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rent stresses will continue, we hope our work will encourage others to take
up these and related important issues, to help inform their resolution in
the legislatures and the courts.

particularly in a district which has added a range of functions in addition to irrigation to its powers.”
Id. at 253. Cf. De Young, supra note 145, at 444-52. Trcatises on water law and irrigation published
around the turn of the century usually devoted a chapter or two to irrigation districts. See, e.g., H.
FARNHAM, LAW OF WATERS AND WATER RIGHTS, §§ 616-622 (1904); C. KINNEY, LAW OF IRRIGA-
TION, ch. 70 (2d Ed. 1912); LoNG, LAw oF IRRIGATION, ch. XV (2d Ed. 1916); I S. WgIL, supra
note 1, ch. 58. The analysis that appears in some of these treatises has likewise not withstood the test
of time. Thus, Kinney found a “very close analogy™ between irrigation districts and public school
districts, in describing how eacb are controlied by affected citizens through voting for their directors.
KINNEBY, supra this note, at § 1389. This analogy was found wanting in Ball v. James, 451 U.S. 355,
364 n.8, and 451 U.S. at 373 n.2 (Powell, J. concurring) (1981); ¢f. Hadley v. Junior College Dist.,
397 U.S. 50 (1970); Kramer v. Union Free School Dist., 395 U.S. 621 (1969).



