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irrigation COMPANIES

A writing under
a recent date from fountain green
asks the followingquestions

wouldwoold youyon think it best foi the
water ownownersers of this place to change
from the irrigation company act
to the private corporation act

2ndand has the irrigation ackopact ever
beenbeeh ruled aagainstdinst by the courts

ard3rd does Cseo 12 of the edmunds
tucker act ay otof march ard3rd 1887 cur-
tail the powers of the probate judges
and clerks in executing papers as pro-
scribed in the 2ndand ard ath and ath
sections of the private corporation
act

ath oan some members of an arriT

bationtion Com
pt COMcompelI1 other mem-

bersfers against their wilwillartoto chancechange to
the private corporation act I1 or
compel those not wishing to do so to
sign away their water rights in deeds
of trust as leprovidedprovided in section 2 of
said private corporation act

it depends entirely upon cir-
cumstancescumcume stances whether or not it toie ad-
visable for the water owners of a
given stream or district to change
their organization from that of an ir-
rigation district to a private corpo-
ration while they remain organ-
ized as an irrigation district
their promproceduredure in electing officers
assessing and collecting revenue
ald other mattera connected with
the mangmanagementgement of their water
interests will have to conform to the
provisions of the statute they
cannot change their procedure as

they might desire or even have
need to do buor can they add to nor
take from the power of their trustees
which is proscribedprescribed by law the
trustees of an irrigation district are

given power to establish bylawsby laws
and regulationsregulation but respecting a
number of vital matters they have
no power to act except as directed
by h

on the other hand water owners
who organize as a private corpora

tion are much less hampered and
restricted by territorial statutes in
the framiframingng of their articles of agree-
ment they waymay introduce such pro-
visions as will bestbeat sultsuit their cir-
cumstancescumstances and bestow such power
and authority uponPOO their directors or
trusteesand other officersas they see
fit of course within legal limitations

however are less restrictrestrictive ve
in the easecase of a private corporation
ththann of an irrigation district the
difference inmytheway thus be summed up

the territorial law is the charter of
all irrigation districts which they
have no power to amend or alter
A private corporation frames its own
charter to sulteuit the views and ueeds
of its stockholders and may amend
orir alter thoth samosame at pleasure in the
manner provided by law and of
course within the limitations of the
law

butabut a private corporation cannot
be formed without the unanimous
concurrence of all who are to own
stock in it there is no legal way to
compacorny 1 any person to take stock in a
private corporationcorlcor oration against hisbis will
whether such corporation be organ-
ized for irrigation or other purposes
on the other handband an irrigation dis-
trict may be organized without the
concurrence of all who are to hebe in-
terestedte in it and who will hebe com-
pelled to contribute to its revenue
and submit to its regulations on
the petition of a majority of the citi-
zens of a given district the county
court has power to organize it into
an irrigation district regardless of
toethe wishes of the minority

the manner of dissolving an irri-
gation district is not specified in the
statutes consequently no prescribed
method exists by which it could
change its organization to that of a
private corporation considerable
difficulty would probably be experi-
enced in most cases in attempting
to make such a elchangeiange before
such a transformationtran formation could be ef-
fected it would be necessary to ob-
tain from a court of competent
jurisdiction a decree permitting it
the procedure wouldwoula probably be by
petition and showing if the court
became convinced chatanthat an irrigation
district ought for good cause to be
dissolved it would probably make
an order to that effect and this
would enable water owners in it to
organize into one or moreore com-
panies corporation sAisms they
might see fit but such organiza-
tions could be made only by
the voluntary concurrence of
all the stockholders in or parties
to them should individual water
owners refuse to unite with com-
panies or corporations they could
still claim their just share of water
but would have to make their own
arrangementsarrange as individuals for
getting it upon their lands

if the water owners of an irriga-
tion district unanimously favor a
change of organization to that of a
private corporation and if all
would sign a petitionort to the proper
district court to that effect probably
the necessary depreedecree could be ob-
tained without much trouble but
if any considerable number of per-
sons interested were opposed to the
changedchange it is doubtful what the court
would do

on generalgeneiral principles it is prefer-
ableable for the water owners of a given
stream 0orr district to organize as a

tutprivate corporation in the first place
but if already organized into an
irrigation district circumstances
must determine the advisability off
trying to make a change am

NO FAIRNESS FOR MORMONS

BLINBLINDNESS on the part of editors
inin relation to the rights of the

mormon people isie bibecomingcoming
mmoreore and more prevalent the
statements of many of them made in
that connection evince wilful pre-
judice or dense ignorance here is
a sample expression from the louis-
ville ky

the action of the mormonscormons of
idaho in opposing the admission of
that tettei as a state because of the
stringent anti mormon clause in the
proposed constitution reveals the9hypocrisy0crisy of the state constitution ofatautahph prepared by the mormonscormonsMor mons that
utah constitution contained provis-
ions which onan their face were as
Wt against the mormonscormons as
could well be drawn and yetjet it was
prepared by mormonscormons as an evidence
of their willingness and purpose to

lawscomply with united states laws 11

the commercialbrn ought to have
known that there is no similarity
between the constitution adopted by
the large majority of the people of
utah and that adopted in idaho so

far atab relates to the subject referred
to the former contained a clause
providing for the punishment by
fine and imprisonment of the of-
fense of polygamy the provision in
that regard to be operative without
further legislation it did not how-
ever conflict with the national
constitution by the incorporating in
it of amyaay religious test

the distinction between it and the
idaho instrument is that the lat-
ter excludes byy a religiousigue estiesti oath
all members of the church of jesus
christ of latter day saints from the
privilege of voting at any election
or of holding any civil office in the
state for instance as clearly
shown by ronhon F S richards be-
fore the supreme court of the
united Sstates inia the davis habeas
corpus case a man who has accept-
ed in hisbis faith of the atonement of
christ repented of hisbis sins been
baptized by Immerimmersionbion in water totfor
the remission of sins has been con-
firmed and received the holy mostcohoat
by the ordinance of the laying
of hands upon the head and
has taken the sacrament of the
lords supper is because of hishia
position religiously franchiseddisfranchiseddis
under the idaho constitution the
performance of these rites and com-
pliance with these requirements of
religious falthfaith give an lRindividual
the status of membership in the

mormon church and for tak-
ing suchduch steps exactly com-
patible with the teachingstoach ings of christ
as8 found recorded in tthehe new
testament the constitution under
which idaho tois seeking admission
into the union reduces citizens


