stream to his beneficial use in 186¢ and B. ‘in 1864
obtains land upen the streasm under govermment patent,
must B's right as a ripariasn owner be subject to A's
use of the water, This question was firgt decided
in the important cases of Van Sickle v Haines ( 7 Nev,
249, ) and Lux v Haggin ( 10 Pa,Rep. 614.), Judge
Lewis of the Nevada court in en elabérate opinion held,
thet a patent issued prior to 1866 conveyed to the
patemtee not only the land but the right to the use
of the water of the stream flowing through it. 8ince
the United States has the absolute and perfect title
to land and there can be no pmeefiption against the
government 1t follows thet the prior eppropriation before
the statute must yield tc the subsequent patentee.

The statute of 1366 1s prospective in its action and



relates to rights arising after its passage., But

thia case is overruled in Jones v Adams ( 19 Nev, 86.)
as touching the dectrine above steted, The Supreme
court of the United States hes not had this question
directly before it. In Broder v Water Co, ( 101 U,8. £74)
it was said that the ect of 1866 "was rather a
recognition of & pre-existing pight of possession,
constituting a valid cleim to its continued use,than
the establishment of a new one." (n this case amd
oa'%eciqny this clause the Colorado and Neveda courts
hav:‘;?!:oir deciéions that the appropriatar:- before

the statute has the right to water as against the
subsequent patentee of the government, But in Lux v
Haggin the California court holds that this language
cannot be construed as a recognition by the court of
veated rights in appropristors of water created by

mere sppropriation and independent of statute,"” Also
Gould on Watews ¢o the same effect."The statute is
prospeciivein its operation and does not affect a
patent issued before its passage or a patent subsequent-
ly issued to & person who had paid for the land prior
to the act,”

The language of the United Stetes court in
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Broder v water Co. shows a tendency toward the recogni-
tion of the doctrine of appropristion as pre-existent
to the statute and the amendment of 1870, .when it

says that patents ,hbmesteads,etc. are subject to

‘such water rights as may have been acquired under or
recognized by the ninth section of shch sct’it seems
especially intended to protect the interest of the
prior appropriator adtyhatsoever time he may have ’
acquired the right to the water.: It must be remenber-
ed ‘that the act of 1366 was Tframed to give protécfion
to those who depending on the implied license of the
government had taken water gometimes at great expense
and used it in mining or the cultivation of the soil

and the act was merely confirmative of this licemse,

The State courts have recogniged expressly that the
doctrine of appropriation obtains on the public land ‘
of the United States aside from any that may exist under
the state statutes, It is certain that 8o far as the
United States has recognized any doc¢trine as applicable
to the streams on the public domain it has been the
doctrine of epprcpriation and not the common law

theory of riparian rights,
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If however becth parties are mere occcupamts end
have acquired no title tc the land from the govern-
ment theras is”no question,that as between them ,the.
one . making thesprior appropriation pf the waters of a
st ream cannot be disturbed in his right to the amount
appropristed by a subsequert appropriaster though thé
latter s8hould hold his land on the banks of the
stream , while the prior apprepristor should dwell at

& distence and transport the water by means of ditches,
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THE CALIFUGRNIA AND NEVADA DOCTRINE.

The common law theory of water rights,
rendered venerable by precedent apd secure by authority
seemed destined for a time to hold a large part Of:th;
WJest against the encroachments of the new doctrine of
appropriation by priority of use, Judge Mckinstrey of
the California supreme court:dnd Judge Lewis of the.
Neveda court, twe of the most eminemt jurists the west
has /;re’&&eek, joined the shdelds of their protection
over the commnon law theory, Also Prof., Pomerey,with his
great learning and extraordinzéy grasp of legal
principles came to the aid o;lcalifornia and Nevada
courts, But in spite of these distinguished champions,
the common law theory has lost ground until finally it
has retreated to its last stronghold in Oalifornia.

The Californla Code from section
1410 to 1481, enacts expressly that priority by appro-
pristion shall prevail and proviaffig the methods by
which it shall be accomplished, But section 1422 of
of the civil code is as follows:

" The rights of riparian proprietors

are not affected by the provisions of thig title,"
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Lux v Heggin ( 10 Pa, Rep, 739.),8 case

which has been rightly said constitutes a thorough

)
treatise on water rights, holds that this section
protects not only riparian rights. of those who aecquir-
ed a title to land from the state after the adoption
of the code and before appropriaticn of water in
accordance with the provisions of the code,™ (ur concluse
iof"says Judge hckinstrey " on this branch of the

case 18 that section 1422 saves and protects the.
riparian rights of all those who under the land laws

of the -gtate shall have acquired from the aztate the
right of possession to & tract of riparian land

prior to the initiation of proceeding to eppropriate
water in acgordance with the provisions of the code,

The State might have reserved from her grants of land
the waters flowing through them for the benefit of

those who should subsequently sppropriaste the waters,
but the statute has not made such reservation, The
water rights of the state &g riparian propristor,are

not reserved to the 8tate by section 1422 (whenever the
Btate has not already parted with its right to those

who heve acquired from her e legal title to riparian

lands fthe provisicne of the code confer the State's

rights to the flow on those eppropriating water in the
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manner prescribed by the code.”

This c¢onstruction takes all the
foree from the statutes. There wxists two systems then
in Cslifornia , but the acmmon lew one prevails to the
greatest extent. For if the State grent land on a
stream to a person; he immediately obtains the rights
of a riparian proprietor and his estate shuts off sll
subsequent attempts at appropristion,for they would.
of necesaity diminiah his right to the flow of the
stream. The comnon law idea of water rights was then
gaved in Celifornia by a strained conatruction of the
statute. But it has not eacaped without mo@ification

In Harris v Harrison (€3 Cala, 631,),it was held that
the reasonsble use of the water of e stream permits so
much to be taken a8 to appreciably dinminish the flow
to the lower riparian proprietor, This is a deroge-
ticn from the strict eonstruction of the rights of a
riparian proprietor at commom law,

Prof. Pomercyv when he pubiished his
leetures on riparian rights in 1837,claszed Nevada with
California and based hiz statement on the case of Van
8ickle v Haine, PBut thie hes Leen subsegquently overrul-
ed both as regards the right of the appropriator to

water a8 against the patentee of the government whose
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patent wee issued prior to 1366,and the declaration that
the common law furnished the prineiples for water

rights in the state of Nevada,
Pierce Gtamp works v Stevenson ( BU Nev, 273,).

In this latter case sppropristicn by priority is
expreasly adopted,
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TRE CULORADC BYBTEM,

The following are the gections of the Colerado
constitution, wherein the theory of appropristion is
declared, |
Sec.5%0., " The water of every natural stream, not hereto-
fore appropriated, witin. the state of Colorado is .
hersby declared tu be the property of the public,and
the 3ame 1s dedicated to the use of the people ofzthe,
State subject to appropriation as hereinafter pro&i&ed{
Sec, 511, The right tc divert the unappropriated
waters of any naturg} stream for beneficial uzes aﬁill
never bz denied, Priéﬁtﬁ? of appropristion shall give
the better right as between those using the water for
the same purpcse, but when the waters of any natural
atream are not sufficient for the service of all those
desifing the use of the sene, those using the water
for domestic purposes shell have the preference over
those claiming for any other purpose,and those using
the water for agricultural purposes shall have the
preference over those using the same for manufacturing
purposes,”

This s8ystem i3 formulated in the above

sections, yet i% 33 met based upon them for the right
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is a prior one , it exists aside from any statute
and can only be denied by express enactment.
Accordingly it would seem that when the early settlers
took the water from the stream, it was done not by
sufferance of the state but by & natural right
inherent 1n the conditions of a new country.
The*éigéfiaf tﬁe application of the
water is not material to the appropriation. The water
nay be conveyedé by a ditch from a stream,across sn
intervening divide to some distant remche, This
11}ub§rates the pradical difference between this
new tﬁeory and the one which prevailed at common law;
f@? the latter is based on the rights of the riparian
proprietors to the water, Thilis method of distribution
ia prefectly log}cal under the {olorado system. Since
it is the prior beneficial use of the water that
confers the right to 1t, there can be no diffeé;nhq
whether 1t i3 applied on the land near the stream or
&t a great distance. The water is the appropriators to
apply tc a certain purpose and net to a particular
place, In a country like England which lies swathed
in heavy clouds during all geaaons of the year it

would be undoubtedly an invasion of private right to

cpnduct the water away from the riparien proprietor;but
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throughout the 4est water is an imperative necessity
for the pursuit of agriculture and use not position

give the right to the water,

Coffin v Left dand Ditch Co. { 6 Colo, "446.).

We must new inquire more particularly as
to what constitutea appropriationssc es to be valid
againat subsequent perties, 7The right does not date
from the actual application of the water to the 'so.iwl,
but from the time the first astep is taken if it 15,
followed up with reasonzble promptness. Thus,if e
ranchémdn: begins the construction cf his ditch on
July first , and by the middle of August hes the watei
flowing on his fields the appreprietion detes from July
lat, providing there has been no unrsasonable delay
in prosecuting the work,

YAlthough the appropriation is not
deemed complete until the aciual diversicn of the water
atill if such has beem prosecuted with reasonable
diligence, the right relates to the time when the
firat step was taken to secure it."

Lixer et al v Fink etal ( 7 C¢Y¥lo, 151,).
The next element in the theory of
appropriaticn is the application of the water to some

useful purpose . ihe prior appropristor will not bé
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allowed to waste the water merely because he was the
first to take it from the steeam. But so long &8 he
applies the quantity originelly appropriated none
can complain, though the last drop of water be consum-
ed,

It 18 however provided by statute that in
time of dfoucht. when the water becomes low thome
living on the sﬁﬁam can use a2ll of it if necessary
for domestic purpcses, even if the prior appropriataer
has none for his land. A manufacturer who has a
certain amount of water appropriated for his purpoges
must in times of scarcity of water give way to the npdus
of the ranchdmen for irrigaticn., This is but just
and equlitable , and is declared by the comacn law

doctrine as well,

THE RIGHETS GF DITCH COLEFANIZS.

iWhen the Colorado Court came to consider the
status of diteh companies conveying water for the use
of the ranchemren it was confronted with =« question,

complex and aifficult,

The Company does not have cny ownership in
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the water, It is merely an agent to carry the water

to the consumer, But as regards the outside world and
gubsequent appropriators its priority of right to the
water cannot be assaeiled, It is not strictly an agent,
common carrierer, or owner but combines some of the
elements from these three legal conceptions,

Wheeler v Northern Colo, I, Co, is the first
case which considers systemetically the rights of the
diteh corporations uﬁder the system of appropriation.
Judge Helm states the conclusion of the courtg as
followa! "After appropriation the title tc¢ this weter,
save perhaps a8 to the limited quantity that may be
a0tually flowing in the consumers ditch or lateral
remaing in the general public while the paramount
right to its use unless forfeited continues in the
appropriation, The Colorade doctrine of ownership and
appropriation as declared in the constituticn,statutes
and decisions neceasarily gives the carrier of
water an exceptional status;a status differing some-
what from that of the ordinary carrier. Certain peculis
ar rights are acquired in connection with the water
diverted; they are dependent for their birth and con-
tinued existence on the use made by the consumer, But

the carrier does not become the proprietor of the water
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diverted, The carrier does not possess a saleeble
interest in the water.

Under the constitution the carrier is
a quasi-public servant or agent, It is not the attitude
of a private individual contracting for the sale or
use of property, It is permitted to acquire certaln
rights ageinst those subsequently diverting from the
seme natural stream, It may exercise the power of
eminent domain, It is charged with a public trust only
to ‘exact reasonable rates,"”

This is as full and clear an
exposition of the right of water carrders aé the reports
furnish, Yet it impresses one as & composite photogr-
eph of a group of legal conceptions and perhaps it 1is
futile to expect a true unity in such e blending.

It i8 not a carrier strictly because compensation is

not paid for the carrying of the water but for its use
and the property is neither in the carrier or the -
copsumer, It is not the owner bhecauszse the state

occupies that position though 1t possesses some of the
rights of ownership. It is not stri¢tly an agent becaus-

e the inlative lies with the company and a8 regards the
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status 1t is more nearly a trustee,

There is force in the view taken by
Judge Heed, in the case of Wyatt v Laimer ( 1 Colo, Ct.
of Appeals,),, that the ¢ompany 18 in i wWis? o couinn
carrier but is a corporation with the title to the water
and subject to legislative control on account of its
quasi-public funetions, However the Supreme court
overruled this case in Wyatt v Irrigaticn Co. " { 18
Colo., 308, ).

A moot question has arisen as to the
privities of comsumers taking water from the canal of
the carrier, Judge Helm in F.H.L,C.«x K.Cv. v Southworth
(.13 Colos 112, held that the consumershave priority of
even date &and the statute requiring that consumers
shall pro rat® in times of scarcity is not affected by
the Qlaim to priority by a consumer ,because he may
have used the water from the ditch before some other,
The sppropriation is completed by the consumer putting
the water t¢ a beneficial use and the priority vests
for itas protection 1in the ditch company against the
claims of the other companies or individuals who
are subgsequent appropriators .

Judge Elliott held on the other hand



that there was priority of appropriation among the
consumers, In the same manner as if they were taking
the water from the natural stream. The carrker is
strictly an agent. The water of the natural stream
irrespective of the mode of diversion is dedicated to
the public. There are two priorities,- the carriers
established by statute as amatter of convenience and the
consumers priority based on the law of nature. And the
Btatute in regard to prorating applies only where the
diteh is construeted as a commn enterprise by the
various consumers.

This appears well enough in theory,
but as Judge Helm pointed cut it would lead to perplex-
ing results in practice, &8ince the determination of
numerous pricrities arising so close together in time
would lead to endless litigation, It would also sgeem
that the system of double priorities is illogical,

For the cases have declared that the doctrine of appro-
priation by priority is derived from the natural law

and the statutes are merely declarations of this right

and it ¢amnot be divisible into a pricrity by conven-

ience and by naturel right. There cannot be two

seperate priorities existing in the same water at the
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seme fime , as the priority of the cansl company and
the consumer, This question has not yet been declded
in the Coloradoe court, since in this case Judge Hayt
placed his decision on a technigality. But the
practical necessities of the situation will doubtless

lead the court to adopt the view of Judge ielm,

PRUPARTY 1IN GAT SHe

The nex} question thet arises in the considera-
tion ¢f this subject is the exact nature of the right
to water acquired by appropriestion. At common law the
watar of & stream pesced ez incident to the land. It was
& parcel of it and net regarded as appurtenant.Uunder
the theory which we are ccnsildering the right to the
ugse of the vweter 1s admitted tc¢ be property ,but of
whet kind 18 an unsettled gquestion,

" The right to water acquired by appropriat-
ion is a species of the realty and requires fcr its
transfer the same form and sclemnity as is required
for the conveyance of any other vpart of the real

estate," 8mith V ( 'Hera ( 43 Cel, 371.)°

" The appropriators right to have the



28

water flow in the natural stream to the head of the
ditch is an incorpowséal hereditament appurtenant to his
ditche." ( 116 Cal, 408,).

In Colorade the declsions have gone
further in developing the idea that water acquired by
pricrity of appropriation is a dlstgpgtproperty right,
"Weter instead of being a mere incident to the soil
riges when appropriated tc the dignity of en usufrucet-
uery estste, or right in prcverty,”

Coffin v Left Hand Ditch Col ( € Colo.).

In the leading cese ¢f Strikler v Colo,
Springs ( 18 Cclc. 61.),1it was held " THat water
originally eaonplied tc specific land for irrigation
eculd be s0ld and taken out at a different point,
could be carried in & §ifferent ditch in neo way
connected with the land &nd could by the purchaser be
applied to a different and distant use. It logically
fellows, that the right tc the ure of the water for
irpigation i3 a right not so inseverably. connected
with the land that 1t may not be seperated there fyom.
The authorities seem to concur in the conclusion,
that the pricrity to the use of water is a property
right, To limit 1ts transfer would in many cases

'destroy its value, What differense can it make to gther S
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whether the owner of the priority in this case uses
the waler on his own land or sells it to others.”

This case shows a tendency to regard
this property in viater as seperate personal property.
This wview 1s followed out in 1 Colo. ﬂ@.of Appeals 4¢4
where the water i1s regarded as a2 chattel gcubject to
the same rules as govern personal nproperty,

This wes however overruled in 18 Col
3u8. 4 Where it was decided +that the property in water
was.an easement and passed as appurtenant to the
lend , except that its source of supply and place of
uge might be changed, " The natural water course or
the ditch occupies the position of the servient
estate and the very existence o¢f = water right requires
o usnz ythich constitutes the dominant estate.,"

The phrase "preperty right" as
applied Ly the courts to the water acquired by
appropriation 18 vsgue and unsatisfactory ., And when
2 closer definition is eitenpted confusion results.

It is difficult to see how an eagement can arise ,
8ince prescripticn cannct run against the State,apd
the water is not taken by grant but through appropriat-

ion, Also an casement is generally regarded as being
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appurtenant to a particular estate =&nd is hardly
transferable at will, Nor is n stream strictly a
servient estate for an estate liplies ean individual
cwner and the stream is public juris,.

whatever confusihion may arise as to the
exact nature of the nronerty in water there is one
essem ial characteristic that must always be found
that 13 the continued appliceticn of the vater to a
beneficial use . There can be no absolute title
conveyed to the water and on failure t¢ uge it ,as
required ,.the water becomes again subject to the
public jurie,

Pref. Pomeroy in his work on Riparian

diregt

daights has predicted the, ccngsejuences which must
legically arise under the Colerado system,-
1. Private lands are invaded for the construction of
ditehez 4 but this is regulated by statule so that the
1andé of tne individual proprietor cannot be burdened
by more than one ditch., It is understood that the
land condemed for right of way must be paid for.
2. A5 the country becomes more thickly settled there

Wwill be endless litigaticn and controversies arising
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out of disputed claimsg tc priority.

As matter of fact,there sre comparat
ively few cases in the western reports on the subject
of irrigoticn, But i1t was tc be expected that in
fixing the rules of a new system there would be =
certain amount cf litigation., It 1s the price paid for
develcpment alons original lines,

3. ©No legislation can be just or practical or can
tend to peace and presperity which attempts to violate
and override natural laws and natural rightsy the
immut able truths which exist in the regular order of
netured’

None would cere to take issue with this
eornest declaration of the preeminence of the natural
law in legal jurisprudence or in the order of nature,
But this netural law is not attained by deduction
frorm the cpriori nrinciples handed down by some
teutonic philoscpher but is reached through induction,
The peculiar conditions and requirements of a new
country arz facts from which new principles ¢f natursl
law cre d:=rived . The common: iaw of Zngland is not

of necessity the common law of America, The system of
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appropriation is the moat recent illustration of the
ccmmon law in the western states rising out of natural
conditions peculiar to those statesn,

It 48 true thet this system has
certain inconsistencies,but this is t¢ be expected of a
theory in the proeess of constructicn, Lut Then the
ecaffclding furnishtd:y the older theories 1s removed
the doctrine of sppropriation by priority will stand

complete without incongruity eor inccnsistency.

Lo, K, L f firpuce
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