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Leighty: Public Rights in Navigable State Waters - Some Statutory Approach

LAND AnD WATER
LAW REVIEW

VOLUME VI 1971 NUMBER 2

This article begins with the premise that, for the most part, the
scope of public and private rights in navigable waters within the vari-
ous states is determined under applicable state law. The scope of these
rights is indeed a large subject; this article is but one segment of a
larger, comprehensive study of public and private rights in navigable
waters. The first part of the study was published earlier in this journal,
and there it was indicated that this second part would cover the “scope”
of rights in navigable waters. However, for mechanical reasons un-
related to the interdependent character of the subject matter of the
larger study, the full “scope” of these rights cannot be presented in
this issue of the journal. Instead, the focus here will be on statutory
approaches which create dimensions for legal rights as they exist in
navigable waters. The third and final portion of the larger study will
be published in a subsequent issue of this journal and will explore the
scope of public and private rights as developed in case decisions.

PUBLIC RIGHTS IN NAVIGABLE
STATE WATERS--SOME
STATUTORY APPROACHES

Leighton L. Leighty*

As long ago as the Institutes of Justinian, running
waters, like the air and the sea, were res communes—
things common to all and property of none.**

I. INTRODUCTION

H AvING developed the source of public and private rights
in navigable waters in the context of federal limitations,
this article will continue the discussion of the scope of these
rights under state statutory controls. Each state as a sovereign
political unit has the requisite vmperium to exercise nearly
plenary control over the water and other natural resources

Copyright © 1971 by leighton L. leighty
*  Assistant Professor of Natural Resource Law, Department of Resource
Development, Michigan State University; B.A., 1964, Graceland College;
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within its territorial jurisdiction. As indicated in the first
part of this study, each state acquired its sovereignty under
applicable principles of international law or under the consti-
tutional doctrine of ‘‘equal footing.”” For purposes of creat-
ing a federal union, the states relinquished certain aspects of
their otherwise unlimited territorial sovereignty to the federal
government. These are enumerated in the federal constitu-
tion and were discussed in -part one. Therefore, under our
constitutional form of government, state sovereignty implies
that (except as limited by the federal constitution and respec-
tively by the pertinent state constitution) each state has ab-
solute, plenary authority to regulate and control its internal
natural resources.’

“Sovereignty’’ in this context is a collective concept with
the residual source of power being in the people of the state.
As their representative, the legislature may regulate and con-
trol natural resources under the ‘“police power,”” one of the
overt manifestations or prongs of the concept of state sover-
eignty. As a general rule, the state legislature has the exclu-
sive authority to exercise this power.? Moreover, control of

1. Hudson County Water Co. v. McCarter, 209 U.S. 349 (1908); Manigault v.
Springs, 199 U.S. 478 (1905); Geer v. Connecticut, 161 U.S. 519 (1896);
Shively v. Bowlby, 152 U.S. 1 (1894); accord, United States v. Texas, 339
U.S. 707 (1950); Home Building & Loan Ass’n v. Blaisdell, 200 U.S. 398
(1934) ; Georgia v. Tennessee Copper Co., 206 U.S. 230 (1907) ; see Skiriotes
v, Florida, 813 U.S. 69 (1941). See also Cooley v. Board of Wardens, 53
U.S. (12 How.) 299 (1851). In Tennessee Copper the Court indicates that
each state, in its sovereign capacity, “has an interest independent of and
behind the titles of its citizens, in all the earth and air within its domain,
It has the last word as to whether its mountains shall be stripped of their
forests and its inhabitants shall breathe pure air. It might have to pay indi-
viduals before it could utter that word, but with it remains the final power.”
Georgia v. Tennessee Copper Co., supra at 237. Even without compensation,
the state legislature may decide to destroy one privately held natural
resource to preserve another. Miller v. Schoene, 276 U.S. 272 (1928). See
also COOLEY, CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATIONS 1-2 (5th ed. 1883) (definition
of “sovereignty’’).

2. See generally Chisolm v. Georgia, 1 U.S, 16, 2 Dall. 419, 469 (1793). For
a discussion of several of the early theoretical bases for “sovercignty” see
BLISS, OF SOVEREIGNTY (1885). See also BROWNLIE, PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC
INTERNATIONAL LAw 98-160 (1966); O’CONNELL, INTERNATIONAL Law 819
(1965) ; DAvis, THE ELEMENTS OF INTERNATIONAL LAw 84-54 (1908) ; WooL-
SEY, INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL LAw .§ 37 (1878). .

In this context the state’s governmental structures merely -represent
political legitimacy for purposes of expressing this power. See Chisholm v.
Georgia, supra at 472. See also Geer v. Connecticut, supra note 1; Sax,
The Public Trust Doctrine in Natural Resource Law: Effective Judicial
Intervention, 68 MicH. Law REv. 471 (1970).

8. Compare City of El Paso v. Simmons, 379 U.S. 497 (1965); Berman v.
Parker, 348 U.S. 26 (1954); Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 207 U.S. 161 (1907);
Muench v. Public Service Comm’n, 261 Wis, 492, 563 N.W.2d 514, on rehear-
ing 55 N.W.2d 40, 43-45 (1952).
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navigable waters is an inherent attribute of state sovereignty;
the United States Supreme Court has said, ‘‘Dominion over
navigable waters and property in the soil under them are so
identified with the sovereign power of government that a
presumption against their separation from sovereignty must
be indulged....””

Assuming that the analysis in the first part of this study
was correct, the federal test for navigability is mandatory
only with respect to the narrow issue of bed title.* The federal
test as described in The Daniel Ball will be applied as of the
date on which a state was admitted to the union to determine
which submerged lands beneath inland lakes and streams
passed into state ownership and which lands remained avail-
able for private acquisition.® Of course, if a state elects to
limit its exercises of sovereign power over navigable water to
those areas for which it possesses bed title,” it may do so. On
the other hand, however, a state is not required to constrict its
controls in this manner, and as will be discussed, a state has
the theoretical legal basis for broad controls over internal
water resources. The controlled waters need not be limited
to any test of “navigability.”” Waters within a state may
simply be declared a ‘‘public resource.’”®

The United States Supreme Court has not yet definitively
established the outer limits beyond which state legislatures
may not go in their extensions of public rights to recreational
use and enjoyment of waters within a state. The most am-
biguous areas are small, nonnavigable feeder streams where
bed title is in private ownership and nonnavigable lakes hav-
ing neither inlet nor outlet and being entirely surrounded by
private riparian (littoral) ownmership. At some point the
question of how far public rights may be expanded without
the exercise of the police power being denominated an uncon-

4. United States v. Oregon, 295 U.S. 1, 14 (19385).

5. See generally Johnson & Austin, Recreational Rzghts and Titles to Beds
on Western Lakes and Streams, 7 NATURAL RESOURCES J. 1 (1967); Note,
I(Vgger) Recreation—Public Use of “Private” Waters, 52 CALIF. L. REv. 171

1964).

6. See, e.g., Utah v. United States, 39 U.S.L. WEEK 4717 (U.S. June 7, 1971);
United States v. Utah, 283 U.S. 64, 75-76 (1931).

7. Compare N.D. CopE ANN. § 61-15-02 (1960) with S.D.C.L.A. §§ 43-17-1,
43-17-2 (1969); UtaH CODE ANN. § 65-1-14 (1968).

8. See VT. STAT. ANN. tit. 10, § 1101 (1958) (Supp. 1970).
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stitutional ‘‘taking,’”” must be answered.” A related question
(or perhaps another statement of the same question) is
whether, given the usufructuary character of recreational uses
of lakes and streams, ‘“‘property’’ and ‘‘property rights’ (in
a constitutional sense) exist in such waters.® The basic dis-
tinctions have been settled for a considerable length of time.
Chief Justice Shaw announced the classic statement:

9. See People ex rel. Deneen v. Economy Light & Power Co., 241 Ill. 290, 89
N.E. 760 (1909) ; McCord v. High, 24 Towa 336 (1868) ; Murray v. Preston,
106 Ky. 561, 50 S.W. 1095 (1899); Thunder Bay River Booming Co. v.
Speechly, 31 Mich. 336 (1875). See generally, COOLEY, supra note 1 at 729;
Laver, The Riparian Right as Property, WATER RESOURCES AND THE LAwW
131, 138-268 (University of Michigan Law School) (1958); HINES, A
DECADE oF EXPERIENCE UNDER THE IowA WATER PERMIT SYSTEM 73-84
(Univ. of Towa Agricultural Law _Center Monograph No. 9, 1966); Q’Con-
nell, Jowa’s New Water Statute—The Constitutionality of Regulating Exist-
ing Uses of Water, 47 Towa L. REv. 549, 581-609 (1962); Sax, Taking and
the Police Power, T4 YALE 1. J. 36 (1964) ; Waite, Public Rights in Indiana
Waters, 37 Inp. L. J. 467, 480-83 (1962); Waite, Beneficial Use of Water
in a Riparian Jurisdiction, 1969 Wis. L. REv. 864, 872; Note, Fishing and
Recreation Rights in Iowae Lakes and Streams, 53 Iowa L. REv. 1322 (1968).

“The right which the owner of lands has to a water-course flowing
over them . . . cannot be taken from him constitutionally for public use
without just compensation.” McCord v. High, supre at 342. “The state
cannot do it nor authorize anyone else to do it.” Petraborg v. Zontelli, 217
Minn, 536, 545, 15 N.W.2d 174, 179 (1944). Justice Cooley, supre, sum-
marizes the point:

All navigable waters are for the use of all the citizens; and there
cannot lawfully be any exclusive private appropriation of any portion
of them. The question what is a navigable stream would seem to be
a mixed question of law and fact; and though it is said that the
legislature of the State may determine whether a stream shall be
considered a public highway or not, yet if in fact it is not one, the
legislature cannot make it so by simple declaration, since, if it is
private property, the legislature cannot appropriate it to a public
use without providing for compensation.

10. Most of the authors cited in note 9, supra, raise this issue. See also Note,
The State v. The Riparian: A Problem of Water Use aend Control, 1961
WasH. U.L.Q. 257.

One court has stated that “neither sovereign nor subject can acquire
anything more than a mere usufructuary right” in the corpus of a flowing
stream. Sweet v. City of Syracuse, 129 N.Y. 316, 335, 27 N.E. 1081,
1084, rehearing, 129 N.Y. 643, 29 N.E, 289 (1891). This approach might ne-
gate the concept of a state navigational servitude as the basis for regulation
without compensation. On the other hand, if this is the fundamental charac-
ter of riparian rights vis a vis the rights of other riparians and of the
public to surface recreational uses—then one might easily conclude that
indeed there is no “property” in the constitutional sense and that all state
legislative controls which expand or limit these uses are merely regulations
concerning human conduct. No cases have taken this approach, but broad
controls in favor of community use of natural resources have been sustained.
See State v. McKinnon, 153 Me. 15, 133 A.2d 885 (1957). See generally
Lauer, supra note 9 at 169-76; Note, Water Recreation—Public Use of
“Private” Waters, supra note 6. An area of study in which more
research is needed and in which useful comparisons might be produced is
the contrasting of judicial attitudes toward land use controls with those
toward navigable and other “public” waters. A fruitful exploration, beyond
the scope of this article, might begin with the following cases: State v.
Johnson, ___ Me. ____. , 265 A.2d 711 (Me. 1970); State v. McKinnon, supra;
Opinion of the Justices, 118 Me. 503, 106 865 (1919) ; State v. Brace, 76 N.D.
314, 36 N.W.2d 330 (1949); Appeal of Kit-Mar Builders, Inc., 439 Pa. 466
268 A.2d 765 (1970); State v. Dexter, 832 Wash.2d 551, 202 P.2d 906 (1949).
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We think it is a settled principle, growing out of
the nature of well ordered civil society, that every
holder of property, however absolute and unqualified
may be his title, holds it under the implied liability
that his use of it may be so regulated, that it shall not
be injurious to the equal enjoyment of others having
an equal right to the enjoyment of their property, nor
injurious to the rights of the community. All prop-
erty in this commonwealth, as well that in the interior
as that bordering on tide waters, is derived directly
or indirectly from the government, and held subject to
those general regulations, which are necessary to the
common good and general welfare. Rights of prop-
erty, like all other social and conventional rights, are
subject to such reasonable limitations in their enjoy-
ment, as shall prevent them from being injurious, and
to such reasonable restraints and regulations estab-
lished by law, as the legislature, under the governing
and controlling power vested in them by the consti-
tution, may think necessary and expedient.

This is very different from the right of eminent
domain, the right of a government to take and appro-
priate private property to public use, whenever the
public exigency requires it ; which can be done only on
condition of providing a reasonable compensation
therefor. The power we allude to is rather the police
power, the power vested in the legislature by the
constitution, to make, ordain and establish all manner
of wholesome and reasonable laws, statutes and ordi-
nances, either with penalties or without, not repug-
nant to the constitution, as they shall judge to be for
the good and welfare of the commonwealth, and of the
subjects of the same.

It is much easier to perceive and realize the
existence and sources of this power, than to mark its
boundaries, or prescribe limits to its exercise.

* % ¥ ¥

the facts and circumstances of different cases are so
various, that it is often difficult to decide whether a
particular exercise of legislation is properly attribut-
able to the one or the other of these two acknowledged
powers.'

11. Commonwealth v. Alger, 61 Mass. (7 Cush,) 538, 84-86 (1851). See gen-
erally Sax, supra note 9,

Published by Law Archive of Wyoming Scholarship, 1970
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However, these general rules do not explain the significance
of legislative declarations that certain waters are ‘‘publie.””*?
Similarly, merely to state in a statute that vested rights are to
be given a fully protected status does little toward an explana-
tion of the nature of the respective interests of the public and
of private riparian landowners—both glibly referred to as
“rights.”’

On the other hand, the high Court has manifested some
indications of support for nearly plenary state control over
water resources. For example, in Manigault v. Springs'®
riparian owners in South Carolina entered into a contract for
the removal of an existing dam and to keep the creek free for
navigation purposes. Subsequently, the South Carolina Gen-
eral Assembly passed an act, reciting the necessity of draining
low-lands to enhance their tax value, under which some of the
riparian parties to the contract were authorized to construect
a dam across the creek (subject to a proviso for paying dam-
ages to landowners injured by the dam’s construction or main-
tenance.) The South Carolina Constitution provides:

All navigable waters shall forever remain public high-
ways free to the citizens of the State and the United
States without tax, impost or toll imposed; and no
tax, toll, impost or wharfage shall be imposed . . . for
the use of the shores or any wharf erected . . . in or
over the waters of any navigable stream unless the
same be authorized by the General Assembly.**

The Court found that this state constitutional provision did
not interfere with the state’s common law powers over navi-
gable waters. The Court held:

‘While, as already observed, there is a general
allegation in the bill that Kinloch creek was a navi-
gable stream, and was capable of navigation by ves-
sels in the Santee river and thence into the ocean,
there is no allegation that it was ever used for that
purpose, and the opinion of the court was that it cer-
tainly was not a navigable water of the United States,

12. Judicial vacillation is common. See, e.g., State v. Brace, supra note 10.
See generally Lauer, supra note 9.

18. 199 U.S. 473 (1905).

14. So. CAr. ConsT. art. 1 § 28. This section was asserted in the context of
section 29 which indicates that state constitutional provisions in South
Carolina, when applicable, are mandatory and not merely permissive,

https://scholarship.law.uwyo.edu/land_water/vol6/iss2/1
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or a public highway under the laws of South Carolina.
But, however this may be, we are of [the] opinion
that the state had full power, in the absence of legis-
lation by Congress, to authorize the construction of
this dam for the avowed purposes of this act.*®

In subsequent use of the Manigault case the Supreme
Court has stated:

The economic interests of the state may justify the
exercise of its continuing and dominant protective
power notwithstanding interference with contracts.
In Manigault v. Springs . . . The Court sustained the
statute upon the ground that the private interests
were subservient to the public right.'® [Emphasis
Added.]

* ¥ ¥ %

It is manifest from this review of our decisions
that there has been a growing appreciation of public
needs and of the necessity of finding ground for a
rational compromise between individual rights and
public welfare. The settlement and consequent con-
traction of the public domain, the pressure of a con-
stantly increasing density of population, the inter-
relation of the activities of our people and the com-
plexity of our economic interests, have inevitably led
to an increased use of the organization of society in
order to protect the very bases of individual oppor-
tunity.

* X ¥ %

It is no answer to say that this public need was
not apprehended a century ago, or to insist that what
the provision of the Constitution meant to the vision
of that day it must mean to the vision of our time."”

In like manner, a New Jersey statute made it unlawful to
transport the waters of any fresh water lake or stream into
any other state, and state enforcement of the statute was up-
held by the Supreme Court:

. . . .But we prefer to put the authority, which can-
not be denied to the state, upon a broader ground
than that which was emphasized below, since, in our

15. Manigault v. Springs, 199 U.S. 473, 483 (1905).
16. Home Building & Loan Ass’n v. Blaisdell, 290 U.S. 398, 437 (1934).
17. Id. at 442.
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opinion, it is independent of the more or less attenu-
ated residuum of title that the state may be said to
possess.

All rights tend to declare themselves absolute to
their logical extreme. Yet all in fact are limited by
the neighborhood of principles of policy which are
other than those on which the particular right is
founded, and which become strong enough to hold
their own when a certain point is reached. The limits
set to property by other public interests present them-
selves as a branch of what is called the police power
of the state. The boundary at which the conflicting
interests balance cannot be determined by any gener-
al formula in advance, but points in the line, or help-
ing to establish it, are fixed by decisions that this or
that concrete case falls on the nearer or farther side.

¥ X ¥ ¥

It sometimes is difficult to fix boundary stones
between the private right of property and the police
power when, as in the case at bar, we know of few de-
cisions that are very much in point. But it is recog-
nized that the state as quasi-sovereign and repre-
sentative of the interests of the public has a standing
in court to protect the atmosphere, the water and the
forests within its territory, irrespective of the assent
or dissent of the private owners of the land most im-
mediately concerned.

* ¥ ¥ ¥ N

[I]t appears to us that few public interests are
more obvious, indisputable, and independent of par-
ticular theory than the interest of the public of a state
to maintain the rivers that are wholly within it sub-
stantially undiminished, except by such drafts upon
them as the guardian of the public welfare may per-

"mit for the purpose of turning them to a more perfect
use. This public interest is omnipresent wherever
there is a state, and grows more pressing as popula-
tion grows. It is fundamental, and we are of the
opinion that the private property of riparian pro-
prietors cannot be supposed to have deeper roots.
‘Whether it be said that such an interest justifies the
cutting down by statute, without compensation, in the
exercise of the police power, of what otherwise would
be private rights of property, or that, apart from

https://scholarship.law.uwyo.edu/land_water/vol6/iss2/1
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statute, those rights do not go to the height of what
the defendant seeks to do, the result is the same. But
we agree with the New Jersey courts, and think it
quite beyond any rational view of riparian rights, that
an agreement, of no matter what private owners,
could sanction the diversion of an important stream
outside the boundaries of the state in which it flows.®

In short, the precise question of the permissible range of
state legislative controls over recreational surface uses may
be ripe for determination. It appears that, even in the nar-
row context of ownership of bed title, the Court’s dicta sup-
ports broad legislative controls:

It is not for a state by courts or legislature, in
dealing with the general subject of beds of streams, to
adopt a retroactive rule for determining navigability
which would destroy a title already accrued under
federal law and grant or would enlarge what actually
passed to the state, at the time of her admission, under
the constitutional rule of equality here invoked.

* * X ¥

Some states have sought to retain title to the beds
of streams by recognizing them as navigable when
they are not actually so. It seems to be a convenient
method of preserving their control. No one can object
to it unless it is sought thereby to conclude one whose
right to the bed of the river, granted and vesting be-
fore statehood, depends for its validity on nonnavi-
gability of the stream in fact. In such a ease, naviga-
bility vel non is not a local question.”

Moreover, state cases have frequently upheld broad exercises
of the police power over natural resources to promote public
considerations despite claims of detriment by private in-
terests.?

18. Hudson County Water Co. v. McCarter, 209 U.S. 349, 355-56 (1908).

19. Brewer-Elliott Oil & Gas Co. v. United States, 260 U.S. 77, 88-89 (1922).

20. See, e.g., State v. McKinnon, 153 Me. 15, 133 A.2d 885 (1957); State v.
Dexter, 32 Wash.2d 551, 202 P.2d 906 (1949). But see Hartman v. Tresise,
36 Colo. 146, 84 P. 685 (1905); State v. Johnson, ___ Me. . 265 A.2d 711
(1970) ; State v. Brace, 76 ND 314, 36 N.W.2d 330 (1949). See also Ameri-
can Coal Mining Co. v. Special Coal & Food Comm’n, 268 F. 563 (D. Ind.
1920).

Most of the decided cases focus upon a “conservation” issue rather
than on problems of resource development. For example, the Dexter court
stated: “That the protection and conservation of the natural resources of
the state is in the general welfare and serve a public purpose, and so
constitute a reasonable exercise of the police power, is now so well settled

Published by Law Archive of Wyoming Scholarship, 1970
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I1. STaTE LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

The areas of state legislative control over navigable waters
have included the problems of conservation and preserva-
tion, surface use, fills and other alterations, and access. Navi-
gation itself, of course, is the fundamental basis for sovereign
controls over these resource problem areas, but striking a
meaningful, pragmatic definition of ‘‘navigability’’ has
eluded both courts and legislatures. ‘‘Navigation’’ under the
traditional concepts of commerce has not created significant
problems.” Here navigability is usually obvious.** On the
other hand, recreational surface uses were not always included
in ““navigation’” and were treated on a different basis at early
common law.”® Where these uses were the only feasible ones,
given the character and carrying capacity of a particular
water resource, recreational uses had to be made part of
“commerece,”’ accepted under a different standard,** or re-
jected entirely.

A. Balancing of Interests

The resolution of the problem areas listed above will, of
necessity, require a balancing of publie and private interests.
Emphasis in this article is placed on public interests for two
reasons—procedurally, the larger study adopted this organi-

that no further citation of authority is necessary.” State v. Dexter, supra
at 557, 202 P.2d at 909. However, a notable exception, with rather
unusual “developmental” and environmental implications, is State v. Johnson,
supra. Dexter involved a statute requiring private landowners to partici-
pate in reforestation programs, while Johnson dealt with statutory regula-
tions requiring permits for alteration of coastal wetlands.

21, Without providing a definition of “navigability,” statutes prohibiting ob-
structions to navigation have been abundant. See, e¢.g., ARIZ. REvV. STAT.
ANN. § 13-601 (1956) (obstructions declared public nuisances); S.D.C.L.
§ 46-26-1 (1969); TENN. CODE ANN. § 89-2901 (1955); But see S.C. CopE
ANN. § 70-1 (1962).

22. The historical development of the concept of “indelible navigability” was
discussed in part one of this study. See Leighty, The Source and Scope of
Public and Private Rights in Navigable Waters, 5 LAND & WATER L. REV.
891, 427-28 (1970). [Hereinafter cited as Leighty.]

23. See Collins v. Gerhardt, 237 Mich. 38, 45, 211 N.W. 115, 117 (1926); I
WATERS AND WATER RIGHTS § 85.2 (Clark ed. 1967) ; 2 FARNHAM, THE Law
OF WATERS AND WATER RIGHTS 1364-65 (1904).

24, Ne-Bo-Shone Ass’n v. Hogarth, 81 F.2d 70 (6th Cir. 1936); Elder v. Del-
cour, 364 Mo. 835, 269 S.W.2d 17 (1954) ; Muench v. Public Service Comm’n,
261 Wis, 492, 53 N.W.2d 514 (1952). Public recreational water uses may
be treated as one of the “incidents” to the public navigational easement.
See, ¢.g., Bohn v. Albertson, 107 Cal. App.2d 738, 238 P.2d 128 (Dist. Ct.
App. 1951) ; Mentor Harbor Yachting Club v. Mentor Lagoons, Inc., 170 Ohio
(%4 i&))3, 163 N.E.2d 373 (1959); State v. Malmquist, 114 Vt. 96, 40 A.2d 534

https://scholarship.law.uwyo.edu/land_water/vol6/iss2/1
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zation® and, substantively, the criteria for designating certain
waters as ‘‘public”’ have remained ambiguous in the face of
increased community requirements for public outdoor recrea-
tion.”* However, this emphasis does not diminish the import-
anece of private rights in navigable waters. What is needed
is an effective standard for the demarcation of the scope of
private controls over the usufruects in lakes and streams. The
absence of such a standard means that resource development
and private investments must proceed with some degree of
uncertainty. This may not have a significant negative impact
for some commercial operations, but for the individual in-
vestor in riparian lands for the private recreational use of
his family and licensees the impact may be substantial. The
value of solitude, presumably reflected in purchase prices, is
of considerable importance to a highly urbanized society.
Land developments related to recreational water uses em-
phasize the right of privacy and the values of open space.
Limitations on public enjoyment of these water uses is a
primary basis for investment. These expectations should not
be dismissed without sound bases, intensive economic impact
studies and a mechanism for gradual market adjustments.
The introduction above clearly indicates that there is authori-
zation for legislative shrinking of private interests in lakes
and streams and that broad regulations may fall short of a
“‘taking.”” Moreover, expanded approaches to the public trust
doctrine seem to provide a basis for satisfying increased public
demands on these limited resources.”” On the other hand, if no
legitimate basis remains for exclusive (or at least limited) use
and enjoyment of recreational waters by private investment
interests, then this position should be forthrightly declared by
state legislatures. Broad declarations in favor of public rights
are not sufficient. To ‘‘regulate’” under the no-compensation
rubric of the police power, to destroy even mere usufruects be-
cause they were judicially created at some remote period of
time, requires at least a minimal amount of actual balancing
of the respective interests of private riparians and the public
in conerete contexts.

25. Leighty at 394.97. .

26. See generally Note, Water Recreation—Public Use of “Private” Waters,
supra note §5; Note, Fishing and Recreation Rights in Iowa Lakes and
Streams, supra note 9.

27. See Sax, supra note 2. But cf. Kerpelman v. Board of Public Works, 276
A.2d 56 (Md. 1971).
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The editorial comments made in the last paragraph do
not necessarily reflect the current status of applicable legal
principles. They were made at this point rather than in their
usual, more appropriate location in the ‘‘analysis” section,
in order to provide a preface for the statutory materials
which follow.

Moreover, basic weighing and balancing of interests is
required in the problem areas of conservation, preservation,
lake and stream modifications, and access. ‘‘Conservation’’
balancing of interests has been adequately discussed in the
Hudson County Water Co. v. McCarter®® and the Geer v.
Connecticut®® lines of cases and will receive no additional
comment. The remaining list of problems will be discussed
in relation to specific state statutes, but a brief reflection on
the problem of access at this point seems justified.

A complete discussion of the access problem involves
questions related to early colonial ordinances,*® prescriptive
rights, dedications, and the condemmation of public access
sites;®! therefore full treatment of the problem is beyond the
seope of this presentation.®® Access is a distinet and separate
issue from that of the existence of publie rights in a given lake
or stream; it is quite possible for these rights to exist in the
absence of lawful aceess.*®* On the other hand, when ‘‘publie
rights’’ are considered in this study, the assumption is made
that access is available. Seldom does an exercise of a publie
right in recreational waters authorize a trespass on riparian
uplands,®** but access from publicly-owned property limits
the significance of this restriction. In sum, access is treated
in this article as part of the scope of the public’s rights because
access is either available or can be made available through

28. 209 U.S. 349 (1908).

29. 161 U.S. 519 (1896).

30. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 was discussed in part one. See Leighty
at 415-18. The Great Pond Ordinance is discussed below.

31. E.g., Branch v. Oconto County, 13 Wis. 2d 595, 109 N.W.2d 105 (1961).

82. See generally I WATERS AND WATER RIGHTS § 38 (Clark ed. 1967); Note,
Water Recreation—Public Use of “Private” Waters, supra note 5.

33. See, ¢.g., Branch v. Oconto County, 13 Wis. 2d 595, 109 N.W.2d 105 (1961).
But see State v. Bollenbach, 241 Minn. 103, 63 N.W.2d 278 (1954).

34. See, e.g., Attorney General ex rel. Hoffmaster v. Taggart, 306 Mich. 432,
11 N.W.2d 193 (1948); Willow River Club v. Wade, 100 Wis, 86, 76 N.W,
273 (1898); Day v. Armstrong, 362 P.2d 137 (Wyo. 1961). But see Elder
v. Delcour, 364 Mo. 835, 269 S.W.2d 17 (1954) ; LA. Civ. CODE ANN. art. 455
(West 1952).
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condemnation procedures.®®* The question of access will be
discussed with respect to some statutes which do not expressly
provide for aceess to waters declared ‘‘public’’ and with re-
spect to some which expressly disclaim the creation of any
new rights of access, but the basic assumption that access is
either available or implied in the legislative declaration will
otherwise remain firm.

B. Great Ponds

The Massachusetts Bay Colony Ordinance of 1641-7 pro-
vides:

Sec. 2. Every inhabitant who is an householder
shall have free fishing and fowling in any great
ponds, bays, coves and rivers, so far as the sea ebbs
and flows within the precinets of the town where they
dwell, unless the freemen of the said town, or the
general court, have otherwise appropriated them:

* ¥ ¥ ¥

Sec. 4. And for great ponds lying in common,
though within the bounds of some town, it shall be free
for any men to fish or fowl there, and may pass and
repass on foot through any man’s propriety for that
end, so they trespass not upon any man’s corn or
meadow.?®

The ordinance defines a great pond as an area ‘‘containing
more than ten acres of land’’** and creates public rights in the

85. See authorities cited note 32 supra. Compare State v. Kuluvar, 266 Minn.
408, 123 N.W.2d 699 (1963), with State v. Bollenbach, 241 Minn. 103, 63
N.W.2d 278 (1954).

36. See generally Slater v. Gunn, 170 Mass. 509, 49 N.E. 1017 (1898); Locke,
Right of Access to Great Ponds by the Colonial Ordinance, 12 MAINE L.
REv. 148 (1919); Smith, The Great Pond Ordinance—Collectivism in North-
ern New England, 30 B.UL. REv. 178 (1950); Waite, Public Rights in
Maine Waters, 17 MAINE L. REv. 161 (1965); Annot. 57 A.L.R.2d 569, 583
(1958). See also Waite, Public Rights to Use and Have Access to Navi-
gable Waters, 1958 Wis. L. REv. 335.

37. The water surface area has been modified by subsequent legislative action.
Mass. ANN. Laws ch. 131, §§ 1, 36 (1965) (naturel ponds of 20 acres or
more); N.H. REv. STAT. ANN. § 271.20 (1966). New Hampshire requires
the lake to be in excess of ten acres. Id. at § 271.21; see Concord Mfg. Co.
v. Robertson, 66 N.H. 1, 25 Atl. 718 (1889). The ten acre minimum appar-
ently is still part of the common law of Maine. Conant v. Jordan, 107 Me.
227, 77 Atl. 938 (1910). But there is no statute in point. See generally
Waite, Public Rights in Maine Waters, 17 MAINE L. REv. 161 (1965). The
purpose of the codification may vary the size of the surface acreage.
Compare Mass. ANN. Laws ch. 181, § 1 (1965) (20 acres or more under
Fish & Game Code) with MAss. ANN. LAws ch. 91, § 85 (1967) (10 acres
or more under Waterways Code).
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waters for surface use and consumptive purposes.*® The or-
dinance itself provides for access;*® court interpretation treats
the waters is if the state owned them in a proprietary capa-
city (dominium), rather than merely regulating them in a
sovereign capacity (imperium).** In any event, public uses
have been extended under this early enactment beyond fish-
ing and fowling to include most of the fields of recreation.
However, there has been a tendency to protect private land-
owners by restricting public access points to lands which are
vacant and unenclosed.*? Fresh-water lakes*® in Maine, Massa-
chusetts, and New Hampshire come within the scope of these
rules relating to great ponds through common law develop-
ments.**

C. Statutory and Constitutional Definitions of Navigability

The need for effective legislative activity seems clear.*®
As indicated in the first part of this study,*® judicial attempts
at a definition of ‘‘navigability’’ have not produced any sig-
nificant degree of certainty with respect to the scope of pub-

38. Gratto v. Palangi, 1564 Me. 308, 147 A.2d 455 (1958); City of Auburn v.
Union Water Power Co., 90 Me. 576, 38 Atl. 561 (1897); West Roxbury v.
Stoddard, 89 Mass. (7 Allen) 158 (1863); Slater v. Gunn, 170 Mass. 509,
49 N.E. 1017 (1898); Whitcher v. State, 87 N.H. 405, 181 Atl. 549 (1935).

39. Separate legislation provides the mechanism for public access. MASS. ANN.
Laws ch. 131, §§ 1, 34; ch. 91 § 18A (1967). For example, procedures for
obtaining public access may be set in motion by a petition from ten citi-
zens. Id. See also Waite, Public Rights to Use and Have Access to
Navigable Waters, 1958 Wis. L. Rev. 835.

40. See, e.g., City of Auburn v. Union Water Power Co., 30 Me. 576, 587, 38
Atl. 561, 566 (1897).

41, Gratto v. Palangi, supra note 88; Barrows v. McDermott, 73 Me. 441
(1882) ; Slater v. Gunn, supra note 88, Whitcher v. State, supre note 38.

42. See Slater v. Gunn, supra note 38; cf. Concord Mfg. Co. v. Robertson, supra
note 37 (access statute challenged).

43. Some of the states subjeet to great pond regulations have adopted other
rules for streams. Massachusetts, for example, has the following rule for
streams subject to tidal action: . . . no tidal stream shall be considered
navigable above the point where, on the average throughout the year, it
has a channel less than forty feet wide and four feet deep during the three
hours nearest the hour of high tide.” Mass. AnN. Laws ch. 131, § 114
(1965). There was no statute discovered which dealt with nontidal streams
in Massachusetts. New Hampshire, by contrast, appears to have a statutory
definition for navigable, nontidal streams which is similar to the federal
commercial navigability test (expressly rejecting the “log-float” test).
N.H. REv, STAT. ANN. § 271:9 (1966).

44. Massachusetts and New Hampshire have specific “great pond” statutes,
but all three states have given meaning to the original colonial ordinance
through case interpretation. See, e.g., Conant v. Jordan, 107 Me. 227, 77
Atl, 938 (1910).

45. See generally Bartke, Navigability in Michigan in Retrospect and Prospect,
16 WAYNE L. REv. 409 (1970).

46. See Leighty at 392, 432.
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lic rights in lakes and streams. The particular facts and
circumstances related to the water resource, as described in
each case, become significant in judicial determinations of
“navigability’—e.g., inlet and outlet sources, past history of
public use, type of use, location of the water resource, practi-
cal necessities and local customs, changes in the utility and
social value attributable to the use in question, public trust
considerations, the regularity of flow, volume and velocity of
flow. However, in the context of actual on-site observations of
bodies of water declared by judicial fiat to be navigable or
nonnavigable, predictability becomes the servant of flexi-
bility.*

1. Definitions of Navigability

On the other hand, few significant patterns have de-
veloped in legislative definitions of ‘‘navigability.”’  (The
avoidance of the latter term in favor of a declaration of cer-
tain waters being ‘‘public’’ is discussed in the next section.)
The following legislatures seem to have made no attempt to
create a definition of ‘‘navigability’’ or ‘‘public waters:”
Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Nebraska,
Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode
‘Island, Tennessee, Washington, West Virginia.® Among the
states which have attempted a definition, several have merely
drafted a circular statement—declaring navigable waters to be
publie, or defining public waters as those which are navi-

47. See Petition of County Board of Supervisors, 381 Mich. 180, 160 N.W.2d 909
(1968) ; Attorney General ex rel. Hoffmaster v, Taggart, 306 Mich. 432, 11
N.W.2d 193 (1943) ; Lamprey v. Metealf, 52 Minn. 181, 199, 53 N.W. 1139,
1143 (1893). The determination approaches the complexity of defining a
“nuijsance” or “obscene” literature. See PROSSER, THE LAwW oF TorTs 592
(3d ed. 1964).

48. This does not imply a lack of concern for these waters. See ARrIz. REv.
STaT. ANN. §§ 13-601, 45-101A (1956); Fra. StaT. ANN. §§ 271.02-10
(1962) (limits placed on private riparian uses); Id. at § 370.03 (1) (1960)
(beds of navigable waters are property of the state); Hawamn REv. Laws
§ 19-20 (1955) (water resources of paramount importance); NEV. REV.
Star. §§ 537.010 - .030 (1967) (certain named waters declared navigable for
purposes of fixing bed title) ; Id. at § 537.020 (Virgin River) ; Id. at § 537.-
030 (Winnemuceca Lake); PENN. STAT. ANN. tit. 32, § 591 (1967) (“navi-
gable waters of the United States” defined); TENN. CODE ANN. § 39-2901
(1955) (obstruction of navigable water); W.VA. CopE § 61-3-47 (1966).
See also MALONEY, PLAGER & BALDWIN, WATER LAW AND ADMINISTRATION—
THE FLORIDA EXPERIENCE 346-405 (1968),
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gable.*® In either situation the courts, as more fully deseribed
in part three of this study, must provide the ultimate deter-
mination.

State constitutional provisions establish the basis for
public access and recreational uses in some states. For exam-
ple, the Alaska Constitution provides: ‘“Free access to the
navigable or public waters of the state, as defined by the legis-
lature, shall not be denied any citizen of the United States or
resident of this state . ...””° (Emphasis added.) The Alaska
legislative body has not yet accepted this invitation. Court de-
cisions in Missouri,”* New Mexico,”* Wisconsin,”® and Wyo-
ming®* have placed varying degrees of emphasis on state con-
stitutional declarations when establishing a broad foundation
for recreational surface uses. New Mexico and Wyoming
appear to have taken the strongest position on this point. The
New Mexico Constitution states: ‘“The unappropriated water
of every natural stream . .. is hereby declared to belong to the
public . .. .”’® The New Mexico Supreme Court, in State v.
Red Rwer Valley Co.,”® took the position that since riparian
rights do not exist in that state, lakes and streams are available

49. Alabama is a typical example: “All navigable waters in this state are public
thoroughfares.” ArA. CODE ANN. tit. 38, § 104 (1959). No substantive di-
mension is provided (by statute) for the Alabama concept of “navigable
waters.” Louisiana, under its civil law approach, has declared navigable
water to be “public things.” La. Crv. Cobg art. 453 (West, 1952). Therefore,
the state owns navigable waters not in private control on August 12, 1910, LaA.
Crv. CopE ANN. § 9.1101 (1965). The limitations on riparians have been
described earlier in this study. La. Civ. CopE ANN, art. 465 (West 1952) ;
Leighty at 898 n. 27. However, case interpretation may limit the extension of
this public ownership as a basis for public recreation. See Delta Duck Club v.
Barrios, 185 La. 357, 65 So. 489 (1914). See also OH10 REV. CODE ANN.
§ 1507.01 (1964) (circular statement in Shore Erosion Control Code). ORE.
REv. Star. § 780.030 (1969) (navigable waters open to steamboats and
other craft) ; PENN. STAT. ANN. tit. 32, § 591 (1967); W. Va. CopE § 61-3-
47 (1966).

50. AraskA CoNst. art 8, § 14. See also ALASKA STAT. ANN. § 44.03.010
(1967) (state sovereignty over submerged lands in the marginal sea
described).

51. Elder v. Delcour, 364 Mo. 835, 269 S.W.2d 17 (1954). The support of the
state constitution was probably only employed as a make-weight.

62. State v. Red River Valley Co., 51 N.M. 207, 182 P.2d 421 (1945).

53. Wisconsin has given some attention to its state constitutional version of
the Northwest Ordinance of 1787. However, it appears that greater empha-
sis is placed on the Ordinance itself than on the state constitution. See
Lundberg v. University of Notre Dame, 231 Wis. 187, 282 N.W. 70, 73
(1938) [explanatory memorandum at 285 N.W. 839 (1939)]. See generally
Waite, Public Rights to Use and Have Access to Navigable Waters, 1958
Wis. L. REv. 335. State use of this ordinance was discussed earlier in this
study. Leighty at 414-18.

54, Day v. Armstrong, 362 P.2d 137 (Wyo. 1961).

55. N.M. CONST. art. 16, § 2. See also N, M. STAT. ANN, § 75-1-1 (1968).

56. 51 N.M. 207, 182 P.2d 421 (1945).
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for recreational uses.’” Wyoming has a similar constitutional
provision.*”® Colorado, on the other hand, has taken the oppo-
site position and has indicated that these sweeping statements
concerning public ownership of waters in western states should
be applied only in the context of water allocation and con-
sumptive uses.”

Arkansas statutes have largely been concerned with pri-
vate riparian rights. In one statute mineral rights in lands un-
der artificially created navigable waters were declared to re-
main in private ownership, subject to public navigational and
recreational pursuits.®” Similarly, the Cache River was speci-
fically deeclared nonnavigable, even though it once floated
logs.*

California and Illinois represent the legislative patterns
in which navigable waters are defined in a commercial con-
text, essentially limited to valuable transportation uses, and
the patterns in which certain waters are declared ‘‘navigable’’
merely by the operation of public power exercised.®”” Cali-
fornia law provides that ‘‘Navigable waters and all streams of
sufficient capacity to transport the products of the country
are public ways for the purposes of navigation and such trans-
portation.””®® ¢‘‘Navigable waters’ are then defined as those
that come within the jurisdiction of the United States Corps
of Engineers plus any others in the state ‘“with the exception
of those privately owned.””® In like manner, the lllinois
statute points in the direction of the federal test for naviga-
bility, particularly the expanded test stated in United States

57. Public access across private property is provided by statute. N.M. StaT.
ANN, §§ 75-1-4, 75-1-b (1968). See also N.M. STAT. ANN. § 62-1-6 (1960)
(authority to float logs).

b8. WYo. CONST. art. 8, § 1. Public ownership of the waters apparently means
that private property in Wyoming is subject to an easement to allow these
waters to pass. Upon the waters the public may travel. They may even
step upon the stream beds if necessary to facilitate the recreational travel
easement, but they are prohibited from general wading unrelated to naviga-
tion. Day v. Armstrong, 362 P.2d 137, 145-46 (Wyo. 1961).

59. See Hartman v. Tresise, 36 Colo. 146, 84 P. 685 (1905). For a list of
these statutory and constitutional passages declaring waters in western
states to be “public” see I WATERS AND WATER RIGHTS § 39.3 at 242-45.
(Clark ed. 1967). See also Johnson, supra note 5 at 33-47.

60. ARKX. STAT. ANN. § 10-1011 (Supp. 1969).

61. Id. at § 21-101 (1968); see Central Clay Drainage Dist. v. Booser, 143 Ark.
18, 219 S.W. 336 (1920).

62. CAL. HARB. & Nav. CopbE §§ 101-106 (West 1955) ; ILL. STAT. ANN. Ch. 19 § 41
(1963) (Illinois River and Des Plaines River).

63. CAL. HARB. & NAv. CobE § 100 (West 1955).

64. Id. at § 36 (1970 Supp.). The concluding exception has the same circular
characteristics as those found in other state statutes. See note 49 supra.
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v. Appalachian Elec. Power Co.:* ‘“‘any public waters which
are or can be made usable for water commerce.’’®

The type of commercial use and the extent of that activity
have provided the bases for a number of state statutory vari-
ations. Idaho, for example, has made navigable waters open
as publie highways for fishing purposes below ordinary high
water mark® and has defined navigable waters as *‘. . . every
other stream or part of a stream on which logs or timber can
be floated to market or place of use during the high water
season of the year.”’®® The same section defines logs and tim-
ber as ‘“‘any ecut timber having a diameter in excess of six (6)
inches.” By contrast, Georgia and New Hampshire have
specifically rejected log floating as an acceptable commercial
use for purposes of navigability. Georgia requires ‘. . . boats
loaded with freight in [the] regular course of trade. The mere
rafting of timber or transporting of wood in small boats shall
not make a stream navigable.”’”®® The New Hampshire rule is
essentially a copy of the definition in The Dantel Ball,” but it
states that the term ‘‘navigable waters’’ shall not apply to
streams which are merely used to float logs.” Amnother vari-
ation is found in the unusual definition drafted by the Towa
legislature which states that ‘‘navigable waters’’ include lakes
and streams capable of supporting vessels carrying one or
more persons for a total of six months in one year out of every
ten.” Historical overtones permeate the Mississippi provision:

A1l rivers, creeks, and bayous in this state, twenty-
five miles in length, that have sufficient depth and
width of water for thirty comsecutive days in the
year, for floating a steamboat with carrying capacity
of two hundred bales of cotton, are hereby declared
to be navigable waters of this state.”

65. 311 U.S. 377 (1940).

66. See ILL. STAT. ANN. ch. 19, §§ 158, 252, 285 (1963). See also note 49 supre.
67. IpaAHO CODE ANN. § 36-901 (1961).

68. Id. at § 36-907.

69. GA. CODE ANN. § 85-1303 (1970). A similar definition is provided for
“navigable tidewater.” Id. at § 85-1308. If the water is nonnavigable, then
by statute the riparians are given exclusive use and enjoyment, including
fishing and other recreational pursuits. See id. at §§ 85-1304, 1305.

70. 77 U.S. (10 Wall.) 557, 563 (1870).

71. N.H. REv. STAT. ANN, § 271:9 (1966).

72. Iowa CopE § 106.2 (Supp. 1971).

73. Miss. CopE ANN. § 8414 (1957); accord, id. at § 686.
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Montana statutes provide for publie fishing rights on naviga-
ble rivers™ and define navigable lakes™ and streams™ as all
those which are ‘‘navigable in fact’’ plus all those ¢“. . . which
have been meandered and returned navigable by the surveyors
employed by the government of the United States....”" In
addition, ‘‘streams of sufficient eapacity to transport the pro-
duets of the country’’ are declared to be public highways for
purposes of such commercial uses, subject to the proviso that
there shall be no impairment of rights acquired prior to the
enactment.” Under New York law, ‘‘navigable in fact’’ means
navigable in its natural and unimproved condition.” New
York, like New Hampshire, apparently prefers the federal
test used in The Dantel Ball rather than the expanded A ppala-
chiam rule:

‘“Navigable in fact’’ shall mean navigable in its nat-
ural or unimproved condition, affording a channel
for useful commerce of a substantial and permanent
character conducted in the customary mode of trade
and travel on water. A theoretical or potential navi-
gability, or one that is temporary, precarious and
unprofitable is not sufficient, but to be navigable in
fact a lake or stream must have practical usefulness
to the public as a highway for transportation.®

4. Mogu‘.) Rev. Cope § 26-338 (1967) (between the lines of ordinary high
water).

75. Id. at § 26.836.

76. fg at § 26.337.

78. MonT. REV. CopE § 89-501 (1964). An alternative approach might be to
declare all waters of the State a public resource but state that, “this shall
not be construed as granting any new or additional rights of access nor
as impairing riparian rights. The rights heretofore secured under the
common law shall continue in full force and effect. . . .’ Senate Bill No.
1236 (Mich. 1970). This bill died in committee, but similar legislation with
substantial language changes has been proposed for the 1971 session of the
Michigan legislature. See House Bill No. 4948 (Mich. 1971). The thrust
of this particular bill is lake or stream modification or alteration, but the
approach might be equally applicable to public surface use definitions. See
Mich. Dept. of Natural Resources Legislative Proposal No. 7 (1971).

79. N. Y. Nav. Law § 2(6) (McKinney 1941).

80, Id. This provision, however, is a definition for the limited purposes of
a particular New York Code. Broader recreational uses under case deci-
sions will be discussed in part three.

South Carolina apparently has taken a position at least slightly favor-

ing the Appalachian rule:

All streams which have been rendered or can be rendered capable of
being navigated by rafts of lumber or timber by the removal of aceci-
dental obstructions and all navigable watercourses and cuts are hereby
declared navigable streams and such streams shall be common high-
ways and forever free, as well to the inhabitants of this state as to
citizens of the United States, without any tax or impost therefor,
unless such tax or impost be expressly provided for by the General
Assembly. S.C. CODE ANN. § 70-1 (1962). (Emphasis added.)
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Demonstrating the diversity of state views of police power
controls over navigable waters, North Dakota and Oregon
say nothing with respect to ‘‘navigability in fact’’ but borrow
the Montana concept of defining navigability in terms of
surveys made by the federal government.** In North Dakota
meandered lakes are navigable for conservation purposes and
for purposes of water development, storage, and distribution.®*
No statutory comment is made concerning North Dakota
streams, and the scope of surface uses on both lakes and
streams has been left to judicial determination. (Oregon has
dealt with streams in the context of improving navigation.)®®
Moreover, the North Dakota courts have limited sovereign
exercises of power by the legislature to areas below ordinary
high water.®* Similarly, state statutes may be subject to
judicial review under the federal test for navigability. For
example, an early Oklahoma statute®® was held invalid in the
narrow context of ownership of bed title.®®* Here the federal
rule is mandatory; subsequently the legislature repealed the
provision.®”

South Dakota refers to both ‘‘navigable’’ waters and to
“public’’ waters in several statutes but provides no definition
for either term.*® Land below ordinary high water mark may
be regulated by state statute.”” However, the legislature has
only attempted to measure the upland boundary of public
and private rights without defining ‘‘navigability’’ and with-

81. N.D. CODE ANN. § 61-15-01 (1960); ORE. REv. STAT. § 274.430 (1969).

82. N.D.. CODE ANN. § 61-15-02 (1960) (limiting police power exercises to areas
1E)(:a}l{ow ordinary high water mark). See also note 20 supra and accompanying

t.

83. In Oregon any watercourse “susceptible of being made navigable” can be
improved for useful transportation. The rule is similar to the federal test
under the Appalachian standard. See ORE. REv. StaT. § 780.010 (1969).
Once a watercourse becomes navigable, it is declared a public highway for
steamboats and other craft. Id. at § 780.030. See also id. at § 274.430 (beds
of meandered lakes declared to be state owned). However, as in the case
of North Dakota, surface use rules have turned to common law develop-
ments. See Luscher v. Reynolds, 1563 Ore. 625, 56 P.2d 1158 (1936).

‘84, See State v. Brace, 76 N.D. 314, 36 N.W.2d 330 (1949). However, there is
dicta to the effect that attempts to destroy totally a given water resource
could be prevented by legislative action above high water. See Bigelow v.
Draper, 6 N.D. 152, 163, 69 N.W. 570, 573 (1896).

85. OxLA. REv. Laws (1910) § 6639.

86. Brewer-Elliot Oil & Gas Co. v. United States, 260 U.S. 77 (1922).

87. OKLA. STAT. ANN. ch. 75, § 1 (1965).

88. See S.D.C.L. ANN. §§ 46-25-5, 46-26-1 (1969). Section 46-25-5 describes
“public waters” on the basis of the amount of contamination they may
lawfully receive, as determined by a stream classification committee.

89. Id. at § 43-17-1.
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out spelling out the extent and scope of usufructuary surface
interests for recreational purposes:

Except where the grant under which the land is held
indicates a different intent, the owner of the upland,
when it borders upon a navigable lake or stream,
takes to the edge of the lake or stream at low-water
mark, and all navigable rivers shall remain and be
deemed public highways.*

The Texas definition is perhaps the most consistent with
the principles of predictability:

All streams so far as they retain an average width
of thirty feet from the mouth up shall be considered
navigable streams ....”

However, Texas courts have insisted that the determination of
navigability is a judicial question.’? Public lakes in Texas are
those for which the state owns the bed or ‘‘reserves the right
of access for its citizens for fishing, boating, hunting or other
recreation.””® Thus the mere lack of roads to such a lake (or
to a stream navigable under the thirty-foot rule) creates a
““public necessity’’ for purposes of authorizing public road
construetion.”

Vermont statutes contain a mixture of definitions of
‘“‘navigable’’ waters and ‘‘public’’ waters. ‘‘Navigable waters”’
mean:

Lake Champlain, Lake Memphremagog, the Connec-
ticut River, all natural inland lakes within Vermont
and all streams, ponds, flowages and other waters
within the territorial limits of Vermont, including
the Vermont portion of boundary waters, which are
boatable under the laws of this state.?

90. Id. at § 43-17-2,
91. TEX. CIv. STAT. ANN. art. 5302 (1962).
92, State v. Bradford, 121 Tex. 515, 50 S.W.2d 1065 (19382).
93. TEX. Crv. STAT. ANN. art. 6711a(7) (1960).
94, Id. _
95. Vr. StaT. ANN, tit. 10, § 1101 (Supp. 1970). There is also a broad public
trust declaration with respect to state lakes.
Public lands lying under lakes and ponds which are public waters of
Vermont are a public trust, and it is hereby declared to be the policy
of the state that these lands shall be managed in the public interest
and to promote t