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This report was prepared by the Utah Water and Power ~ara P'~
suant to authority expressed by Section IV, Article 1, of Chapter 141, 
Laws of Utah of 1947. 

-~he law creating the Utah Water and Power Board provides that the 
interests of the State of Utah require close cooperation between all 
State and Federal agencies, to the end that the underground waters and 
waters of the small streams of the State and land there under can be 
made. to yield abundantly and increase the income and well being of the 
citizens of the State, 

To this end, this report emphasizes the need of the smaller projects, 
It is the smaller projects that can be more efficiently investigated and 
constructed by the State and sponsoring water users. The larger and more 
expensive basin and stream developments will, we hope, be inv~stigated 
and constructed by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, 

Recognizing that fulfillment of Utah's potential growth demands 
forethought and long range planning, ~his report includes a discussion 
of each county's present water developments and its supplemental water 
requirements. It presents all the proposed small reservoir develop
ments and the proposed diversion and conveyance improvements or replace
ments needed. 

Alternate projects are included in order that -the relative merit 
of all possibiliti€s may be considered. Projects that have been ~ep~rted 
or that are currently under investigation by the Bureau of Reclamation 
are mentioned, in order that a more complete picture of the ultimate 
development within Utah be shown, 

Twenty two maps showing the location of the proposed reservoir 
sites, both State and Federal, are included. Also, these maps designate 
the lands that have an adequate supply of irrigation water, lands that 
Fequire a supplemental supply of irrigation water, and irrigable lands 
that are included under potential irrigation developme~ts, 

Special acknowledgment is made to the State Utah Water Users Associ
ation which has so ably organized a county water users association in 
each of the twenty-nine counties in Utah. These organizations represent 
all the water users within their respective counties, and it was through 
their efforts that the Utah Water and Power Board was able to contact the 
majority of the water users representing over 66S organized irrigation 
companies, and an undetermined number of unorganized water users within 
Utah. 

The Agricultural Experiment Station of the Utah State Agricultural 
College furnished valuable information which was used in the preparation 
of this report, It was through the extensive information canpiled by 
them relative to the irrigation companies in Utah~and their irrigation 
needs,that we were able to assemble the required information in the listed 
time available, 



(continued) 

The greater part of the information contained herein on proposed 
reservoir site~ was derived from previous studies made under the super-· 
vision of the State Engineer's office; The Soil Conservation Service, 
through its field offices, also gave valuable assistance and engineering 
advice on numerous proposed irrisation developments. 

Acknowledgment is made to the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, the 
reports of which provided the information contained herein on the pro
posed major· irrigation developments. 

Terms 

Following is a list of terms that appear in this report and their 
definitions: 

Acre-foot.- A unit of measure of volume. It is equivalent to the quan
tity of water that w:l.ll cover 1 acre (43,560 square feet), 1 foot deep. 

Second. Foot.- (c,f.s.) A unit of measure of the rate or stream flow. 
It is the flow of 1 cubic foot (7.48 gallons) of water passing a given 
point per second of time. 1 c.f.s. running for 24 hours is equivalent 
to approximately 2 acre-feet. 

Irrigable Land.- Land suitable for irrigated farming, included within 
an existing project or within a potential development, that reasonably 
could be furnished a water supply. 

New Lands.- Irrigable lands which could be irrigated after project 
development. • 

Run-off.- The precipitation that appears as flow in streams. It is 
usually measured in volume per unit of time, such as acre-feet per day, 
month or year, 

Return Flow.- That part of the divided stream flow returning to the 
stream. 

Silt.- The solid matter or sediment transported by the flowing stream. 

(ii) 
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
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TABLE 1 

INDEX OF RESRRVOIR SITR~ 

STATE PROJECTS 

NUMEEII NUMBER HUMBER 

COTI'ONIOOO Clln:K 48. BLUE LAKES - NOR1il FmK 99. CUFF LAKE 
1. 49. BLUE LAKES - S001il FORK 100. BLANOIETI LAKE 
2. LAKETOWN CANYON 

SAGE Clln:K so. OAKC!In:K 101. TWIN LAKES 
3. 51. OAK CIIE£K 102. BULLOCK DRAW 
4. OTTER CREEK 

EAGLE HO!l.DIV 103. EAST s. BIG Clln:K 52. 
6. LONG PINE ENlARGEMENT 53. BEAVER 0\EEK ENLMIGEMENT 104. WEST 

7. OX HOLLOW 54. MARYSVALE 105. LITTLE VALLEY 

e. BUJE CREEK ENLMIGD!ENT 55. POINT 106. PELICAN LAKE 

9. GEORGE CREEK 56. CITY 0\EEK 107. MINNIE MAUD 

10. ETNA SPRINGS 57. HATCHI:OIIN 108. GORDON CREEK 

11· HOT SPRINGS 59. SPECTACLE lAKE 109. MIIl.EIIS FlAT 

12. FWR MILE CREEK ENlARGEMENT 110. SCAD VALLEY 
ENlARGEMENT 59. LONG WILLOW BOTTOM 111. RED PINE 1\lDGE 

13. DALTON Clln:K 60. ROOND WIU.Oii BaiTOM NO. 1· 

14· DALTON CIIEEK 61. UPPER GRIFFIN DRAW 112. BLUE LAKE 
15. lA'ITON 62. BARKER ENlARGEMENT 113. GRASSY LAKE 
16. FARMINGTON CIIEEK 63. MILK RANCH 114. DUCK FORK 
17. ECHO DITCH 64. SWAMPS 115. SPINNERS 
le. WALDON lAMBERT 65. MC GARRY PARK 116. HORSE CREEK 
19. BEAVER CREEK 66. THREE CIIEEKS 117. LITTLE BRUSH 
20. EAST FORK CHALK CIIEEK 67. 'YELLOW MOONTA IN ENLARGEMENT 

ENlARGEMENT 6e. BLUE GRASS FlAT 118. BEAVERS 
21. EAST FORK CHALK CIIEEK 69. KANARRA CIIEEK 119. JULIUS FlAT ENLAIIGEMEIIT 

ENIARGOIENT 70. URIE CIIEEK 120. OLD EMERY ENLARGEMENT 
22. ARGENTA 71. MEADOW HOU.O'II 121. MILL SITE 
33. PEPPER BRIDGE 72. DEEP lAKES 122. VALLEY CITY 
24. LITTLE liillJJIV 73. TERRY 123. BEAVER CREEK 
25. lAKE BlANCH REPAIR 74. CENTRAL 124. WARNER ENlARGEMENT 
26. lAKE FLORA ENLARGEMENT 75. RED CLIFF 125. CLAIIK LAKE ENLAIIGENENT 
27. IlliTE PINE lAKE ENlARGEMENT 76. ClAY BASIN ENLAIIGEMENT 126· FCI\SYIH REPAIR 
28. RED PINE lAKE ENlARGEMENT 77. ASH CREEK 127. MILL MEADOWS 
29. UPPER BELL CANYON REPAIR 78. BIG CREEK 12e. ROAD CREEK 

ENlARGEMENT 79. ELBOW 129. TEASDALE NO. 1 
30. LOWER BELL CANYON REPAIR eo. SPIRIT lAKE ENlARGEMENT 130. TEASDALE NO. 2 

ENLARGEMENT el. ]ESSEN lAKE 131· TEASDALE NO. 3 
31. BUTTERFIELD CANYON e2. DAGGETT lAKE ENLAIIGEMENT 132. ALDRICH 
32. RCSE CANYON e3. HICKERSON PARK 133. JOE REDD 
33. HAYSTACK LAKE e4. LONG PARK 134· KELLER 
34. BENCH CREEK e5. GREEN LAKES ENlARGEMENT 135· VEGA 
35. HOBBLE CREEK e6. KIDNEY lAKE 136. DRY WASH 
36. SILVER LAKE e7. BROWN DUCK lAKE REPAIR 137· BULL DOG CANYON 
37. 

~= 
8e. GEM lAKE 13e. ENTERPRISE ENLAI\GEMENT 3e. es. SUPERIOR lAKE REPAIR 

39. VERN CREEK 90. NOR1il STAR LAKE 
40. POLE K 91. "IUNGSTON lAKE 
41. BEA VEil DAM ENlARGEMENT 92· SPIDER lAKE 
42. TWIN CIIEEK 93· TIMOTHY lAKES 
43. FREEMAN ALRED 94. CARROL lAKE 
44. BEAVER DAII 95. lAKE MORAINE 
45. BEA VEil DAII 96. IIONAIICH 
46. JET FOX REPAIR ENlARGEMENT 97. ELBO lAKE 
47. BLUE IIEAIXJI 9e WHITE ROCK lAKES 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION PROJECTS 

1. WOODRUFF CREEr. u. PERDUE 21. STANAKER . 2. GLENDALE 12. BATES 22. TY'ZACK 3. IIAPLETOII 13· GOoSEBERRY PROJECT 4. HARDIARD RANCH 14· GUNLOCK 
23. SPLIT MCIINTAIN 

5. PaiOOPlNE 15. VIRGIN CITY 
24. JOE'S VALLEY 

s. liLLARD BAY 16· BIG BASIN 
25. BUCIQI!liN 

1. DRY C~ 26. MILL CREEK 
e. MAGPIE 

17. FlAMING GORGE 27. TOR!IEY 
a. LOST CREEK 

18. ECHO PARK 28. ESCAlANTE 
10. JDIEJIY 

19. RED C11EEK 29.. RA TT1.ESNAitE 20. IIALFIA Y HOLLOI 30. EAST CAM'Ial 

(2) 
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INTRODUCTION 

PUHPOS~ AND SCUP~ 

The primary purpose of this report is to present a list of the 
number of irrigation projects within the State of Utah required to CQn
serve ·and efficiently utilize our most valuable resource-11ater. 

Water for irrigation, for industry, and for culinary and domestic 
purposes must be provided to insure continued sro,.th within Utah. 

Storage is necessary for the resulation of stream flow to save the 
flood runoff for summer use; to furnish supplemental water t.o lands 
lacking a dependable supply; and to provide a supply to lands stHl 
undeveloped, 

Improvements and extensions of our present diversion and conveyance 
facilities are necessary to save our existing water supply1not only to 
supply our present irrigated lands, but also to provide facilities for 
increased water supplies from storage and new diversions from other 
sources. 

Emphasis has been placed upon the smaller projects,to the end that 
every mountain stream, and· every •.-tater source in the Stat.e may be made 
to render the highest beneficial service, The smaller projects can be 
most efficiently investigated and constructed by the State and sponsor
ing water users.· The larger and more expensive basin and stream rtevelop
ments will, we hope, be investigated and constructed by the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Reservoir Projects.-

This report is not intended to outline each step to be ta~en in the 
construction of the proposed reservoir projects contained herein, and it 
is by no means contended that it has exhausted all sources of infonnation 
concerning proposed reservoirs. However; it does include all of the known 
proposed sites which, after investigation,· from preliminary reconnaissance 
to final studies, appear to have potentialities, No pretense is made~that 
all prior water rights have been thoroughly investigated. However, the 
possibility of conflicting water rights has received consideration in 
studying the proposed reservoirs with the sponsoring water users. It is 
generally agreed that certain proposed reservoirs would interfere with 
prior riehts; but it is also agreed that good ~2ter storage is required 
to increase the efficiency and use of our water supply, especially where 
1-1ater is at present wasted. 

Diversion and Conveyance Projects.-

.This report presents the physical improvements and additions to 
existing distribution systems and pertinent structures necessary for 
conserva~ion of existing water supplies and for securing addit~onal 
storage water, 
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It is a recognized fact that from 25 to 40 per cent of the.water 
diverted from the main sources of water supply is lost before f1nally 
applied to the farms. 

Ma~or factors causin3 these excessive losses are faulty and inad
1

7-
quate diversjon dams, canal$, limited canal capacities, po?r canal ~ lgn
ment, lack of proper take-out gates, and inadequat~measur1ng and d1vert
ing devices. 

It was not considered necessary to analyze in this report each of 
the above factors for the Department of Agricultt;re has issued many pub
lications to educ~te the water users in the need of conserving and effi
ciently handling their existing \~ater supply. 

Neither is any pretense made here of having listed all the needed 
diversion and conveyance improvements,that exist within existing dis
tribution systems of this state. However, this report does outline all 
proposed projects which were submitted during the period of our inves
tigation. 

There were some irrigation companies, mainly the large and finan
cially independent ones, that have stated their ability to make their 
required improvements without the aid of the Utah ~later and Power Board. 

Under5round 'dater DeveloTJ!Ilent.-

A brief statement is included concernine the underground water 
development possibilities within Utah. However, no pretense is made of 
having presented any over-all plan for developli1g this source of water 
supply. 

MEANS OF ~SSEMBLY 

To obtain the information contained in this report, it was first 
necessary to go into each county and hold public meetings to which all 
water users were invited to attend. The contact medium in each cottnty 
was the respective County •1ater Usersf Associations. At the first meetings, 
the objectives of the survey were outlined, and a general survey sheet 
was ~iven to each irri~ation company or £roup of water users. This sur
vey sheet served the irrigation coMpanies as a questionnaire and also as 
an information sheet. • 

In ~rep~ring thes7 su:vey sheets, the ~upporting data for BuJ.letin 
322, I::nga~1on Compan1es 1n Utah, published by the Utah State Ae:ricul
tural l!Jqler1ment Station \"'ciS used. This Bullet.in 322 contains the most 
complete available information concerning the name oi' each irrigation 
company; its source of water supply; area irrigated· estimated suople
m:ntal water requirements; length and capacity of c~nals; and their 
d1version and conveyance needs as of 1945. 

h The information thus obtained was copied on our ~urvev sheet for 
:a~~rrigation company. This sho\~ed the irri:atiaa compai-ty its Usted 
s t:d needs ~s. of 1944-45. They could then more intelligently make 

correct1ons, add1t1ons, or subtractions relative ta ~heir needs as of 194S. 
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At the same time, they were to consider the function and objective of the 
I 

Utah Water and Power Board to assist wherever the group of water users 
were not able to do so without assistance. 

In obtaining information on any proposed reservoir project, the 
·files in the State Engineer's Office were first checked relative to 
mnall reservoir investigati,ons already carried on b~· the State Engineer. 
The ~Nenty-second Biennial Report" of the State Engineer s~~izes the 
reservoir investig~tions up to 1940. Additional surveys made since then 
have been included in the subsequent Biennial Reports. 

Each of the sites that appeared in previous reports· were discussed 
as to present needs, with the v~ter users in the respective areas; ulso, 
new sites proposed by the v~ter users are included in this report. 

A second meeting was held with the water users in each county, ~t 
which time their surveys were received, and their proposed storage and 
distribution projects were analyzed with the sponsors, engineers, and 
water users interested in the projects directly or indirectly. 

This information gathered from the water users, Soil Conservation 
Service, and Agricultural Adjustment Administration officials, has been 
the basis of this report. Publica~ions of the United States Hureau of 
Reclamation, Utah State Engineer, and the Utah State Agricultural Experi
ment Station were consulted in attempting to consolidate all the proposed 
irrigation projects into this report. 

Detailed surveys are required to determine more reliable estimates, 
for the estimated construction costs of the respective irrigation projects are 
approximate, except where it is indicated that more accurate surveys have 
been made. The purpose of the approximate costs as listed, is to serve as 
a basis for a long range program of investigation and construction, which 
must be done for the needed irrigation projects in Utah. 
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SUMMARY 

For use in planning a program !~r the co~rehensive water develop
~cnt in Utah, this report presents 128 proposed reservoir projects, and 
245 pror~s~d diversion and conveyance projects. All are considered to 
lie withi~ the range of receiving aid from appropriations available to 
the Utah 1/later and Power Board. 

A number of potential raservoirs or basin developments are also 
outlined briefly. These have bean investigated, or, are bei~ investi• 
gated by the Bureau of Recla~tion. They have been included to provide 
a more complllte picture of the ultimate proposed develo.f!c.Jent in e£.c':, 
draina~e ares and county. 

or the 1CI3 reservoir projects list'ld herein, 105 are Hsted with 
~~ estinated construction cost, leavi~~ 23 which require more inve~ti
c;u.tio:l~, before esti.Jm<ted construction costs could be listed. T'.c.e esti
l:ll:oteC. ~cr.zt;1.1 ~~i,;:;. '}~st of the 104 reservoi!' projects total $6,826,000. 

Of the total 245 proposed diversion and conveyance projects, 240 
ar!l lillte<l. viti:. <i':\ esttnateC! construction cost 1 leavi:lg 5 projects 
requiring more investicutions before preliminary cost estimAtes can be 
made. The esti~t!ld construction cost of the 240 divarsion and convey
bnce projects total $6 1742 1000. 

Total estim&ted costs for the rroposed res~rvoir, and diver2ion 
and ~onvey~:~.'lce projsctl3', total - - $13 ,55G ,ooo. 

'!'btl total cost "!_)rescntfld., includes the e<-t:mted cont:~truction costs 
o~ ~1 the proj~~ts that h&ve been constructei or that have been approved 
for investigation l':; the Utah ~lator and Power Board. These 111ere pre
sented in the First Pror::ress Report of thio; Board, to t!.e Gov,.rnor of Utah 
for the period M£-y 12, l947 to O<'tohe!' J., 1948. 

1 

su~ary of Total Estimated Costs 

Total Estb1:1ted Cost - - - - - - - _ "'1'" - - - - - - - - ;;· ... ,568,000. 
Appropriations ~de available by 1947 LeRislature- _ - 1,000 ,ooo. 

Estimated Costs in excess of il bl f uva a e unds - - - ~1~ 558 000 - '!( .. ,. t • 

Pr~posed Rescr~tr Projects 

These 128 reservoir projects together · 01~ th h 
supply, proposed C:l.pacity, esti~ted canst~ ti t eir sources of water 
and are:.s to be benefited are 11 ... d i c on costs' where available' 
of reservoir projects or basin d s.~ n Table 2. Table 3, lists a nut~ber 
be acccll'.plished by the Bureau 0/;:c~=~i~n:hich, if constructed, would 
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Proposed Diversio~ and Co~veyance ProJects 

For the convenience of the r~adsr, the 245 div~rsion and conveyance 
projects are suomarized by county ln Table 4, t:nde:r one or more of the 
followi~g classes: 

(l) Diversion structures, include darns and di verE<ion weirs, built for 
the purpose of checking the water in the river and diverting it into canals. 

(2) Control struct:lres, include headgates, spillways, waste ways, drops 
and chutes, measuring devices, sand and gravel g~tes, and sluice gates. 

(3) Canal lining, to reduce seepage losses and slides, and to increase 
capacity, stabilizine the banks ~nd canal bottoM. With canal lining, drain
age of the canal section und steep hillside banks is usually a vH~ol part of 
the construction. Linings consist of many different kinds of lining: con
crete, macadam, oil compounds, clay and bentonites. 

(4) Pipe installation, to reduce seepage losses, or to replace canal 
sections that are endangered by seeps and sliaes. 

(5) Canal construction, repairs, and alterations, includes realignment 
of critical canal sections, enlarr.ernent of sections, new tunnels, ~nd improve
ments to prevent sidehill earth slides. 

Included in this reoort are 22 maps, consisting of one State of Utah map, 
and 21 small mape, showing either one county or nUl'lber of counties in a river 
drainaP,e area, 

These maps locate each proposed reservoir site, differentiating bet:¥een 
State ond Bureau of Recl~~tion reservoir developments, 

Each map sho~1s classification of the lands, as. either irrigated with a 
full water supply, irrigated needing supplemental water, and irrig3ble lands, 
whi~h are included in a potential plan of development~ 

CONCLUSIONS 

In presenting these needed irrigation projects, the reader must not 
assums that all required projects are included to fully utilize and control 
the small streams and other water sources·IYithin Utah. 

It is the opinion of the Utah Water and Power Board Lhat the total cost 
' of constructing all required irrigation projects to acco~plish the purpose of 

the act. 1rlll greatly exceed the (lllll)Unt lieted herein, 

~tended investigations are required to ~nre completely list our needed 
irrieation projects, and to complete investigations of projects which have 
been included without cost estimates, 

(8) 



Nam. 
ot 

Project 

Three creeka 
McGarry Park 

Swamp a 

Milk Ranch 
Yellow Mountain 

Blue Creek 
Etna 
George Creek 
Grouse Creek 

Gordon Creek 
Minnie Maud 

Spirit Lake 
Daggett Lake 
Jessen Lake 
Long Park 
Green Lake 

TABL!J: 2 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN UTAH 

STATE PROJECTS 

Source of 
Water 

Supply 

Proposed 
Capa~ity 

J.cre-ll'eet 

Ewtirnated 
Constr. Cost$ 

Total .Acre-Foot 

BEA.VER COUNTY 

Beaver River 2,023 
North Fork North 400 

creek 
North Fork North 620 

Creek 
Indian creek 366 
Beaver Creek 6,000 

BOX ELDER COUNTY 

Blue Creek 
Etna Springs 
George Creek 
Underground Water 

2,158 
360 
300 

CACHE COUNTY 

None 

CARBON COUNTY 

Gordon Creek 
Minnie Maud 

DAGGETT COUNTY 

Sheep Creek 
Sheep Creek 
Sheep creek 

700 
550 

400 
433 
100 

Sheep Creek 1,600 Green taka 500 

DAVIS COtlNTY 

$122,000 75 
Investigation Required 

161,000 260 

88,000 240 
Investigation Required 

60,000 46 
32,000 89 

Investigation Required 
10,000 

46,000 
100,000 

5,000 
5,000 
5,000 

85,000 
15,000 

64 
180 

50 
50 
50 
53 
50 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Farmington Creek Farmington Creek 611 291,000 477 

(9) 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

3,500 • 
600 S 

1 1 200 II 

700 s 
2,000 n 

3,000 s 
800 s 
700 s 

1,200.8 

4008 
800 8 

4,300 • 

450 8 

1,000 8 



T.'\.BLE 2. PROPOSED P."SS!T.'.'OIR PROJECTS m Ul'.AH - (CONTTiruED) 

~ra:ne 

of 
Project 

'?elica!l I.&.ke 
Wh.iter:>cks 

Bullock Draw 
Eaat and West 
L1 ttle Valley 
Blanchett Lake 
Twin Lakes 
North st.'lr Lake 
Tungsten Lake 
C'.em Lake 
Superior Lu..lce 
'3rown Duck Lakes 
Ti:nothy-Ca.rrol 
3yider 
Uo:1arch 
Mor ... ine 

Red Pine Ridge 
#1 

Blue Lake 
Grassy Lake 
:Miller's Flat 
Scad Valley 
Duck Fork 
Mill Site 
Beaver 
Horse Creek 
Julius Flat 
L1 ttle Brush 
Old E:nery 
Spinners 

Sourca of 
Water 
St.p.r·ly 

PrQposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

UINTi\H BASIN 

Uinta River 12,500 
Branches of i'lhite 
Rock River 1,740 

Deep Creek 908 
Uinta Rivl'!r 
Uinta River 
Dry Fork 500 
Dry Fork 1,500 
Yellow~tone River 120 
Yellowstone River 190 
Yellowstone River 250 
Yellowst~~~ River 318 
Lake Fork River 4,900 
Yellc~'IStnne River 1,000 
Lake Fork River 100 
Dry Gulch Creek 100 
Lake Fork River 1,000 

E!.~Y COUNT'[ 

Potters creek 45 

Littles Creek 70 
Littles creek 140 
Miller •s Flat Creek 2,450 
Scad Valley Creek 577 
Ferron Creek 1,000 
Ferron Creek 2,876 
Beaver Creek 200 
Horse Creek 900 
:!"ish Creek 900 
Muddy River 600 
:1-1\lddy River 552 
l~~dy River 700 

(10) 

) 
) 

Est i.m.ited 
Constr. Cost$ 
Total kcre-Foot 

oo,ooo 2 

50 ,ooo 29 
128,700 142 

Investieation Required 
Investigation Re~uired 

25,000 12 

3,600 30 ( 
9,500 50 ( 

10,000 40 ( 
5,000 16 ( 

25,000 5 ( 
40,000 40 ( 

5,000 50 ( 
2,000 20 ( 

30,000 30 ( 

2,000 44 

3,000 43 
3,000 22 

20,000 81 
66,000 ll4 
20,000 20 

326,000 113 
Investigation Re~uired 
Investigation Re~u1red 

45,000 50 
30,000 50 

7,000 12 
42,000 60 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

3,500 n 

3,000 s 
2,000 s 
1,000 n 

5,000 s 

75,000 s 

100 s 

140 s 
300 s 

s,ooo s 
1 1000 s 
2,000 s 
6,000 s 

400 s 
1,400 s 
1,000 s 

600 s 
400 8 

1,400 s 



Tu.JlLE 2, PROI'OE:'ED !lES:!':R'niR PROJECTS IN tJrAH - (CONTDlUl!o'D) 

N~m~ S.our~e of Proposed Estimated t,rea. to bf 
of t1ater Capacity Constr. Cost $ Benefited 

1'r('lj-~-:t _____ ~n.ly _ l\c.,.e-f'e•3t Tot"l Acre-foot Acres* 

GARFIELD COUNTY 

Panguitch Sevier River 13,650 Investigation Required 8,400 s 
Spectacle Lake Boulder Creek 1,348 32,000 25 3,000 s 
Long Willow North Creek 215 12,000 56 ( 
Bottom ( 

Round Willow North Creek 105 10,000 96 ( 1,200 1!1 
Bot tan 

Upper Gri::'fin North Creek 450 8,000 18 ( 
Draw ( 

Barker Reservoir North Creek 295 12.000 41 ( 
Enlnrgell¥1nt 

GRAND COUNTY . 

Warner Mill Creek 50 5,000 100 100 s 
Clark Lake Mill Creek 51 21,100 410 70 s 
Valley Cit7 Flood Water 1,400 24,000 17 500 n 
Beaver Creek Beaver Creek 98 28,000 286 roo s 

IRON COUNTY 

Blue Grass Flat Pinto Creek 6,500 518.000 79 1,400 s 

Urie Creek Barnhurst Hollow 
1 1 500 n 

2,769 121,000 22 1,000 s 
Coal Creek 

Tercy Springs 200 Investigation Required 100 n Kanarra Creek Kanarre. Creek 40 Investigation Required 100 s Meadow Hollow Spring Creek 209 141000 91 600 s 
LaVerkin Creek 

Deep Lake Spring Creek 150 8,000 53 600 s 
LaVerkin Creek 

J'UAB COUNTY 

Pole Canyon Right Fork Pole •5Q 5,000 100 200 s Can7on Creek 

KANE COUNTY 

Elbow Kanab Creek 5,140 210,000 41 500 n 
1,500 1!1 

(U) 



T•'.SLE 2. PROP<EED RE.S:mVOIR PROJECTS IN t"l'AH - (CONTTh't"ED) 

Name 
of 

Project 

Oak Creek 
Eagle Hollow 

Dalton creek 

Beaver Creek 
Panguitch 
Point 

City Creek 

Ox Hollow · 
Long Pine 
llig Creek 
Otter Creek 

Sage Creek 
Ls.ketoWD. 

Creek 

Source cf' 
Water 

Supply 

Proposed. 
Ct.!lS.City 
Acre-f'eet 

MTI.l.ARD COUNTY 

Oak creek 
Pioneer Creek 

300 
175 

MORGAN COUNTY 

Dalton and 
Smith Creek 82 

PIUTE COUNTY 

Beaver Creek 1.463 
Sevier River 
Otter Creek 5,000 

City Creek 500 

RICH COUNTY 

Woodruff creek 4,870 
Woodruff Creek 6ll 
Big Creek 1,ooo 
North Fork 5,400 

Sage Creek 350 
LaketoWD. Canyon 300 

Creek 
Cottonwood Creek Cottonwood Creek 350 

SALT LAKE COUNTY 

Argenta** Big Cottonwood 12,000 
Butterfield Butterfield Canyon 

Canyon Creek 
Lake Flora Little Cottonwood creak 180 
Lao manch Big Cottonwood Creek 335 
Lower Bell Bell Canyon Creek 245 

Canyon 
Little Willow Little Willow Creek 
Pepper Bridge Little Cottonwood Creek 500 
Rose Canyon Rose Canyon Creek 
Rad Pine Lake Little Cottonwood Creek 600 
Upper Ball Canyon Bell Canyon creek 200 
White Pine Little Cottonwood Creek 200 

'(12} 

E3tins.ted. iu'«u to be 
Constr. Cost $ Benefited 

Total 1\Cl'C-:!'Dot Acres* 

Investigation Required 
31,000 175 

535 

46,000 46 
See Garfield County Report 

Investigation Required 

Investigation Required 

249,000 . 51 
50,000 147 

135,000 135 
307,000 57 

28,000 80 
30,000 100 

28,000 80 

Investigation Required 

Investigation Required 
12,000 100 
17,000 50 
29,1100 122 

Investigation Required 
75,000 150 

Investigation Required 
22,000 78 
10,000 50 
30,000 150 

600 8 

300 8 

300 s 

2,000 s 

600 s 
1,200 n 

500 s 

6,000 8 
700 s 

4,000 8 

2,200 s 
500 n 
700 s 
600 s 

600 s 

250 8 

600 8 

500 8 

600 • 
1,000 8 

500 8 

1,200 8 

400. 



SAN JUAN COUNTY 

Bull Dog Canyon Bull Dog Canyon Creek 162 24,000 148 300 s 
Dry Ylash Ditch Dry Wash 150 23,000 153 600 B 

and Reservoir 
150 s Joe Redd West Coyote Creek 79 26,000 330 

Keller Vega Creek 500 34,000 68 500 s 
Vega North Creek• 1,600 56,000 35 500 n 

Spring Creek 

SANPETE comm 

Blue Meadol7 Six Mile Creek 100 10,000 100 300 s 
Bltie Lak.es South Fork, Twelve 46 17,500 379 

Mile creek 
North Fork,Twelve 30 
Mile Creek 

9,000 300 200 s 

Beaver Dams Seely Creek 56 4,000 116 200s Beaver Dam Gooseber~y Creek 1,156 114,350 99 3,000 s (Gooseberry Creek) 
Frl!eman Alred Cottonwood Creek 291 92,000 317 1,500 s Twin Creek ~win-cedar Creek! 480 24,000 50 1,000 s Jet Fox Coal Fork Creek 1,146 45,000 39 5,000 s 

SEVIe:R COUNTY 

Hatchtown Sevier River 12,000 Investigation Required 14,000 s Marysvale Sevier River Investigation Re1uired 20 0000 B 

smAMITT comm 

Echo Ditch Heiner Cre.,k 400 Investigation Required 1,300 s Beaver Creel:: Beaver Creek 2,512 292,000 117 4·,ooo s Walden Lambert City Creek 70 7,000 100 140 s East Fork Chalk Creek 354 18,000 50 700 s Chalk Creek 

TOOEL! COUNTY 

Vernon Creek Vernon Creek 900 113,000 125 700 s Clover Creek Clover Creek 620 225,000 363 500 s 
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S:>Urce of 
~!at ?or 

Pl·or,~.:::3d 

Cap>ci :y 
!':..··.;.,·.::.:.:, 5u.ppl:; _;c~3 ... ft:~t 

------~~;.:_. __ -··---
UTAH COUN'IY 

Summit Creek SUmmit Creek 831 

Silver Lake Flat American Fork River 

WASATCH COUNTY 

Bench Creek 
Hobble Creek 
Lake Haystack 

Bench Creek 
Little Hobble Creek 
Provo River 

W~INGTON COUNTY 

Ash Creek 
Big Creek 
Clay Basin Enl. 
Central 
Red Cliff 
Enterprise Enl. 

Ash Creek 
Kolob Creek 
Santa Clara River 
Santa Clara River 
Santa Clara River 
Little Pine Creek 

6,600 
2 0 241 

936 
250 

1,600 
1,560 

WAYNE CO UN'lY 

Road creek Res. Road Creek 
Mill Meadow 
Reservoir 

Teasdale 
Reservoir 

Forsythe Res. 
Enl and Repair 

Fremont River 
Birch Creek 
Boulder Creek 
Fremont River 

Keel Reservoir Rremont River 
(Alternate) or 
Aldrich Reservoir 

577 

5,'332 

500 

2,000 

WEBER COUNTY 

Layton 
Four Mile 

Hot Springs 

Kays Creek 
Weber River, Four 
Mile Creek 

1,~57 

200 

Ogden River,Pineview Res.200 

Es~i=atei Ar~a to be 
~o~tr. Cost -~ Belli' fit :ld 

T0t.::.:t Ac=-·~-~;:·o~ Acres* -· ~~~~-

70,000 

16,000 
148,000 

5,000 

200,000 

84 

90 

128 
144 
100 

110,500 49 
32,000 34 

Investigation Required 
175,000 109 

60,000 38 

34.300 59 

324,700 60 

15,000 30 
Investigation Required 

Investigation Required 

290,000 212 
7,000 35 

Investigation Required 

3.ooo s 
100 n 

1,200 s 

250 s 
4,000 s 

100 s 

5.ooo s 
1,800 s 

500 s 
300 s 

1,300 s 
4 0000 s 

500 s 
1.00 n 
900 n 

4,000 s 
500 s 

1,500 s 

30,000 s 
4,000 8 

750 s 

TOTAL 168,799 $6,826,000. 290,000 s 
12,300 n 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 
n - Full supply to new arable lands. 

** - Originally investigated by the Salt Lake City Corporation. 
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TABU: 3 

POTENTIAL RESERVOIR PROJECTS FOR BASnl DEVELOPMENTS IN UTAH 

'10 BE REPORTED BY BUREAU OF RECIIIMATION 

Name 
of 

Project 

Source of 
Water 
Supply 

BOX ELDER COUNTY 

Data to be published by Bureau ot Reclamation 

Hardware 

Porcupine 

Glendale 

Mapleton 

Henry's Fork 

CACHE COUNTY 

Blacksmith Fork 
River 

East Fork Little 
Bear River 

Worm Creek 
Mink Creek 

Cub River 

DAGGETT COUNTY 

Henry's Fork 

DAVIS COUNl'Y 

Data to. be published by Burau of Reclamation 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

Area to be 
Benefited 
·Acres* 

(Bear River Project) 

m,ooo 

7,200 

25,000 

23,000 

107,000 

3,000 8 

9 0 260 n 

9,940 n 

50,100 8 

4,300 8 

(Weber River Project) 

UINTAH BASnl, (DUCHESNE &. UIN!'AH COUNTIES) 

Data to be published by Bureau ot Reclamation 

Joe' 8 valley 

Buckhorn 

Escalante 

Pack Creek 

Cisco-Thompson 

EI.!ERY COUNTY 

Cottonwood Creek 

Huntington Creek 

GARFIELD COUNTY 

Escalante River 
Pine Creek 

GRAND COUNTY 

MillCreek 

Colorado River 

(15) 

(Central Utah Project) 

57,000 

15,000 

25,000 

3,000 

3 0300 n 
ro,ooo 8 

3 1800 n 

3 0000 D 

1,200 n 
1,250 8 

87,000 n 



T.ABLE S. PO'l'~~TI..U. :9UREAtJ OF R'ECLO::!.ATIOU PliCJ'.ri:CTS - ( CO!-.'TD<UED) 

1\'ru.~e 

ot 
Project 

Source of 
\':c..ter 
SUll;>ly 

JUAB CO'(lt..'TY 

Data to be published ~Y :9ureeu of Reclanation 

~~.LARD COUNTY 

Data to be publiehec by Bureau of Reclamatton 

P.:-oposed 
Capacity 
Acr~-ll'eet 

..\rea to ~a 
Benefited 

.t\cres• 

(Central trt.o.h Proje·:t) 

(Central Ut~h Proja~t) 

Lost Creak Lost Creek D;,.tu to be published oy (\'Ieber River Pl'<:ject) 
Bureau of P.eclru:l!l.t ion 

RICH C0t1:T"! 

~Voodruff creek :voodrur:r Creek · 

S..U.T L.:.KE COUNTY 

Data to be publi:;hed by Bureau o~ Recla::tution 

SAlT JTTA~ COUNTY 

Hatch Crc.Jk Project: 
A. Rattlesnake Coyote Cr~ek 
B. East Canyon East Canyon Creek 

SJU'PETE COUNTY 

Gooseberry Gooseberry Creek 

S'UMMIT COUNTY 

·9,000 10,000 s 

(Central Ut~h Project) 

8,500 ) 
2,500 ) 

10,200 

4,000 n 

m..aoo s 

Jeremy East Canyon Creek Data to be published (:'ieber River 
by Bureau of Reclamation Project) 

TOOELE COUNTY 

Data to be published by Bureau of Reclal!l!l.tion (Central Utah Project) 

UINTAH COUNTY 

Data to be published by nureau of Reclamation (Central Utah Project) 
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TABLE 3 • POTENTL'.L BURKC.U OF RECL.U.L'fi'ION PROJEC'IS - (CONTINUED) 

Na'!le 
or 

Project 

Source or 
!'Tater 
Supply 

UTAH COUNTY 

Propo:::ed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

Area·to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

Data to be published by Bureau of Reclamation (Central Utah Project) 

WASATCH COUNTY 

Bo.tes Provo River Data to be published (Central Utah 
by Bureau of Recl~ation Project) 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Santa Clara Santa Clara River 
Project 

23,000 1,565 s 
(14,000 active) 

(Lower Gunlock) 
Hurricane Virgin River 

. (Virgin River Project) 

Project 
165,000 14 1000 n 
(65 1000 active) 6 1500 s 

(Virgin City Site) 

lUYNE COUNTY 

Fremont Project-
a. Road Creek Road Creek 2,000 
b • Mill Meadow Fremont River 4 

1
000 

Torrey Project (Alternate site and plan to the Keel 
or Aldrich Reservoir Sites) 

Torrey Fremont River 2,000 

WEBER COUNTY 

1 1000 n 
9,000 s 

1,200 s 

Magpie 
Willard Bay 

Ogden River 
Weber River 

Data to be published (Weber River 
by Bureau or Reclamation Project) 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 

n - Full supply to new lands. 
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TABLE 4 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEElS 

AND ESTIMATED COSTS OF IMPROVEMENTS AND REPLACEMENTS 

Canal Constr. Total 
Pipe Canal Repairs and Diversion Control Estimated Areas to be 

County Installation Lini~ Alterations Structures structures Cost Benefited 
Length Cost Length Cost Length Cost No. Cost No. Cost 
Miles • Miles $ Miles • $ $ • Acres 

BeaTer 3.0 24,000 6.0 97,000 3.0 6,000 6 3,700 130,700 8,160 
Box Elder 3,2 34,500 7.0 53,000 5.0 2,700 10 1,000 18 600 91,800 9,000 ,.... 
Cache 6.76 10~000 18.5 270,000 21.0 50,185 .... 29,800 4 550 75 3,600 314,000 00 ..... Carbon 2ol5 15,000 5.0 132,000 4.0 2,000 3 2.500 16 600 152,100 6,540 

Daggett 17.65 38,000 1 5,000 1 500 43,500 4,450 
Davis 1.5 25,750 29,75 355,000 2.0 14,000 14 1,000 396,000 14,500 
Uintah Basin 
(1) Duchesne 
RiTer Drainage 8.48 132,800 38.6 81,100 5 19,700 83 12,300 245,900 77,231 
(2) Ashley Valley 
Drainage 5.0 60,000 6.75 182,900 8.0 15,900 9 37,850 29 3,950 300.600 15,885 

l:mery 12.5 276,000 21.8 92,500 3 5,700 13 8,700 382,900 46,450 
Garfield 6.0 45,900 11.7 12,400 2 1,400 7 2,100 61,800 8,320 
Grand 7,3 68,000 11.0 7,000 2 2,200 47 2,100 79,500 3,625 
Iron 1.0 10,000 11.0 87,100 5.0 15,000 7 6,500 28 6,700 125,300 7,960 

J'uab 104.0 710,000 2.5 16,100 4 2,000 139 9,600 737,700 15,490 
Kane 9.5 89,000 7.5 5,900 3 4,000 14 BOO 99,700 3,592 
IU.llard 6.0 60,000 17.5 323,500 2.1 3,250 1 500 25 3,050 390,300 15,710 



TABLE 4 - PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONV;EYANCE NEE00 
AND ESTIMATED COSTS OF IMPROVEMENTS AND REPLACEME:tl'l'S (CONTINUED) 

Canal Constr. Total 
Pipe Canal Repairs and Diversion Control Estimated Areas to be 

County Installation Linin~ Alterations Structures Structures Cost Benefited 
Length Cost Length Cost L&ngth Cost No. Cost No. Cost 
Miles • Miles I Miles • • • • Acres 

Morgan 1.0 10,000 11.4 83,000 13.6 11,050 5 3,000 34 1,450 108,500 3,730 
Piute 0.25 15,000 6.0 47,500 4.1 5,100 8 36,500 41 3,600 107,700 13.058 
Rich 10.5 60,000 8.5 3,500 1 700 2 800 65,000 8,1363 
Salt Lake 3.0 60,600 47.5 552,000 2.5 17,500 1 3,000 26 3,500 636,600 21,562 

San .Tuan 3.0 15,000 6.7 100,000 1 1,ooo 116,000 5,940 
Sanpete 16.9 177,520 35.6 131,250 9 17,700 109 7,550 334,000 30,965 
Sevier 2.'15 46,500 16.0 190,800 1.7 5,000 6 36,700 68 5,000 284,000 20,740 
Summit 1.0 8,500 13.5 128,400 16.9 24,150 11 4 1 700 190 12,650 178,400 11,851 ..... ... 

<Q ._. 
Tooele .15.5 168,000 16.0 162,000 3 1,500 331,500 4,000 Uintah See Uinta Basin 
Utah 34.5 385,000 7.5 4,000 1 15,000 18 1,000 405,000 15,192 Wasatch 8.5 55,000 2o0 35,000 90,000 1,563 

Washington 30o0 284,300 8.1 18,800 2 1,700 50 5,700 310,500 10,035 \Jayne 7.6 10,000 10.3 13,500 1 5,600 44 5,100 34,200 9,650 Weber 12.05 135,000 3.5 12,000 25.8 20,000 2 15,500 159 6,500 189,000 12,530 

TOTALS 67.0 $737,850 465.7 $4,929,700 .304.2 $730,700 105 $231,500 1256 $11'2,150 $6,74?.,000 456,577 



Fig. 1. The Marble Creek Pipo Line Project, Park Valley, Utah. 
Constructed under the supervision of the Utah Water and Power Board • 1948 • 

. --,·r 
~;~ ' • - . . . 

Fi&e 2. Richmond Canal Lining Project. Section typifies lini.ns with 
GuDite Construction. Supervised by the Soil Conservation Research D1Tision 
1948. 
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l!'is. 3. Spectacle Lak~ Reservoir • Boulder, Ga.J"1'1eld Cou...'"lty, Utah 
Showing ripra.p of upstr3fJil· fs.ce or dam - 1948. 

Fig. 4. Lower Bell Canyon Reservoir Dam, S~lt k.\e County. Typif'ies 
~and outlet works requiring repair or replacement. 

(21) 



Fig. 5. \'!est vi~w Canal Company's Diversion Dam, diverting· water 
~rom the s~vi~r Siver, ~Jpifies needed replace~3nt of· inadequate di
ve~sion structures. 

Fig. s. Hanksville Dam Rcpa1~ Project. Immediate re~air of dam 
was imperative to prevent total failure of the structure. Looking south, 
dam h:u; been repaired, with the exception of erod9d area on south £butment. 
Construction supervfsed by the Utah Water ar.d Power Eoard. 



PART II 

COUNTY REPORTS 
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BOX ELDER COUNTY 

Introduction 

Box Elder County lies within four drainage areas, Present development 
of the water resources is discussed in detail under the four drainage 
areas: (1) Snake River, (2) West Desert, (3) Salt Lake Minor Tributaries, 
and (4) Bear Rivero 

Snake River Drainage Area.- This area is located_in the north east 
corner of Box Elder County, extending trom the head waters of Raft River 
into Idaho. The major streams are Basin, George, and Clear Creeks, which 
are tributaries to the Raft River, serving about 3,700 acres of irrigated 
land with a supplemental water requirement estimated at 3,500 acre-feet. 

The present storage development in this area consists of one reser
voir with a capacity of 342 acre-feet, located on South Junction Creek 
serving lands in the vicinity of Lynn. 

West Desert Drainage Area,- This area is located in the western part 
of Box Elder County, extending from the head waters of Grouse Creek south 
into Tooele County. The major.streams are Grouse and Etna Creeks serving 
approximately 2,000 acres of irrigated lando The supplemental water re
quirements for this area are estimated at 1,500 acre-feet, 

One small reservoir located at the head waters of Etna Creek, with a 
capacity estimated at 30 acre-feet, is the extent of present storage de
velopment in this· area. 

Additional sources of irrigation water has been developed from drilling 
wells in the Grouse Creek and Etna area. Further underground develop-
ment is anticipated within this area. 

Salt Lake Minor Tributaries Drainage Area.- This area includes the 
central portion of Box Elder County from the northern area, in the vici
nity of Snowville, south to Great Salt Lake, All streams that drain di
rect~y into Salt Lake are classed within this drainage area. 

The principal streams are Pine, Fisher and Marble Creeks serving the 
Park Valley area, Indian and Deep Creeks serving the Snowville area 
Blue Creek serVing the Howell area, and Willard, Box Elder, and Mapie 
Creeks in the Vicinity of Mantua, Brighem City and Willard. 

Present storage development consists of four rese~ire Blue 
~ringsRReservoir with a capacity of 1,450 acre-feet located. on Bl~~ Creek; 
iurt:w Seeervoir with a capacity of 5,400 acre-feet located on Deep Creek 

Enld e newville area; Chatfield Reservoir located on a tributary to Box 
sr Creek in the Brigham City area• d t 

voir Storage serv 1 d 1 • an a por ion of the Pineview Reser-
ee an e a ong th~ bench north to Brigham City. 

The irrigated land in thi . 
requiring an estimated 

8 1 s arlee amounts to approximately 10,000 acres, 
upp ementa supply of 4,800 acre-feet. 
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BOX EIDER COUNTY 

Bear River Drainage Area.- This area extends along the east portion of 
the county, including the area bordering both sides of the BeHr River. 
Approximately 57,400 acres are irrigated in this drainage area, with the 
majority of this area having an adequate supply of irrigation water •• 

Present storage development for this area has been constructed up
stream, the major storage coming from Bear Lake and the Cutler Reservoirs. 

Potential New Irrigable Land Development 

Underground water development by drilling shallow and deep wells 
properly located, could supply 2,500 acres of arable land, which lies in 
the Grouse Creek Valley. Also, ultimate development of the Bear River 
would provide a full supply to extensive areas of irrigable land located 
in the Curlew Valley. The Bureau of Recl811Btion has mde preliminary 
studies relative to this development. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Throe reservoir projects are outlined for the development of water 
resources within Box Elder County. The proposed reservoir developments 
would provide supplemental water to 4,500 acres of land now inadequately 
irrigated. Each project is outlined in more detail by drainage area. 

Salt Lake Minor Tributaries Drainage Area 

Blue Creek Reservoir Project.- Blue Creek Irrigation Company pro
poses to increase the capacity of the present reservoir from 1,448 acre
feet to 2,158 acre-feet, located at a site on Blue Creek. The main pur
pose of this project is to reconstruct the dam to regain storage lost by 
siltation and to improve stability of the existing structure. 

This project will insure a supplemental supply to 3,000 acres of 
irrigated land in the vicinity of Howell, located in Blue Creek Valley. 
One hundred and thirty people will be directly benefited. Engineering 
surveys and designs have been completed by the Soil Conservation Service, 
with an estimated construction cost of $100,000. Note: The Utah Water 
and Power Board approved $60,000. towards completion of this project. 

West Desert Drainage Area 

Etna Springs Reservoir Project.- The West Fork Grouse Creek Irri
gation Company proposes a reservoir of an estimated 360 acre•feet capa
city, located at an of:f'stream si~:e to be supplied by a feeder canal from 
Etna Springs. This project would provide supplemental water to approxi
mately 800 acres in Etna Valley. 

Six families would benefit from this project. .Investigations are 
incomplete. The estimated construction cost il $32,000. Note: This 
reservoir site is considered as an alternate to the enlarging of the 
existing Etna Reservoir. Investigations are required to determine the 
most feasible site. 
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BOX ELDER COUNTY 

Snake River Drainage 

George Creek Reservoir Project.- The Yost Irrigation Company proposes 
a reservoir or 300 acre-feet capacity at a site on George Creek. This 
project would provide a supplemental supply to 700 acres or inadequately 
irrigated land in the vicinity or Yost, and would benefit approximately 
150 people. Investigations or this site are required. Note: The State 
Engineer's office has surveyed an alternate Bite on George Creek, which 
far exceeded the economic lWt, relative to capacity and respective costs •. 

Table 5 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the name 
or project, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated construction 
cost, and areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies or irriga
tion water. 

TABLE 5 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN BOX ELDER COUNTY 

Name 
or 

Project 

Source 
or 

Supply 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

Salt Lake Minor Tributaries Drainage Area 

Blue Creek Blue Creek 2,158 

West Desert Drainage Area 

Etna Etna Springs 360 

Snake River Drainage Area 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost 

Total ~ere-foot 

60,000** 46 

32,000. 89 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

3,000 s 

aoos 

George Creek George Creek 300 Investigation Required 700 s 

TOTAL*** 2.818 92,000 4,500 s 

* s - SUpplemental supply for inadequately irrigated lands. 

** Amrount approved by Utah water and Power Board o project. towards completion 

*** Costs for the George Creek Reservoir not included. 

Underground Water Development 

A study of the possibilities of d 
the West Desert Drainage Area i th un erground water development in 
initiated. From the informatio! ga~U:~c~ity of Grouse Creek has been 
geology ot the basin it is co 1 d d Y pumping tests 1 and trom the 

• nc u e that there is an abundance ot 
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BOX ELDER COUNTY 

ground water which can be recovered from three different sources to be 
used for irrigation purposes. 

The first source of water is from shallow dug or drilled wells in 
which the water level iB from 15 to 35 feet below the surface, and the 
thickness of the gravel ranges from a few feet to as much as forty feet. 

·This information has bean determined by former drilling. 

The second source of ground water is trom the water sands and 
gravels in the so-called Salt Lake Formation. Wells driven into these 
beds have flowed and it is expected with careful drilling and gravel 
packing that water will flow from most of these wells. 

A third source of ground water lies at the unco~ormable contact 
of the Salt Lake Formation and the older crystalline beds. No wells 
have yet been drilled into the lower acquifer, however, several springs 
yield water from this source. 

It must be understood that the estimated cost for the ultimate de
velopment of this area is not practical at this point of the investi
gation. However, to carry this study through the investigational stage, 
it is estimated that if four wells were experimentally drilled for the 
shallow ground water source, the total cost would be approximately $10,000 • 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are about 35 irrigation companies in Box Elder County serving 
approximately ?3,100 acres of irrigated land. Eleven of these companies 
are supplied by water from Bear River by the· Utah-Idaho Sugar Company. 

The distribution systems serving this area consist of approxi• 
mately 91 miles of l!lain canals with an average intake capacity of 84 
c.f.s., and 16 miles of laterals which are over 4 c.f.s. capacity with an 
average intake capacity of 115 c.f.s. 

'!'he large capacity of the laterals is explained by the fact 
that companies served from the Utah-Idaho Sugar Distribution System were 
classed as laterals. 

Results of the survey show that five irrigation companies have pro
posed needed distribution projects. The proposed projects consist mainly 
of canal lining or pipe installation to control excessive seepage loseee 
occuring in the distribution systems. 

The Marble Creek Irrigation Company received the first consider
ation in engineering and installation of 1.9 miles of concrete pipe with 
necessary sturctures to prevent excesdve seepage losses ocouring between 
the point of diversion from Marble Creek to the point of delivery to the 
irrigated lands.. The estimated construction coat of the project is 
$19,500. 
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BOX ELDER COUNTY 

other irrigation COIIIF8nies located under the Bear River System, Park 
Valley Area, Yost Area and Grouse Creek Area, have indicated that their 
canals were losing excessive amounts of water from seepage. 

Summar;r 

Table 6 SUJIIllB.rizes the proposed piOjects, showing the name of irri
gation company, its source of supply, type of project, estimated con
struction cost, and areas to be benefited. 

Table 6 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIM\ !ED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS OR REPLACIDENTS 

Name of 
Irrigation 

Company 

Source 
of 

Supply 
Project 

Description 

Estimated Status 
Constr. ot 
Cost $ Invest. 

East Grouse 
Creek GIOuse Creek 3 miles-canal ) 19,~0 

lining ) 
Prel. 
Est. 

43-control ) 
structures ) 

5 miles-cleaning) 
and enlargement) 

Fisher Creek Fister Creek 7,000 ft. - pipe) 14,000 

George Creek George Creek(*)2i miles-canal ) 26 000 
lining ) ' 

Mantua Town Maple and Dam 
Corporation Springs 

Marble Cree~**~rble Creek 

'IDTAL 

1.5 miles-canal ) 13 ,ooo 
lining . ) 

15-control ) 
structures ) 

9,905 ft.-pipe ) 19,500 
installation ) 

$91,800 

II 

n 

II 

Complete 

Area to b1 
Benefited 

Acres. 

1,200 

1,300 

2,300 

500 

2,600 

9,000 

* Extensive measuring along canal is qui d . 
amount of loss, and to localize the extent re re to detennine the 
ing devices were installed in 1948 lw. ir i ottithe seepage losses. Measul'-

u.r r ga on comrany. 

** Approved for construction in summer of 1948. 
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BOX ELDER COtlNTY 

Box Elder County Summary 

Box Elder County's total estimated coat for the proposed distri
bution and ato~age development and underground water development, (ex
clusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Projects). 

(1) 
( 2) 
(3) 

Reservoir Projects - - -· - - ~ - _: -· • - - - -$ 
Diversion and Conveyance Projects---·---
Underground Water Development- - ~ - - - - - -

92,000. 
91.800. 
1o.ooo. 

TOTAL • 193.800. 

(301 
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CACHE COUNTY 

Introduetion 

Caehe County lies entirely within the Bear River drainage area. 
The prineipal stream is the Bear River with the major tributaries from 
north to south being Cub River, High Creek, Summit Creek, Clarkston Creek, 
Logan River, Blacksmith Fork River, East Fork of the Little Bear, and 
Little Bear River. 

The total irrigated area in Cache County amounts to approximately 
107,000 acres requiring a supplemental aupply estimated at 42,000 acre
teet. There is an abundance of irrigation water dur~ng the early part ot 
the irrigation season tor lands not served by storage. During July, a 
definite shortage_exists and increases through the end of the growing 
season. 

Present storage development serving Caehe County lands consists of 
three reservoirs, namely: (1) Newton Reservoir loeated on Clarkston Creek 
with a eapacity of 5,200 acre-feet. (2) Hyrum Reservoir located on Little 
Bear River with a capacity of 14,570 acre-feet. (3) Bear Lake with a total 
available storage of 472,000 acre-teet, and undetermined amoUnt being avail
able to Cache County, Approximately 30,000 acres benefit from storage in 
Cache County. 

Potential Irrigable Land Development 

New land development .will be possible through the United States Bureau 
ot Reclamation under two proposed projects: 

(1) South Cache Unit.- loeated in southern Cache Valley, would provide 
a full supply tor an estimated 9,000 aeres of new land, 

(2) Glendale Mapleton Unit.- This project area extending from Preston, 
Idaho, south to Smithfield, Utah, Water would be provided tor irrigation 
of approximately 10,000 acres of new land. 

A more detailed description will be given under ~reposed Reservoir 
Projects." 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Bear Lake is the only reservoir storing waters of Bear River proper. 
It provides complete regulation or waters originating above it t•r irri
gation and puwwr production further downstream. Reservoir• are .. eded 
downstream to supply additional requirement• 1a tbe lower ba.t. and to 
release for development, waters above Bear Lake,~ atilized downstream. 

The many complications of correlating irrigation and power utiliza
tion within the basin necessitates exhaustive studies of development possi
bilities. The proposed reservoir in Cub River, and also the suggested 
enlargement of cutler Reservoir are important factors in the over-all 
development in the Bear River Basin. 
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CACHE COUNTY 

Two projects are outlined tor the development of the water resources 
ot Cache County, which would be sponsored by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

south Cache Unit.- Two reservoirs, one of 20,000 acre-feet at the 
Hardware Ranch site on Blacksmitll Fork River, 15 miles east of Hyrum, Utah, 
and another of 7,200 acre-feet capacity at the Porcupine site on the East 
Fork of the Little Bear River, 10 miles southeast of Hyrum, and two main 
canals would provide a fUll water supply for 9,260 acres of new land and 
3,000 acres of inadequately irrigated land in· southern and western Cache 
County. Cost estimates are not included. 

Glendale -Mapleton Unit.- Construction of this unit would include 
the enlargement of the existing Glendale Reservoir on Worm Creek, a tribu
tary of Cub River, from its present capacity of 5,780 acre-feet to 25,000 
acre-feet; a feeder canal from Mink Creek to Glendale Reservoir, and addi
tional reservoir of 23,000 acre-feet capacity at the !.tipleton site on Cub 
River, seven miles ~outheast of Preston; a feeder canal from Maple Creek to 
Mapleto~ Reservoir; and a high line canal from the Glendale Reservoir south 
to the Mapleton Reservoir; and a high line canal from Mapleton Reservoir 
south to Smithfield, Utah. 

With these facilities, water would be~roviced for irrigation of 9,940 
acres of new land, and 50,000 acres of land now inadequately irrigated 
between Preston and Smithfield. Cost estimates are not complete. (Res
ervoir construction would be located in Idaho. Total lands benefited 
includes Idaho and Utah lands.) 

Summary.- Proposed ultimate development as outlined heretofore in the 
South Cache Unit and the Glendale - Yapleton Unit will provide the neces
sary supplemental supply to the inadequately irrigated lands, and a full 
supply to the proposed irrigable lands in Cache County. These investi
gations are being completed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

t Table 7 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the name 
~ t~~treservoir, source of supply, proposed capacity, and the area to be 

ene ed. No cost estimate• are given for these projects. 
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TABLE 7 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN CACHE COUNTY ( 1) 

Name 
of 

Project 

South Cache Unit 

Hardware 
Porcupine 

Source 
of 

SUpply 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

Blacksmith Fork River 
East Fork Little Bear 

River 

20,000 
7,200 

Glendale - Mapleton Unit 

Glendale 

Mapleton 

Worm Creek 
Mink Creek 

Cub River 

'roTAL 

25,000 

23,000 

75,200 

(1) Proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

.1\.rea to "e 
Benefited 

Acres* 

3,000 s 
9,260 n 

9,940 n 

50,100 s 

53,100 s 
19,200 n 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 
n - A full supply to new lands. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 64 irrigation companies in Cache County serving approxi
mately 107,000 acres of irrigated land. The distribution systems serving 
this area consist of approximately 282 miles of Main canals with an average 
intake capacity of 38 c.f.s., and 158 miles of laterals over·4 c.f.e. 
capacity, with an average intake capacity of 14 c.f.s. 

Of the total number of irrigation companies in Cache Cqunty, 19 have 
indicated help was required to construct needed distribution projects. The 
major need relative to improvement and repair of the existing distribution 
systems is canal lining to prevent excessive seepage losses of'irrigation 
water, and also reducing the danger of water logging or seeping the land 
below leaky canal sections. Proper realignment and enlargement is also 
needed in a number of canals to increP.se their efficiency. 

Extensive investigations and measurements of water lo_sses due to seepage 
have been made in certain canals of this country. Results of certain investi-
gations are outlined in more detail. 

(34) 



CACHE COUNTY 

Logan Northern Canal.- Extensive investigations were ~de by the 
~cil Conserv&tion service in cooperation with the Utah Agr1cultural College 
'EXtension service in investigating the operation and efficiency of the 
Logan Northern Canal, 

The major problem confronting the irrigation company was to stabil
ize the existing canal section included from the point of diversion from 
Logan River and extending to its junction with 4th North and the Boule
vard, approximately 9,600 feet downstream. 

Excessive seepage from the steep side hill above the canal has pre
viously caused complete failure of certain canal sections, the result not 
only causing co~lete loss of water for the 3,600 acres served by this· 
canal, but also danger to life and property located just south and below 
the danger sections, 

To correct this major problem, the company instigated a program of 
lining with concrete and installing eYtensive drains in the most danger
ous sections each year. This project received first consideration in 
engineering and installation of canal lining and drains by the Utah Water 
and Power Board, Approximately 500 linear feet were lined during the 
spring of 1948,.at a cost of approximately·$5,000. 

Logan Htde Park Smithfield Canal.- Measurements were taken in a 
section of this canal located from the rating flume and downstream 1,000 
feet to a point where the canal enters the Logan Golf Course. Results of 
these measurements indicated approximately 30 per cent conveyance loss 
per mile on the basis of a 1,000 foot section measured, 56 c,f,e. was 
passing the rating flume when these measurements were taken, 

Richmond Canal.- As a result of measurements to determine seepage 
losses in certain sections of this canal, the irrigation company, assisted 
by the Soil Conservation Service, lined approximately 1800 feet of canal 
during the spring and fall of 1948. 

Seepage losses in this section before the lining was installed 
amounted to approximately 20 per cent per mile. 

West Cache Canal,- This canal has two major problem.~: 

(1) Certnin sections of the canal are endangered by seeps 
where located along steep slide hills, 

and slides 

the 
(I) Excessive seepage losr.es occurred principally 

canal which were made in fill. 
along sections of 

Dr. Israelsen, of the Utah State Agricultural Experiment 
made investigations concerning these problems. 

Station has 

Paradise Irr~gation canal Co 
ment of the existing canal were tVany.- Proper realignment and enlarge-
The Utah Water and Power Board pro:i:s~o~ n~eds of this irrigation company. 
mendations t~make these improve ted ec nical engineering and recom-

men s uring the fall of 194?. 
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CACHE COUNTY 

Table 8 summarizes the pro9osed projects, showing the name of the 
irrigation company, its source of supply, type of project, estimated 
construction cost, and areas to be benefited. 

TABLE 8 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ~ COST OF IMPROVEMENTS OR REPlACEMENTS. 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation ot Project Constr. ot Benefited 

ComiYanY Supply Description Cost Invest. Acres 

Benaon Logan River 0.4 mile - Canal 6,000 Prel. 1,000 
Lining Est. 

Benson Bear Logan River 0.26 Mile - Pipe 5,000 " 750 
Lake Installation 

Covevill High Creek 0.6 mile - Canal 
Realignment 2,000 " '100 

1.5 miles - Cleaning 
and Enlargement 

Hyrum Ditch Little Bear 3.0 miles - Canal 
River Lining 49,900 .. 2,400 

Hyrum Res- 2.0 miles - Repairs 
ervoir and Alterations 

14 Control structures 

Logan Hyde Logan River o·.ro mile - Canal 4,500 .. 3,060 
Park. Smith- Lining 
field Canal 

Logan Logan River 0. 75 mile - Canal 40,000 Complete 3,700 

Northern * Lining 

Nibley-Black- Blacksmith .a.o mi}.es - Call&l 
31~ Prel. . 2,800 smith P'ork P'ork RiTer Lining 

1.0 mile - Canal Est. 
Realignment 

Paradise Little Bear 1.0 mile - Cu.al 10,000 .. 2,340 

Irrigation** lUTer Realignment 

(36) 



CACHE COUNTY 

TABLE B. PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEY' ANCE NEEDS ( CONTDIUED) 

Name or Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. or Benefited 

Col'lpany Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

Providence and Blacksmith Fork 0.38 mile-Canal 
Smith Fork River Lining 

3.0 miles Cleaning 
and Enlargement 9,700 Prel. 1,000 

2-Di vera ion Dam Est. 
Replacements 

20 Control 
Structures 

Richmond *** High Creek 
Cherry Creek ----------

___ ... 
6,000 

City Creek 

Riverside Bear River 0.5 miles - Re-
Pump alignment 10,000 " 125 

0.5 miles - Pipe 
Installation 

Smithfield Logan Northern 0.25 miles .., Canal 
East Bench Canal Lining 2,500 " 660 
Smithfield Summit Creek 1.0 mile-Canal North Bench Logan Northern Lining 8,500 " 1,550 

0.5 Enlargement 

South West Cub River 2.5 miles Clean-Lewiston ing and 
Enlargement 1,600 " 2,800 25 - Control 
Structures 

Spring Creek Spring Creek 8.0 miles-Canal Water 
lining 61,000 " 900 0.5 mile-Realign-

ment 
Spring Cre~k Spring Creek 1.0 mile-Canal 

Lining 
12 - Control 10,000 " 2,000 Structures 
0.75 mile-clean-

ing and 
Enlargements 

Webster 
High Creek 0 • 20 mile-Canal 

Lining 
3,850 " 1.3 miles-Canal 700 

Repairs and 
Alterations 

1 - Diversion Dam 
Replacement 
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CACHE COUNTY 

TABLE ~· PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) 

Name of 
Irrigation 
·Company 

Source Estimated Status Area to be 

. Wdlsville 
City 

West Cache 
Canal -, 

of 
Supply 

Spr,ine;s 
Hyrum 
'Reservoir 

Bear River 
Bear Lake 

Project Constr. 
Description Cost~ 

1.0 miles-canal 
repair and 1,900 
alterations 

4 - control 
structures 

1.75 miles-canal 
.lining 56,000 

5.0 miles-drain-
age and stabiliza-
tion of steep side 

slopes 

TOTAL $313,950 

of 
Invest. 

Prel. 
Est. 

" 

Benefited 
Acres 

500 

17,200 

50,185 
acres 

* Approxi:nately 500 linear feet were lined under the supervision 
of the Utah Water and Power Board in the sp:Ung of 1948, 
at a cost of $4,950. 

** Utah Water and Power Board provided the engineering of improvements 
made in 1947, and construction costs were assumed by the 
Irrigation Company. 

*** Canal lining by gunite and concrete lining was installed during 
the spring of 1948, under the supervision of the Soil 
Conservation Service Research Division. 

Summary 

Cache County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution and 
storage development, {exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Projects.) 

{1) Reservoir Projects - - - $ None 

{2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - - $ 313,950 

TO~- ~313,950 
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RICH COUNTY 

Introduction 

Ridl County lies entirely within the Bear River Drainage Area. 
The principal stream is Bear River ~th its major tributaries draining 
directly into Bear River, being Woodruff Creek, Big and Little Creeks 
and Otter Creek. The principal streams draining directly into Bear ' 
Lake are the Big Springs, and Laketown Canyon and Swan Creeks. 

· The discussion o£ supplementsl water requirements :in Rich County 
is divided into three areas: (1) Woodruff and Randolph Drainage Area 
(2) Laketown and Round Vslley Drainage Area and (3) Garden City -Swan' 
Creek Drainage Area •. 

Woodruff-Randolph Drainage Area 

This area includes the eastern arxi southern hal£ of Rich County, 
with the head waters draining the eastern slopes of the Wasatch 
Mountains. The principal streams from north to south are Saleratus, 
Woodruff, Big, L:ittle and otter Creeks, all draining into Bear River. 

These streams serve an estimated 15,000 acres, requiring an esti
mated supplemental supply of 11,000 acre-feet. 

Storage development in the Woodruff-Randolph drainage area is urgently 
needed to insure necessar.y crop production for a stable agricultural econ
omy in this area. At the present time, they are unable to efficiently 
use their available water supply due to the peak run off occurirlg du~ 
April, May 1 and June. After this time, their available water supply is 
negligible when it is most urgently needed. 

Laketown-Round Valley Drainage Area 

This area lies in the Northern portion of the County, lying at the 
southern tip of Bear Lake • 

The principal streams are Laketawn Canyon Creek and Big Spr.i.ngs. 
Underground pump welis in the vicinity o£ Laketown also supplement SUI'-

f'ace stream flows. ---

The irrigated land in this area amounts to about 3000 acres, whidl 
requires an estimated supplemental supply o£ 1000 acr.e-£eet. 

Garden·City -Swan Creek Drainage Area 

This area lies in the northwestern portion of Rich County, lying 
along the western shores of' Bear Lake. 

Swan Creek is the principal source of' supply and serves approxi
mately 2300 acres of' which 1000 acres has a f'ull supply, leaving an esti
mated 1300 acres ~quiring a supplemental supply of' 1100 acre-feet. 
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RICH COUNTY 

Present storage Development 

The Ne onRet Reservoir with a capacity of 6000 acre-feet located in 
south Rich ~ou~ty and the Lone Pine Reservoir located on the right fork 
ot Woodruff Creek with a capacity of 272 acre-teet, are the twodprinci
pal reservoirs serving an estimated 6000 acres of irrigated lan • 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

~even reservoir projects are outlined to assist in developing the 
\'(o.ter~ resources in Rich County. Five projects are located in the Wood
ruff _ Randolph Drainage -~sa, and two projects are located in the Lake
tovtn _ Round valley Drainaee Area. The proposed reservoir development 
would supply 11,600 acre..;feet for suppla_mental water req_uirements in 
the woodruff-Randolph Are&, und 650 acre-feet for s~pplemental water 
rectuirements in the Laket01vn-Round Valley Area. One project is outlined 
as reoortad by the u. s. Bureau or Reclamation for a reservoir project 
on Woodruff Creek. 

Woodruff-Randolph Drainage Area 

Ox Hollow Reservoir Project.- The Woodruff Irrigation Company pro
poses a reservoir of 4870 acre-feet capacity at a site approximately 
three roles southwest of Woodruff, located in Ox Hollow, ar. _offstream 
site from Woodruff Creek. A five and a halt mile feeder canal will be 
required to divert water from ~/oodruff Creek into this reservoir area. 
This project will provide a supplemental supply to an estimated 6000 
acres of inade~uately irrigated land in the vicinity of Woodruff, and 
would benefit about 200 people, Necessary engineering and estimates 
have been completed by the Utah Water and Power Board, with an esti
~ted construction cost of ~249,000. Seventy-five thousand dollars ~us 
allocated towards completion of this proJect, with additionsl funds to 
be made available during the ensuing bienn1um. 

Lone Pine Reservoir Project.- (This project was considered as an 
alternate to the Ox Hollow Reservoir site),- The Woodruff Irrigation 
Company proposes to increase the capacity of the existing reservoir 
from 272 to 611 acre-feet. The existing reservoir is located on the 
right hand fork of Woodr~ff Creek, This project will provide a supple
mental supply to an estimated 700 acres of inadequately irrigated land 
in the vicinity of ~oodruff, and ~uld benefit about 200 people, Neces
sary engineering and estimates have been completed by the Utah \'later 
and Power Board with an estimated construction coat of $50,000. 

Big Creek Reservoir Project.- The Randolph Irrigation Company pro
poses a reservoir of 1000 acre-feet capacity at a site on Big Creek west 
of Randolph. This project would provide a supplemental supply to an est
imated 4000 acres in the vicinity of Randolph, and would benefit approxi
mately 100 familia~, Prelimino.ry surveys and estimates ha-.,e been made by 
the State Engineer s office with an estimated construction cost of $135 ,ooo. 
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE UTAH WATER AND POWER BOARD 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

In creating the Utah Water and Power Board, the 1947 Legislature 
provided it with a $1,000,000 Construction Fund and a $200 000 Administra
tive Fund to make, first, a complete inventory of needed w~ter projects 
throughout the State and, second, to investigate the feasibility of such 
projects and design them for construction. A further appropriation ot 
$155,000.00 for admin~~ative purposes was made by the 1949 Legislature. 
Of' the total $355,000.~as appropriated for administrative purposes, ap
proximately $288,000.00 will have been expended as of June 30, 1951, leaving 
an unexpended balance of approximately $67,000.00 that has or-will be returned 
to the General Fimd. The total estimated expenditure of $2881 000.00 accomplished 
a detailed inventory showing the need of building 177 reservoirs throughout 

-the stat-e, lin:i,ng and constructing canals and laying pipe lines. The total 
estimate of work covered by the inventory was $13,568,000.000 Investigation 
and engineering work was done on all projects approved for investigation; 
also considerable funds were used for organizational e~ense, matters per
taining to the Colorado River and other interstate streams, stream gaging and 
other important needs x;elating to water within the State of Utah. 

The State funds allocated to irrigation or water companies by the 
Utah Water and Power Board are not ,gifts or grants, but are advanced to the 
sponsors of feasible projects under legal contracts which provide that the 
entir~ project as constructed, all water rights, easements and appurtenant 
facilities, must vest in the State of Utah. The irrigation or water company 
must agree to purchase the completed project at cost, 'Without interest, and 
to make regular annual payments over a set period of time until all money 
advanced by the State has been fully repaid. 

As a result of the above appropriations, the accomplishments of the 
Utah Water and Power Board to date, as detailed in accompanying schedule, are 
as follows: 

Twenty-seven projects have been completed, conserving 31,310 acre
teet of water, to be applied on 76,433 acres of land and benefiting 17,180 
people. 

Five projects now under construction, will conserve 171223 acre
feet of water, to be ~pplied on 25,540 acres of land and will benefit 4,125 
people. 

Five. projects with contracts being prepared, w.i.ll conserve 2,464 
acre-feet of water, t~ be applied on 121486 acres of land and will benefit 
4,425 people. 

The value of the 50,997 acre-feet of water conserved in the State will 
amount to $2,549,850.00 on the basis of $50 per !"ere-foot. As a result of 
this program it is estimated that the increase l1l the tax valuation of the 
land benefit~d in the State is approxlmately $2,000,000.00 based on a 20% 
increase in value. 

Pursuant to contracts now in force, regular annual payments in the 
amount of $49,143.87 have been returned to the State of Utah, all of whic~ 
have been reallotted to other projects approved for ~onstruction~ Paymen 8 

have been made promptly, and there are no delinquencJ.es as of thu date. 

Investi ation survey and plans are canplete for fourteen additional 
projects estimafed to' cost $1,025,530.80, which have be~~ tent:~i:~ili~~p:rved 
by the Utah Water and Power Board for construction, pen g av 
funds. 

Investigation, survey and plans are progressing on twelve additional 
projects estimated to cost $1,260,101.00. 



DETAIL OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF '1'HE UTAH WATER AND PCMER BOARD 

PROJECTS APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION DURING THE PERIOD OF MAY 12, 1947 TO JUNE 1, 1951 

Name of S nsor 

PROJECTS FOR WHICH COOSTm.JCTION IS CDMPLETE: 
1, Kents Lake Reservoir Company 
2, East Grouse Creek Water Comp~ny 
3, Marble Creek Irrigation Company 
4, Blue Creek Irrigation Company 
5, Wellsville City Irrigation Comp~ny 
6, Benson-Bear Lake Irrigation Company 
7, Logan Northern Canal Comp~ny 
8, Wellington Canal Comp~ny 
9. Kays Creek Irrigation Company 

10, Laytona Town Corporation 
11, Boulder Irrig, & Water Development Co, 
12, Spring Creek LaVerkin Irrigation Co, 
13. Nephi Irrigation Company 
14. Callao Irrigation Company 
15, Meadow Irrigation and Canal Company 
16, Bullion Creek Irrigation Company 
17. Granite Water Comp~ny 
18, Bell Canyon Irrigation Comp~ny 
19, Gunnison Fayette Irrigation Company 
20, West View Irrigation Company 
21, Settlement Canyon Irrigation Company 
22, Ouray Park Irrigation Company 
23, Summit Creek Irrigation & Canal Co, 
24. Hanksville Irrigation Company 
25, Charleston Water Conservancy District 
26, Veyo, Central, Gunlock Irrigation Cos, 
27, Weber-Box Elder Pipe Line Association 

Count 

Beaver 
Box Elder 
Box Elder 
Box Elder 
Cache 
Cache 
Cacre 
Carbon 
Davis 
Davis 
Garfield 
Iron 
Juab 
Juab 
Millard 
Piute 
Salt Lake 
Salt Lake 
Sanpete 
Sevier 
Tooele 
Uintah 
Utah 
Wayne 
Wasatch 
Washington 
Weber 

Reservoir 
Drilled Well 
Pipe Line 
Reservoir 
Siphon & Dam 
Pipe Line 
Canal Lining 
Canal Flumes 
Pipe Line 
Pipe Lim 
Reservoir 
Reservoir 
Silt Reservoir 
Concrete Canals 
Drilled Well 
Pipe and Canal 
Pipe Lim 
Reservoir 
Sevier River Diversion Dam 
Sevier River Diversion Dam 
Pipe Line 
New Canal 
Reservoir 
Diversion Dam River Revetment 
Complete water system 
Reservoir 
Pipe Lim Irrigation System 

TotalB for projects for which construction is complete 

PROJECTS NCM UNDER CONSTRUCTION: 
28. Sheep Creek Irrigation Company 
29, Blanding Irrigation Company 
30, South Despain Ditch Company 
31, Woodruff Irrigating Company 
32, Dry Gulch Irrigation Company 

Daggett 
San Juan 
Salt Lake 
Rich 
Duchesne 

Enlarge Canal 
1 Mile Tunnel 
Reservoir repair near Alta 
Reservoir 
12 Mile Canal 

Totals for projects now under construction 

PROJECTS FOR WHICH CONTRACTS ARE BEING PREPARED· 
33. Independent Canal & Reservoir Company ·Em 
34. Meadow Irrigation and Canal Company Mi~~ 
35 • Central Water Works Com""ny ard 
36 .- Sevier 

• Grantsville South Willow Irrig> ti on Co Tooele 
37. Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company ' Utah 

Reservoir 
Drilled Well 
Spring Devel opllalt 
Pipe Line 
Pipe Line 

& Pipe Line 

Totals for projects for which contracts are being prepared 
TOTALS FOR ALL PROJECTS APPROVJ<;D FOR CONSTROCTION 

Average Cost Per Acre-Foot of Water Saved 

3,460 
1,800 

600 
2,657 

200 
900 

3,600 
2,636 
3,000 
2,600 
2,900 

400 
3,000 
1,200 
2, 500 

650 
50 

3,'.00 
10,500 

2,500 
2 '000 

12,000 
3,000 

660 
l,AJO 
1,200 

750 

100 
500 

50 
100 

200 
100 

1,000 
50 

500 
200 

50 
30 Lots 

200 
3,000 

500 

60 Lots 
400 

250 Lots 

69.363 7,070 

5,000 
5,240 

900 
6,000 
5,900 

500 

2,000 

2;3,040 2,500 

2,516 500 

600 
3,000 
5.870 

ll,986 500 

104,389 10,070 

1,500 
100 
120 
100 
900 

80 
2,500 

900 
600 
350 
135 
300 

2,000 
70 

560 
50 

115 
300 
750 
250 

1,875 
250 

1,500 
100 
325 
200 

1,250 

17,180 

300 
1,300 

250 
325 

1,950 

4,125 

175 

1,750 
2,500 

4,425 

25,730 

Approved by 
UW&PB and re
turnable to 
State 100% 

$122,147.00 
2,500.00 

18,793.95 
54,000,00 
3,500,00 
4,400.00 

ll,583.58 
3,000,00 
8,217.93 

17,341.34 
31,684.70 
14,000,00 

4,604.14 
26,706,90 
11,500,00 
17' 500,00 

7,500 .oo 
29,873.47 

5,500.00 
5,500,00 

11,405.88 
32,000,00 
70,000,00 
ll,ooo.oo 
55,000.00 
85,607.61 
77,000.00 

$741,866.50 

$ 20,000,00 
75,000,00 
2,500.00 

84,000,00 
29,000,00 

$210,500.00 

$ 46,181.85 
2,330,67 

26,000,00 
20,000,00 
2,264.85 

$ 96.777.37 

$1,049.143.87 

20.57 

To be 
Paid For 
b S onsor 

$ 25,000,00 
2,682, 78 

36,800,00 
3,999.00 

310.00 

2,637.99 
1,339.99 
3,796.08 

5,260.00 

3,659.00 
274.27 

1,103.94 
40.17 

7,327,00 
20,000,00 
4,702,15 

13,650.15 
14,392.39 
17,045.83 

Est, 
Total 
Cost 

$147,147.00 
5,182,78 

18,793.95 
90,800,00 
7,499.00 
4, 710.00 

ll, 583.58 
5,637.99 
9,557.92 

21,137.42 
31,684.70 
19,260,00 

4,604.14 
30,365.90 
11,774.?7 
18,603.94 

7,540.17 
29,873.47 

5,500,00 
5,500,00 

ll,405,88 
39,327,00 
90,000.00 
15,702,15 
68,650.15 

100,000.00 
94,045.83 

$164,020,74 $905,887.24 

$ 8,000,00 
14,000.00 

2,500.00 
46,000,00 
12,000.00 

$ 82,500,00 

$ 28,891.38 
9,307.33 

10,059.87 
5,165.58 
2,264.86 

t 55.689.02 

$ 28,000.00 
89,000.00 

5,000.00 
130,000,00 
41.000.00 

$293,000.00 

$ 75,073.23 
ll,638.00 
36,059.87 
25,165.58 
4.529.71 

$152.466.39 

$302,209.76 11.351.353.63 

5.93 $ 26.50 

Est, Water Saved 
or Reservoir Ca
pacity Furnished 
Ac. pt, Yearl 

2,023 
225 
450 

2,657 
90 

600 
552 
100 
360 
540 

1,348 
315 

Silt Control 
1,440 

400 
600 
90 

488 
100 
100 
540 

12,600 
1,247 
3,000 

100 
1,145 

200 

31,;310 

7,200 
1,600 

167 
2,256 
6,000 

17,223 

725 
200 
239 
600 
700 

2.464 

so.m 



RICH CO'Ul!TI 

Otter Creek Reservoir Project.- The Otter Creek Irrigation Compan;r 
proposes. a reservoir located at a site on Otter Creek. Additional 
storage ~s needed to provide a supplemmtal supply to 2200 acres of 
inadequately irrigated land, and a full supply to 500 acres of new land 
located about five miles north. of Randolph, and W>uld benefit ap~roxi-
ma tely ten families. " 

The local water users are interested in constructing a dam approxi
mately 2000 acre-feet capacity. No estiJIBtes have been made at this 
capacity. However, the State Engineer has completed the necessary field 
surveys· and estina.tes for a reservoir of 5400 acre-feet capacity, 'Wi. th 
an estimated construction cost of $3071 000. 

Another estimate was given for a reservoir of 2300 acre-feet capacity 
with an estimated construction cost of $13~ ,ooo. (1) . 

-(1) Utah Emergency Relief Administration, Report on 
Proposed Reservoirs in Utah, p. 75. 

Sage Creek Reservoir Project.- Sage Creek Water Users propose a 
reservoir of 350 acre-feet capacity at a site on Sage Creek, located 
approximately six miles north of Randolph. This project will provide a 
supplemental supply to an estimated 700 acres.of inadequately irrigated 
land in the vicinity of Sage Creek, and would benefit approximately three 
families. Investigations are in a reconnaissance stage only, with an 
estina.ted construction cost of $28,000. 

Laketown - Round Valley Drainage Area 

Laketown Canyon Creek Reservoir Project.- Laketown Canyon Irriga
tion Coffi?&ny proposes a reservoir with a capacity of 800 acre-feet at a 
site on Laketown Canyon Creek south of Laketown. This project would 
provide a supplemental supply to an estimated 600 acres in the vicinity 
of Laketown, and would bmetit approximately 50 families. Preliminary 
surveys and e st~~~s have been made, with an estinated construction 
cost of $50 1 000. \ J 

-(2) J. R. Barker, Engineer Specialist for Utah Extension 
Service. 

Cottonwood Creek Reservoir Project.- The Cottcnwood Water and Resel'
voir Company proposes a reservoir of 350 acre-feet capacity, located at 
a site on Cottonwood Creek in Round Valley. This project would provide 
a supplemental supply to an estimated 600 acres of inadequately irrigated 
land in Round Valley, and would benefit approxiJncttel! ten families. 
Investigations are in a reconnaissance stage only, 'Wl.th an estiiiBted 
construction cost of $28,000. 
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RICH CO!.~:TY 

B'J?.Eit.TJ OF RECL\!.::.TION l'ROJEOT 

Woodruff C!'eek Res~rvoir Project,- More coll!llcmly called the Deer-
lick ~i te, was r~ported by the Eureotu of Reclal!ht ion in 1940, with a capa-
C' it!' of 9000 11cre-feet located on ~'loodruff' creek, with an estimated con
struction co:Jt of t?8l,OOO. The Ut-ili !'Tater and Power Board made £.n esti!Date 
at the same site for a 5000 acre-feet ca:oaci ty, with a cost esti!".<,t ed at 
$429,000 • 

Conclusion: This pro~ect does not appear fec.sible until additional stor
aee C.evelopment and rog>llatiun of B<'ur Rivf':r 1vatcrs are me.de. 

T11ble 9 surunarbes the propos.;,c r..:&e::.'\'":lil' pro.JeC"ts, .showing th.;· ::a.."TJr.; 
or p:-c je~t, J"Urcc of eu:;:r.ly, propcseC. cu:caci ty, est inat ed construction cost, 
and c.rec.s to be fur~is'Jc.! fuH end sur:;:l"re:1tal tlllpplias cf irrigation water. 

)ITame 
of 

Project 

Woodruff' 

TABLE 9 

PROPCSEJ:, RES:::R·mm FRO;.-ECTS IN RICH COT~'TY 

Sou:-ce 
of 

Sup!Jly 

\;oodruff. Cr,.ek 

Proposed 
Cal•& city 
~cre..l''est 

9,000 

Estimated 
Gonstr. Co-.t$ 

Total Acre-Foot 

?01,000 8? 

Areu to be 
Ben.efited 
Acres* 

*Area benefited: s-5upplemental supply to inade~uately 
n-Full supply t 0 ns\~ irrigable landa. 

irrieated lands 

** Reservoir Enlargement r· rom 272 to 611 acre-feet. 
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RICH COlOO'Y 

There are 11 irrigation con:pt<nies in Rich Coun.t~· servine a:n-roxi
mately 20,300 acres of irrigated l<.n·lo T!le distributi(ll''. svst~:na 
serving this area consist of 65 l!liles of main canals ·vi th a~ averar:e 
intake capacity of 59 c.f.s., and 4 miles of laterale over 4 c.f.s, 
capacity, with an average intake C(!pacity of 8 c.~.s. 

Results o:r. the survey sho:Y th.< t six irrigation coMpanies have 
proposed needed diversion and conveya~ce projects. 

Th'l existtnG distribution syste!!'JJ are eenerally in ~ood condi
tion with regards to ,;.lignment and req_uired capacities. The major 
needs r'llative to impt'ovement and repair of these systems are: 

(1) Canal lining, to prevent excessive seepage losses of availQble 
irrig~tion -...~ater, ani! tn reduce th'3 danger of' water lou:;ing or sr·opin~ 
the l!illd b1~low leaky canal sections. 

( 2) A number of' control structures, <;tiC!:! as take-o•lt gates und 
me:i:c:':lring devlc<:s ::..re rwa<ieJ.. Dutl to clim:!tic condi tio"":.s ir. the 
Rand.olpl"-';1oodruf1' Drain&t;e Area, which causes exceFsive frost actio!l, 
per:nanent concrete structures have not given satisfac"tory service. As 
a result, control structure~ have be~n ~de, for the moet p~rt, of wood 
omich rer,;;tir~e replacement within a :;hort term of years, but is mo~e 
feasible from the ecoz:o1dc standpoint than rnore r~r:nanent tyre • 
installations. 

(3) DivP.rsion structures, along the Bear River are n:t' tho tecyorary 
type which reY.uire annuul repuir and !:ll:lintenance. It i::: t'le o:;:>inion of 
the loc,_l water u•;ers th,•t t'1is type of structure meets local requirements 
satisfactorily. 

Swnrnary 

Table 10 SQ~~~rizes the prcposad projects, showing the n~ 
of it'rigation company, its source of supply, project description, estimated 
const~~ction cost, status of investigation and areas to be benefited. 
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RICH OOUNTI 

TABLE 10 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTTII.ATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS OR REPLACEMENTS 

Name of .Source Estinated Status ·:Area to be 
Irrigation or Project Constr, of Benefited 

Company Supply Description Cost ! I!'l'Test. Acres, 

Hodges Swan Creek 6,0 miles-canal) 2:,000. · Prel, 1,043 
enlargement ) Est, 

Laketmm Big Springs 3.0 miles-canal) 15,000 II 1,000 
Pump Wells lining ) 

Lower Meadow- · Big Springs 2,5·miles-canal) 17SlO . n 870 
ville and enlargeuent ) 
~!eadowville 4,0 miles-eanal) 

lining ) 

Swan Creek Swan Cree~ 1.5'miles ·canal) 20,000 " 7':/J 
lining ) 

1-diversion dam) 
repair ) 

1-control ) 
structure ) 

\voodrur:t ~voodrurr 2.0 miles-canal) 10,500 n 6,000 Creel.: lining ) 
Lon1:1 Pine 1-cont:rol ) 
Reservoir structure ) 

TOTAL $65.000 8,663 

P..ich County SUJ!IJ!ary 

P..ich County• s total estil!a ted t ~ h . 
and storage development ( exclu i ~ ojr t e proposed distribution 
Projects), ' s ve 0 ma or Bureau of Reclamation 

(1) Reservoir Projects __________ -$S2
7

,
000 

(2) Diversion an? Conv~ance Projects· --- 65,000 

TOTAL 
$892,000 
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SUMMIT COUN'IY 

Introduction 

summit Co1Jiltylies within the Weber-OgdEn, Provo, Be~r and Green 
River Drainage Areas. The principal irrigated areas lie mthin the 
Weber-Ogden and Provo River drainage areas. Therefore, only these will 
be discussed in this report. 

Weber-Ogden River Drainage 

This drainage is referred to as the Weber River Project area. The 
river heads in the high Uinta Mountains and news westward to join Great 
Salt Lake. Extensive irrigation and power developments have been already 
accomplished with the construction of the Echo am Pineview reservoirs 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. However, these projects largely bene fit 
Morgan, Weber, Davis an:! Box Elder Counties, which lie downstream. 

The irrigated area in Summit County amounts to appro:x:i!lately 29,000 
acres with supplemental requirenents estiDB.ted at 11,000 acre-feet. 
Serving Summit County lands are 11 reservoirs, some very small, with a 
total storage capacity ·of 78,368 acre-feet. Of this total 74,000 acre-feet 
is provided by the Echo Reservoir,. the major part of this storage serving 
lands downstream. The total reservoir storage available to Summit County 
lands is 8300 acre-feet. 

Provo River Drainage Area 

This area lies within the southwestern part of Summit County draining 
into Provo River. Irrigated land in this area amounts to 2900 acres with 
an estimated supplemental requirellJ3nt of 1200 acre-feet. Present storage 
development in this area is negligible. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Five reservo~r projects are outlined for development of the water 
resources within thlS county. It is noted that two sites are mentioned 
on Beaver Creek .in the vicinity of Kamas, which would serve the sane area. 
Only one ot these reservoir sites is proposed tor final construction with 
further investigations required to detennine the most feasible site. 

As this County lies within the Weber River Project a brief outlim 
~s given of the proposed developmmts which is being curr:ntly investigated 
Y the Bureau of Reclamation, that will affect Summit County lands. 

Echo Ditch storage Project.- The Echo Ditch Irrigation Company proposes 
a reservoir of 400 acre-feet capacity at a site on Heiner Creek This 
l~~~e~~:ulringd P~de supplemental water to 600 acres of inade~tely irrigated 
75 · c ° Creek extending from Emery to Echo City A ro~tel3" 
pro~~~:e ~';!f,!~:tit from supplemental water that would be pr:ided by thiS 

r7 surveys and cost estimates have beEn made by the State 
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SUMMIT COUNTY 

l!hgineer's Office on an alternate site located approxinatel.y one mile 
downstream from the proposed reservoir site, wi 1h an estimated construction 
cost of $1SO.OO ~n acre-foot. The sponsors of this project request investi
gations of a smaller site which appears to be more feasible and would 
satisfy their supplemental water requirements. 

This area will in all probability not benefit from the proposed Weber 
River Development Plan. 

Note: This project has rece:l. ved approval for investigation by the Utah 
Water arrl Power Bal.r d. 

Yell<M Pine Reservoir Project.- (Alternate to Beaver Creek Reservoir 
site). Beaver and Shingle Creek Irrigation Companies propose a reservoir 
of 1800 acre-feet capacity at a site on Beaver Creek about five miles s:>uth
east of Kamas. This project would provide a supplemental supply to approxi
mately 4000 acres of inadequately irrigated land adjacent to Kamas. 
There are about 200 famili~s that would benefit from this project. 

Preliminary surveys and estinates have been made with an estimated con
struction cost of $289,000. 

Beaver Creek -Reservoir Project.- Beaver and Shingle Creek Irrigation · 
Companies propose a reservoir of 2512 acre-feet,capacit¥ at a site on - · 
Beaver Creek, below the Fish Hatchery. This project would provide a supple
mental supply to approxina tely 4000 acres of inadequately irrigated land 
in the vicinity of Kamas. There are about 200 families t!Bt would benefit 
from this project. Preliminary surveys and cost estimates have been made 
by the State Engineer's Office with an estimated construction cost of 
$292,800. 

The Walden-Lambert Reservoir Project.- Water Users on Cit.Y Creek 
propose a reservoir of 70 acre-feet capacity at a site on City Creek west 
or Kamas. This project would provide a supplemental supply to about 140 
acres of inadequately irrigated lands lying west of Kamas. There are about 
two families that would be directly benefited from this project. Prelimin
ary surveys and estimates have been made with an estimated construction cost 
or $7,000. 

East Fork - Chalk creek Project.- Chalk Creek - Hoyts~~w:ter9~zers propose to increase the capacity of Boyer and Joyce Lakes from 0 Lak 
acre-feet. The project plan calls for raising the spill~ of Boy-er e 
approx:l.mtely three feet, and to raise Joyce Lake Dam ard spillw~i!:ted 
estimated ten feet and repair the existing outlet works. An es al. t d 
700 acres of inade~tel.y irrigated land would receive supplement -wa e'f.nan 
about 1500 people would benefit from this project. Investigat~o~;- re 
a reconnaissance stage. The estimated construction cost is $l ' • 

U, S. Bureau of Reclamation Project 

d el ent of the Weber River is 
Weber River Pro.1ect.- Ultimate ev opm tion. The 

presently being investigated bY the U. S. Bureau of Reclama 
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SUMMIT COUNTI 

perdue arx:l Jeremy Reservoir Sites are under consideration in the Summit 
County area. The ultimate development of this project would provide 
supplemEl'ltal water to an estillB ted 22,700 acres of irrigated land in 
Summit County • The Park City - Snyder Area amounting to approximately 
5400 acres of irrigated land and the Echo Creek area having 1300 acres of 
irrigated lands, apparently will not benefit from this development. 

New lands available for development are very small, and any irrigable 
land included will be served under the existing distribution canals. 

Summary 

Table ll summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
name of project, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimted construction 
cost, areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies of irrigation water. 

TABIE_JJ,_ 

PIDPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN SUMMIT COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estinated Area to be 
or or Capacity Constr. Cost Benefited 

Project SuEE!z Acre-feet Total Acre-foot Acres* 

Echo Ditch(**) Heiner Creek 400 Investigation Required 1,300 s 
Beaver Creek Beaver Creek 
Walden Lambert City Creek 

2,512 292,000 117 4,000 s 

East Fork 
70 7,000 100 :u.o s 

Chalk Creek 354 (***) 18,000 50 700 s 
Chalk Creek 

TOTAL(~••••) 2,936 $317,000 4,840 s 

Yellow Pine**"'"' Beaver Creek 1,soo 2ss,ooo 160 4,000 s 

* ~: ~i1:::~i;tt~u~~a~bi:a!:~:tely irrigated lands. 

** Approved for investigation by the Utah W t *** Enlarge from 1600 to 1954 acre-f'eet. a er and Power Board. 
**** One or two reservoir sites alte t 

Not included in total ~ost ma e to Beaver Creek. Reservoir Site. 
**-~:** Total does not include Echo Ditch Re . servo1r Project. 
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SUMMIT OJUNTY 

Diversion and Conv3rance Needs 

There are 35 irrigatio~ compan~es in Summit County irrigating ap;:>roxi-
matel.y 32,000 acres. The distribut1on systems serving this area consist 
of an estimated 73 miles of main canals with an average intake capacity of 
29 c,f.s, and 50 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s, capacity, with an average 
intake capacity of 18 c.f.s. A survey of the 35 irrigation companies 
show a general need for repair and improvement of the respective distribu
tion systems. The estinated construction cost of correcting the proposed 
needs for many of the companies ranges between $5 1000 to $15,000. 

Results of the survey regarding diversion and conve~ce needs in 
Summit County shew thai:. 14 irrigation companies have proposed needed 
distribution projects. The proposed projects indicate a general need 
of repair and replacement of diversion structures, canal repairs and 
alterations, and canal lining. 

The first project for consideration relating to diversion an:! 
conveyance needs is the Hoytsville Irrigation Company Canal Lining 
Project. Preliminary estinates call for four miles of canal lining, 
with an est:inated construction cost of $40,000. 

Proposed storage developn:ents by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation will not materially affect the present distribution systems, 

Summar;y 

Table 12 summarizes the proposed diversion an:! conveyanc~ n:eds. 
for Sunnnit County's distribution systems, shewing the name of 1rr1gatJ.on 
company, source of supply, project description, estimated construction 
cos.t, and areas to be benefited. 

Table ..ll.. 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIVlATED COST OF IMPROVE~lENTS AND REPLACEMENTS 

Name of Estinated Status Area to be 

Irrigation 
Source 

constr. of Benefited 
of Project Acres 

~!1! SUJ2J2ll Descri]2tion Cost i Invest 1 

Beaver and Shingle Beaver Creek S-diversion dams ) 7,200 Prel. 3,305 
Creek Shingle Creek 9-control ) Est. 

structures ) 
3 miles-canal ) 

enlargement ) 

Bouldernue o.o6 mile-canal ~ 3,000 II 478 
We'ber River 

Ditch lining 
10-control ) 

structures ) 
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TABLE 12. Pm:lPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS - (CONTINUED) 

Name o! Source Estinated Status Area to be 
Irrigation o! Project Constr. of Bere!ited 

COr.'l!f!!lY Supply Description Cost$ Iruest. Acres 

Henefer Irriga- Weber River o. 75 mile-canal ) 6,000 Prel. 1,200 
tion Company Echo Reservoir lining ) Est. 

4.0 miles-canal ) 
enlargemmt ) 

.35-cont.rol ) 
structures ) 

Lower Marion Weber River 2.0 miles-canal ) 10,500 n 512 Ditch Smith arxi lining ) 
Morehouse 0.5 mile-canal ) 

realig!U!ent ) 
2.0 miles-canal ) 
enlar gelll!llt ) 

102-control ) 
structures ) 

Hoytsville Pipe Spring Repair and en- ) 8,500 " 60 Families Water Compa.ey Canyon large culinary ) 
system ) 

Hoytsville Weber River 4 miles-canal ) YJ,ooo " 600-Chalk Creek lining ) 
1 mile-canal ) 

realignm.;n t ) . 
100 ft - flume ) 
1-control ) 

structure ) 
1-diversion dam ) 

Marchant Ext. Weber River 0.20 mile-canal ) 3,700 n .350 lining ) 
0.24 mile-canal ) 
realignem~t ) 

12-cont. rol ) 
structures ) 

New Field and Weber River 0.5 mile-canal ) North Bench Echo Reser- 10,000 n 1,450 
voir 

lining ) 
1.5 mile-canal ) 

realignnent ) 
6-cont.rol ) 
structures ) 

Pineview Chalk Creek o. ?5 mile-canal Cottonwood ) 2,500 II 500 
Creek 

repairs ) so rt.-nume ) 
1-cont.rol ) 
structure ) 
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TABLE 12. PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS - ~CONTINUED} 

Name of Source Estine.ted Status 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of 

Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. 

South BEnch Weber River 2.5 miles-canal ) 4,000 Prel. 
Canal Echo Reser- enlargemmt ) Est. 

voir ?-control ) 
Fim Lake structures ) 

1-diversion Dam ) 

South Kamas an:! Provo River 3.5 miles-canal ) 23,000 II 

Washington Canal. lining ) 
1-control ) 

structure ) 

Upper Marion Weber River 0.5 mile-canal ) 6,000 II 

Echo Smith- lining ) 
Morehouse 0.3 mile-canal ) 

realigrurent ) 
1.0 mile-canal ) 

enlar genent ) 
1-control ) 

structure ) 

West Hoytsville Weber River 2.0 miles-canal ) 25,000 II 

Echo Reser- .lining ) 

voir 60ft-flume ) 
1-diversion dam ) 
. repair ) 
5-control ) 
structures ) 

'IDTAL !,178.400 

Summit CountY SUillll2- r;y 
. ti d 

Summit County's estimated ccs t for the proposed distribu on : ) 
storage developl!Sllt, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Proje s • 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - - -$317,000 

(2) Diversion and Conv~Vance Projects - - - 178.400 

TOTAL 
$495,400 
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500 

1,700 

500 

351 
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MORGAN COUNTY 

Introduction 

princ~;:~n:t;~~~t~sl!~: ~:~!~e~fv:!t!~~ht~s!:b;;s~i~=~~~:i~~=.a~::;, 
woon and Hardscrabble Creeks beint; the main tribut·ar es. 

The 
Cotton-

The total irrisated area in Morgan county amounts to about 9,430 acres 
with an flstima.ted :;upplelllE'ntd vrater requirement of 2,200 acre-feet for the 

in~dequately irrigated lands. 

servi n.,. Morgan county lands are three reservoirs, wBh a total stor~~e d 
capacity or~l02,200 acre-feet. Of this total 102,000 acre-feet are provre!u 
by the Echo and :last Can"On Reservoirs, which were constructed by the Bu 
of Reclarnat.i·Jn. The Pon~ l!ol 9 Re:Hrvoir lc-cated on Cotton•vood Creek provides 
the r'3muinine 200 o~re-feet., An estimated 3,000 acre-feE>t are available to 
rortain ar.rP.:> of ir!'lgot~d land within this county. 

Propo~ed New L~nd Development 

There are 1,000 acres of irrigable land and 500 acres. of reclaimable land 
that C•)llld be served undar the Weber Rivnr Development Plan. An estimated 4.500 · 
acre-t'P.at would provide a full supply to these lands. Storage development pro
!JO~•ld <:''\ Lo!lt Creek would provide this supply, 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Major sto:!:'age d'!velopments in this area will be accompliRhed through the 
!lur·;~u of Reclalllllt ion's nronosed. reservoirs on Lost Creek and Dry Creek. HOIV

<?ve-r. ellllill rer.ervoir de~el;!)ments a:re needed ?:hich would not duplicate the Fed
l'ral Oov,.rnmtint •s efforts and. muld serve n"•;; land not included •vi thin the larger 
clev-:Jl:>1Jm~nt. One reservoir project is outlined as propos11d by the Morgan Cou!ltY 
Water Users. 

Dalton Crenlf Res<Jrvoir Project.- The Do:>.lton Creek Irrigation Cor.1pany pro
poses t'.Vo small reservoirs with £. capacity of 82 acre-feet to be served by 
feeder canals from Smith's Creek. This project would provide a supplemental 
sunply to an estina.i:ed !300 acres of inude.-:uately irrigated land in the vicinity 
of Lo1·1,~r Milton, and. wo•1ld benefit approximately 50 pnople, Preliminary sur
veys of the reservoir sites nere lila de by the Soil Conservation Service and 
final design and estimates ~y the Utah Water and Power Board with an ~stimated 
co!lstruction cost of ~A4.000. 

!~ote: This project r,.ns presented for consUeration to the Utah Water and Power 
Board and vras not considered for construction at this time following the recom
nendation of both the spon<;ors and the Utah •.-:ater and Power Board. 

Summry 

Table 13 ~<U!lllllllrizes the proposP.d reservoir proje<:ts, showing the name of 
projP.ct, ~ource of supply. proposed capacity, esti~ted construction cost, and 
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areas to be furnished full and supplemental sunplies 0~ r ~ irrigation water. 

TABLE 13 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN MORGAN COUNTY 

Name 
of 

Project 

Source 
of 

SUpply 

Dalton Creek Dalton and 
S!Di th' s 

Creek 

TOTAL 

Bureau of Reclamation Projects 

Weber River Project 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

82 

82 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost 

Total $ Acre-foot 

$44,000 535 

$44,000 535 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

300 s 

300 s 

Lost Creek 
Dry Creek 

Lost Creek 
Weber River 

Data to be ptlblished by Bureau 
of Reclamation 

* s - Supple.!'lental supply to in:1deq.uately irrigated landflo 

Diversion ann Conveyance Needs 

There are 21 irrigation companies in Morg!ln County serving approximately 
9,430 acres of irrigated land. The distribution syste:as serving this area 
oo~sist of approximately 39 miles of main canals ~1th an average intake cap
acity of 15 c.f.s., and 12 miles of laterals over 4 o.f.s. c~-pacity, v1ith 3Jl 

average intake capacity of 7 c.f.s. 

Nine irrigation companies have proposed needed diversion and conveyance 
projects. Of the nine projects, one is for culinary purposes only. 

The major needs relative to improvement and repair of the existing distri
bution systems in Morgan county are: 

(1) Canal lining to prevent excessive seepage losses of available irriga
tion water and to reduce the danger of VJater logging or seeping the land below 

leaky canal sections. 

(2) Prope~ realignment, cleaning and enlargement of the main canals. 

(3) Replacement and repair of existing diversion and control structures. 

The need for changes in the existing distribution systems under the 1Veber 
River develooment calls for minor changes in extensions and e~argements which, 
for the most. part, VJill be handled by the irrigation companies. However, any 
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major repairs of existing main canals should be carefully analysed to antici
pate future re'iuirements. 

The Peterson Culinary Project hes been approved for investigation by the 
Utah Water and Po\ver Board. The project includes extending the present pipe 
line approximately one ~ile upstream tc Bo~~n SprinP,s to insure a sufficient 
and sanitary su?ply of culinary water to benefit about 25 families, with an esti
mated construction cost of ~lo,oco. 

Table 14 su!lll!l!lrizes the proposed projP.cts, shewing the name of irrigation 
company, its source of sa;;>:;ly, proje~t '1escriptlon, estimated constructlon cost, 
sta~us of investigation, and areas to be benefited. 

TABU: 14 

PROPOSED DJ:VE:R£ION .\ND Cmr'TEYANCE NEEDS 

MID EST~·!:LTED COST OF IITRCVEMENTS OR P.EPL.I\.C~:ENTS 

Name or Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited* 

Company SUpply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

East Porter- East Canyon 2.5 miles Canal 13,000 Prel. 
ville 

353 
Creek Lining Est. 

Echo Reservoir 

Enterprise Weber River 4.0 miles Canal 20,000 
Stoddard Echo Reservoir " 535 

Lining 

Line Creek Line Creek 1 mile Canal Lining 
Echo Reser-

5,500 " 220 
19 Control Structures 

voir 

Littleton- East Canyon 3.5 miles Canal 
Milton Deep Creek 

.40,000 " 1,000 
Lining 

North West Cottonwood 0.37 Miles Canal 
Creek 7,000 " 406 

Lining 
Pond-Hole 6.0 miles Canal 
Reservoir Enlargement 

2 Diversion Dams 
6 Control Structures 

Peterson • Bobll!an 
CUlinary Springs 

1 mile Pipe Instal- 10,000 " 25 
System lation Families 

(55) 



MORGJIN COUtlTY 

TABLE 14. DIVERSION A..liD CONThYANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited* 
Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

West Richville East Canyon 2 miles Canal 2,000 Pr~l. 536 
Creek Enlargement 

1 Diversion Dam 
6 Control Structures 

Weber Canal Weber River 1 Diversion Dam 2,000 " 400 
Echo Reser- 240 ft. Canal 

voir Realignment 
3 Control Structures 

West Porter- Mill Creek 0.05 miles Canal 9,000 " 670 
ville Canal Echo Reser- Lining 

voir 1 DivP.rsion Dam 
5.5 miles Canal 
Realignment 

TOTAL $108,500 3,730 

* Approved for investigation. 

Summary 

:Morgan County's estimated cost for the proposed distribution and storage 
development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Projects.) 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - $ 44,000 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - - - $ 108,500 

TOTAL - - - - - - $ 152,500 
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WEBER COUNTY 

Introduction 

Weber County lies within the Weber-Ogden River drainage area with 
the Weber and Ogden Rivers being the !I'.ajor sources of supply. The total 
irrigated area in l'ieber County amounts to approxina~ely. 55,000 acres, of 
which 50,000 acres are estimated to have a full irr1gat~on supply. 

Serving Weber County lands are four reservoirs· with a combined cap
acity of 146,800 acre-feet. Of this total, 107,600 acre-;eet are av.!dl
able to Weber County lands serving approximately 46,900 acres. Ninety
eight percent of the storage was nade available through three U. s. 
Bureau of Reclamation Projects, the East Canyon and Echo Reservoirs on 
the Weber River drainage, and Pineview Reservoir located on the Ogden 
River. 

Potential Irrigable Land Developmert 

There are apprc.:xinately 10,600 acres of arable land, and 16,500 acres 
of reclainable land by drainage, that can be provided a full water supply 
through the Weber River development plan which is being itiV'estigated by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

• 
Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Extensive irrigation developments of tba l'!eber and Ogden Rivers have 
already been accomplished with the construction of the three reservoirs 
heretofore mentioned. Since 1938, investigations of individual problems 
have been conducted and present basin-'lride studies are directed toward 
full development of the Weber and Ogden River basins. _ 

To supplement the ultimate plan, small reservoir investigations and 
construc~ion should be continued in areas which will not be fully supplied 
or benefited by the larger development. 

Three small reservoir projects are outlined for consideration by the 
water users. 

La~ton Reservoir Project.- The Davis and Weber Canal Company proposes 
a reservoJ.r of 1,357 acre-feet capacity at a site on Kava Creek This 
project would provide a sup 1 tal 1 .., • 
land served by the s P em~ su~p Y to 30,000 acres of irrigated 
benefited !rom this :~=~~;~:. anp~!i~:ted 2?,000 peop~e would be 
estinates have been made b th St t .nary l.nvestigat~ons and cost 
mated construction cost ofy$29~ 0~ e E~J.neer's ?££ice~ with an esti
voir site must be correlated with the ul~al cons~deratJ.on of this rese!'-
of Reclamation. l.na.te plan proposed 'by the Bureau 

Four-Mile Reservoir Project _ Th w . . 
a reservoir of an estina.ted 200 • f e arren IrrJ.gahon Company proposes 
Creek, about four miles east r ~ere- eet capacity located on Four-1-file 

· 
0 arran and one and a half miles south of 
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Plain City. The reservoir would be used as an equalizer to more sufficiently 
control the water supply from 1rleber River arrl Echo Reservoir. This project 
would provide a more efficient supply to the 4,000 acres under this system, 
and would benefit an estimated 500 people in the vicinity of Warren. The 
investigation is still in reconnaissance stage, with an est ina ted construc
tion cost of $71 000. 

Hot Springs Reservoir Project.- The North Ogden Irrigation Companr 
proposes an equalizing reservoir With a capacity of 200 acre-feet located 
at a site near Hot Springs in the North Ogden area. The main purpose of 
this project is to provide an equalizing reservoir in the north end of 
the distribution system, to more efficiently conserve and supply irriF,ation 
water for an estina. ted 7'JJ acres located west of the Hot Springs. This 
project will benefit the. entire North Ogden Irrigation Company share holders. 
Investigations are still in a reconnaissance stage. The estinated con
struction costs are not known. 

SulllllL'l. IX 

Table 15 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
name or project, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated construc
tion cost, and areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies of 
irrigation water. 

Name 
or 

froject 

layton 
Four Mile 

Hot Springs 

TABIE 15 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PIDJECTS IN WEBER OOUNTY 

Source 
or 

Supply 

Kays Creek 
Weber River 
Four Mile Creek 
Ogden River 
Pineview 

Reservoir 

'IDTAL 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-feet 

1,357 
200 

EstiDRted 
Constr. Cost 

Total Acre-foot 

$290,000 212 
7,000 9 

200 Investigation Required 

1,757 297,000 

* s - SuppleDental supple to inadequately irrigated lands. 
n - Full supply to new arable lands. 
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· WEBER COUNTY 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 32 irrigation companies in Weber County, 24 of these serv-
d 3 · 1 ss than 300 acres Two la rge irri-in .300 acres or more, an serVJ.ng e • . 

a~ion canals the Webe~Davis canal serving 40,000 acres from Riverdale 
~0 Kaysville,' constructed by private interests, and the Brigham-Ogden Canal 
serving 9 937 acres from North Ogden to Brigham, constructed by the U. S. 
Bureau or' Reclamation, are concrete lined. Howe'!'er, with the total length 
of 216 miles of main canals with an average capacJ.ty of 14. c=f.s., many 
miles of canal sections require lining to increase the effJ.cJ.ency of the 
water supply, and to prevent excessive raising of the ground water table 
due to seepage in canals • 

Ten diversion ard conveyance proje ets have been proposed by the 
Water Users of Weber County. Of the ten proposed projects, three are 
for culinarr benefitS only. 

The first project approved for investigation by the Utah Water and 
Power Board was the Weber - Box Elder Conservation project under the 
Brigham- Ogden Canal Company, consisting of installing a pipe system to 
convey irrigation water from Brigham- Ogden Canal to the Bench lands in 
North Ogden, with an estimated cost of $,30,000. The Soil Conservation 
Service has completed the preliminarr eng!.neering of the project. 

The second project approved for investigation was the proposed North 
Ogden Culinary Project, consisting of replacing open reservoir with 
reinforced concrete underground water tank, and replace 3" and 4" sections 
ot existing distribution pipe with 811 pipe, and extend the systan. to serve 
new areas. Approximately 1,800 people wuld benefit from this project. 
Preliminarr investigation and esti.De. tes have been made by the sponsor's 
engineer , with an esti.De.ted construction cost of $70,000. 

Eight other projects have been given a priority by the water users. 
Certain changes in the diversion and conveyance facilities of the dis
tribution syst~s in Weber County are being included in the Weber River 
project plan, proposed by the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation. Canals will 
be enlarged and extended and lined where needed to more efficiently distri
bute the waters. Therefore, the proposed needs as summarized from present 
and pa~t surveys will require careful investigations to correlate construc
tion nth future developments. 

Summarr 

Table 16 Slllllllarizes the proposed projects, filowing the name of 
irrigation company, its source of supply, project description estimated 
construction cost, status of investigation, and areas to be b~efited. 
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WEBER COUNTY 

TABIE 16 

PBDPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVErANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTI:l-~ TED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS AND REPLACEMENTS 

Name of Source Estimated Stat~ Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. Acres 

Eden Tam. Springs 2.5 miles pipe ) l4,000 Prel. 250 people 
installation ) Est. 
culinaJ:Y ) 

North Ogden Ogden River 10 miles-canal ) 8,000 II 4,000 
Pineview enla.rgenent ) 

Reservoir 100-control ) 
structures ) 

Plain City Ogden River 1-diversion dam) 21,000 II 2,324 
Weber River 12 miles-canal ) 

improvement ) 
23-control ) 
structures ) 

Rice Creek Springs 3.5 miles-canal) 14,000 II 700 

Pineview lining ) 
Reservoir. 20-cont rol ) 

structures ) 

Strong Canyon Water Fall 3,300 ft-pipe ) 4,000 II Culinary 

Water Compat\1 Strong Canyon installation ) Project 

South \'Ieber 0.75 miles-canal) 2,000 II 500 
Weber River 
Echo Reservoir repairs ) 

16-control ) 
structures ) 

!-diversion dam ) 

Weber Box Elder a:>,ooo rt-pipe ) 3o,ooo<*> II 400 
Ogden River 

Conservation Pine View line ) 
District Res e I'V'Oir 

a:>,ooo rt-pipe ) 
17

1
000(**) " 466 

line ) 

Warren 3.0 miles-canal) 9,000 n 4,000 
Weber River 
Mill Creek enla. rgenent ) 
four-Mile Creek 
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WEBER COUNTY 

TABLE 16. PROPOSED DIVF.RSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS - (CONTJNUED) 

Name of' Source Estimated Status 
Irrigation of' Project Constr. af 

Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. 

North O~en Cold vlater repair am ) 70,000 Prel. 
enla rgenen t ) Est. 
of' culinary ) 
system ) 

'lOT AL $189,000 

* This project has received approval for investigation. 

** Proposed future needs. 

Weber County S'lli'IIJm r;y 

Weber County's total estinated cost f'or the proposed distribution 
and storage developments, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation 
Projects). 

(1) Reservoir Pro~cts - -.- - - - -- -- - $297,000 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - - 189,000 

'roT At 
$486,000 
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DAVIS COUNTY 

Introduction 

Davis County lies principally witt.in tho Salt L::.ke Minor Tributaries Drain
age Area. Ho"Tever, the major source of irrigation v;ater is from the Weber River 
Clirried by distribution syste111s as far south as Kaysville. Additiom:.l water is 
supplied by a number of small strP-ams originating on the west slopes of' the was
atch Range draining directly into Salt Lakfl. These major streams from north to 
south are Kays, Holmes, Bears, Shepherd, Farmington, Davis, Centerville, Steed, 
Barnard, Ward, Holbrook, and Mill Creeks. 

Development of the underground water, by drilling a number of flow and 
pump wells, has provif.ed supplemental water in the south Davis area. Additional 
water is received in the Bountiful, North Salt Lake, Woods Cross, and Center
ville areas, supplied by the Bonneville Irrigation District, the water being 
pumped directly from the Jordan River. 

The total irrigated area in Davis County amouhts to approximately 36,300 
acres, of which only 15,000 acres are estimated to have a full supply. 

Potential Irrigable Land Development 

There are approximately 10,300 acres of arable land,and 5,200 acres of 
reclaimable lan1l•l'rhich can be provided a full water supply through the proposed 
l~eber River DevelopmP-nt plan, presently being investigated by the United Stt~.tes 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Ultimate development by supnlying supplemental water to inadequately irri
gated land, and a full supply to-the new lands will be provided by the Weber 
River Project. Therefore, no reservoir projects are outlined to supplement 
this development. 

Future consideration will be given to the Farmington, Layton, and Mill 
Creek Projects and other l~ke projects of small capacity throughout the county, 
if they are not included in- the Weber River Project. Their ultimate construc
tion will be accomplished to serve, in all probabil1 ty, as culin!l.ry projects. 

i ites locate~ in Davis County. 
Table 17 sUDmarizes the potential reserve r s ' u der the direction 

that could ultimately be included in the Weber River Proj~:t~ta~ Water and 
of the Bureau of Reclamation or through assistance from t 
Power Board. 
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DAVIS COUNTY 

TABU 17 

POTJ!NTIAL RT:SERVOm PROJECTS IN DAVIS COUNTY 

Na!lle Source Proposed Estimated 
of of Capacity Constr. Cost $ 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-foot 

Farmington 611 $291,000 477 Farmington 
Creek** creek 

layton Kaye Creek See Weber County Report 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 

** could serve as a culinary and irrigation project. 

Diversio~ and Conveyance Needs 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

1,000 s 

There are 34 irrigation conpanies in Davis County serving 36,300 acres of 
irrigated land, The distribution systems required to serve this land amount to 
108 miles of main canals with an average intuke capacity of 17 c.f,s., and 97 
miles of laterals over 4 c,f,s, capacity, with an average intake capacity of 6 c,f,ea, 

Results of the survey of diversion and conveyance needs in Davis County 
show that ei~ht irrigation companies and two culinary syste~~ have proposed 
needed distribution projects, 

The first project approved for investigation and construction in this 
county v1as the Laytona and Kays Creek Development, The project v:as divided into 
two divisions,, and ie outlined as follows: 

!Cays Creek Dlv1Rion,- The project is located approxi.matel~· two and a h!ilf 
miles northea~t of layton, The project plan as outlined calls for 1,585 feet 
of pipe installation from the mouth of the canyon on the middle fork of Kays 
Creek to the south fork of Kays Creek, This project would benefit approximately 70 flll!lilies, 

Laytona Pipe Line nivision,- This ~ortion of the project plan calls for the 
installation of 6,356 feet or pipe line 1vhich is an extension of the Kaye Creek 
Division, This development will benefit approxi.mately 75 families for culinary purposes, 

Investigations on both divisions of this project are comolete, Construc
tion was initiated during the summer of 1948, and completion ~f the project is 
anticipated before Dec9Mber, 1948, The total eeatimated construction cost of this project is estimated at $25,726. 

C 1The existing distribution systems, with the exception of the Davis-Weber 
D~~ lb~'!!1 in all probability be affected by the proposed Weber River Project 

str uj on System, Therefore, any proposed lining, realignment and enlarge-men pro ects should be given a di t • 
initiated, coor na ed study before any construction is 
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DAVIS COUNTY 

The following table summarizes the proposed diversion and conveyance pro
jects showing the name of the irrigation compAny, source of supply, proposed 
project, estimated construction cost, and areas to be benefited, 

TABLE 18 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTn!ATED COST OF DilPROVEMENTS OR REPIACEt.!ENTS. 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest, Acres 

Central Weber River Canal Lining Repair 
East Canyon &. 3.0 miles·Canal 30,000 Prel. 1,500 
Echo Reservoirs Lining Est. 

Clearfield Weber River 3,0 miles-Canal 
East Canyon &. Lining 90,000 " 5,000 
Echo Reservoirs 0. 75 .miles -Canal 

Repairs 

1,000 foot-Flume 
14 - Control 
Structures 

Kays Creek Middle Fork 1,585 ft.-Pipe 8,226 CoMplete 1,000 

Kays Creek Installation 

Laytona Town Middle Fork 6,356 ft.-Pipe 17,500 It Culinary 

Kays Creek Installation 

Kaysville- 4.0 miles-canal 30,000 Prel. 
Layton Lining Est. 

Fife 5.25 miles-Canal 60,000 " 800 
Weber River 
East Canyon &. Lining 
Echo Reservoirs 

Stevenson Weber River 4.5 miles-Canal 45,000 n 1,500 

Ditch East Caeyon &. Lining 
Echo Reservoirs 

Straight 5,0 miles-canal 65,000 " 2,200 
Weber River 

Ditch East Canyon &. Lining 
Echo Reservoirs 

5,0 miles-Canal 50,000 " 2,500 
West Layton Weber River 

East canyon &. Lining 
Echo Reservoirs 
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DAVIS COUNTY 

TABLE 18, DIVERl'liON .'lliD CO!IVEYANCE NEEDS ( CONTTilUED 

Na:nl) of Source Estimated Status A"P.a to be 
Irri~ation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Company Supply Des<'ription Coste: Invest. Acres 

Centerville Parish Creek Investigation Required Prl!l, Culinary 
Town Parnard Creek Culinary Project Eat. 

TOTAL $395,726 14,500 

Davis County Summary 

t Davis County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution and 
8 orage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Projects.) 

(l) Reservoir Projects _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects _ _ 

$ 291,000 

$ 396,000 

TOTAL- - - e 687 1000 
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SALT LAKE COUNTY 

Introduction 

Salt Lake County lies within the Utah Lake, Provo River, and Salt 
Lake Drainage Areas. The major streams that provide water for this county 
are Jordan River and Utah Leke, which are supplied from the Utah Lake
Provo River Drainage, end City, Emigration, Parley's, Mill and Big and 
Little Cottonwood Creeks, tributaries to Jordan River to Salt Lake. 

The direct streem flow during the summer and fall irrigation season. 
on all streams are fully appropriated. Several storage reservoirs have 
been completed and a substantial percentage of' the flood water appropri• 
ated and stored for irrigation, city water supplies, and industrial. uses. 

Addi t1onal storage of water in surface reservoirs and in underground 
reservoirs to the fullest extent practical, is of vital importance to the 
development of this area. 

Present Storage Development 

Numerous small reservoirs have been constructed on the head waters 
of the streema originating on the west slope of the Wasatch National 
Forest in Salt Lake County, With these, and Utah Lake and Deer creek 
Reservoirs, there are 18 reservoirs serving Salt Lake County, some of 
which are very small, with a total storage capacity of' about 431,000 
acre-feet. Of this total, 273 1600* acre-feet are avaUable to Salt Lake 
County lands serving an estimated 59,600 acres.(l) 

* An estimted 97 per cent of available storage is supplied by Utah 
Lake and Deer Creek Reservoirs. J 

1l) Israelson, ~ughn. and South, Irrigation Companies in utah., p.28. 

SUpplemental Water Requirements 

acres~e~;~~m!:~rted area in Salt Leke County amounts to about 68,500 
3J ,000 acre-feet. (1) water requirelllllnts for this area are estimated at 

It is hoped tha~o::ntial New Land Development 
investigated by the Bure:upr~p~se~ Central Utah Project,. currently being 
plemental water for the i 0 eo Illation, will provide additional sup
arable lands in Salt Lake~~:!~;!ely irrigated lands, and a full supply to 
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SALT LAKE COUNTY 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Ten potential projects are outlined for use of the water resources 
in Salt Lake County as proposed by the County Water Users. 

Lake Flora Reservoir Project.- Little Cottonwood water Company 
proposes to increase the capacity of Lake Flora from 60 to 180 acre
teet. This project will furnish supplemental water to approximately 
250 acres of inadequately irrigated land under the L1 ttle Cottonwood 
Distribution System. Preliminary surveys have been made with an esti
mated construction cost of $12,000. 

Red Pine Lake Reservoir Project.- The Little Cottonwood Water 
Company proposes to increase the capacity of Red Pine Lake from 320 to 
600 acre-teet. This project would furnish supplemental water to an esti• 
mated 480 acres of inadequately irrigated land under the Little Cotton
wood Distribution system. Preliminary surveys have been made, with an 
estimated construction cost of $221000. 

Pepper Bridge Reservoir Project.- The Little Cottonwood Water Com
pany requests an investigation to determine the teasibility o1' iMpounding 
1,400 acre-feet ot water from Little Cottonwood Canyon in the Pepper 
Briege site, located below the MUrray City Power Plant. This project 
would provide supplemental water to 2,500 acres of inadequately irrigated 
land in the vicinity of MJ.rray and SandY 1 and would benet it approximately 
4,000 people. Preliminary surveys have been made by the State Engineer's 
otfice, and also by private engineers. A reservoir ot approximately 500 
acre-teet capacity was estiJ~ated to cost approximately $75,000 • ( Z) 

(2) Report by c. v. Gardner - 1936. 

White Pine Reservoir Project.- The South Despain Irrigation Company 
proposes to enlarge and repair the existing reservoir to impound 200 acre
teet or water trom White Pine Lake. This pro·ject will provide supplemental 
water to an estimted 400 acres of inadequately irrigated land in the vici
nity or Granite and would benefit about 50 families. Preliminary surveys 
have been made,'with an estimated construction cost of $30,000. 

Upper Bell Canyon Reservoir Project.- The Draper Irrigation Company 
proposes to enlarge and repair the existing reservoir dam to safely 1m• 
pound 200 acre-feet. This project will furnish supplem:n:~twat;rG!:Oite 
1,200 acres of now inadequately irrigated land in the v c ~ i~inary re-' 
Sandy, and Draper and would benefit about 1,800 people. e d P r 
connaissance and ;stimates have been made by the Utah Water an owe 
Board, with estimated construction cost of $10 ,coo. 
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SALT LAKE COUNTY 

Lake Blanch Reservoir Project,• Brown and Sanford Irrigation Com
pany proposes to repair the present dam to successfully impound 335 
acre-teet, 'lhis project will furnish supplemental water to 600 acres 
of' inadequately irrigated land served by the sponsoring irrigation com
pany, Investigations are in the reconnaissance stage only, with an esti• 
mated construction cost of' $17,000. 

Little Willow Reservoir Project.• The Big Willow Irrigation Company 
requests engineering surveys to determine the feasibility of' constructing 
a reservoir of' 100 acre-teet capacity in Little Willow Canyon, to serve 
both as a culinary and irrigation project. There are about 000 people 
that would benefit from irrigation, and 160 people would benefit from 
the culinary system, An estimated 600 acres could receive supplemental 
water. No cost estimates are avallableo 

Butterfield Canyon Reservoir Project.- The Herriman Irrigation Com• 
pany proposes a reservoir in Butterfield Canyon. They request an investi
gation to determine the most feasible dam site, and also the feasibility 
of' lining a porous reservoir. This project would provide supplemental 
water to 500 acres of' imdequately irrigated land, and would benefit 
about 300 people. The estimated construction costs are not available. 

Rose Canyon Reservoir Project.- The Rose Canyon Irrigation Company 
proposes a ·resenoir at some feasible location on Rose Canyon Creek. 
They request an investigation to determine the feasibility of' such a 
project, Proposed !)apacities and estimated construction costs are not 
availableo 

Lower Bell Canyon Reservoir Project.- The Bell Canyon Irrigation 
Company proposes to enlarge and repair the existing reservoirs to a 
maximum capacity of' 245 acre-teet, Thh reservoir is located 14 miles 
south and 5 miles east of' Salt Lake City at the mouth of' Bell Canyon. 
This project will provide supplemental water to 3,400 acres ot irrigated 
land in the 'f'icinity of Crescent and Draper, this acreage baing the 
total served U!ider the Bell Ce.p.yon•s distribution systems. Surveys and 
estimated have been completed by the Utah Water and Power Board w1 th an 
estimated construction cost of' $29 900 ' 

Note: This project has been app;oved by the Utah Water and Power Board, 
and construction was initiated during August 1949

0 

Argenta Reservoir Project Salt Le.'-
construct a reaer ·- "" County Water Users propose to 
wood Creek his voir or. 12,000 acre-feet capacity at a site on Big Cotton• 
southeast ~ of ~~oject would benaf'it inadequately irrigated land in the 
ject by the Salt Lek: ~~';t~, and has been considered as a culbaey pro• 
made; no costa eatimatsd. orporation. Preliminary surveys have been 
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SALT LAKE COUNTY 

Summary. 

Table 19 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
name of project • source of supply, ·proposed capacity, estimated con
struction cost, and 3reas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies 
of irrigation water. 

Diversion and, Conveyance Needs 

There are 63 irrigation companies in Salt Lake County, of which 38 
serve 300 acres or more of irrigated land, and 25 serve less than 300 
acres, The total irrigated acrea8e in Salt Lake County amounts to about 
68 1500 acres. 

The distribution systems serving this area consist of approximately 
265 miles of main canals with an average intake capacity of 62 c.r.s., 
and 300 miles or laterals over 4 c.r.s. capacity with an average intake 
capacity· or 11 c.r.s. ' 

Results of the survey show that 16 irrigation companies have pro
posed needed diTersion and conveyance projects. The major needs relative 
to improvement and repair ot the existing distribution systems in Salt 
Lake County are: 

(1) Canal lining to prevent excessive seepage losses ot available 
irrigation water, and to Jeduce the danger or water logging or seeping 
the land below leaky canal sections. 

Results of present and past surveys or the distribution systems 
carrying water over the porous gravel bench show excessive conveyance 
losses due to porous canal material. It is observed that the general 
COndition or the distribution systems are satisfactory with reference 
to diversion and control structures, with the greatest need being canal 
lining. 

One culinary project is included, which is listed under pipe instal• 
lation, and has been requested by the Granite Pipe Line Association. 
Listed in proposed reservoir projects under the Little Willow Reservoir, 
the total cost ot the project will include a pipe line tor a necessary 
Culinary water system, which is included in the over-all project. 

81lllllna1'y 

Table .20 summarizes the proposed projects, showing the name of the 
irrigation company, its source of supply, project description, estimated 
construction cost, and areas to be benefited. 
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SALT LAKE COUNTY 

TABLE 19 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN SALT I.ARE COUNTY 

Nll!lle Source Proposed Estimated Area to be 
of of Capacity Constr. cost $ Benefited 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-foot Acres 

Argenta Big Cottonwood 12,000 Investisation Required 

Butterfield Butterfield 
Canyon Canyon Creek Investigation Required 

Lake Flora Little Cottonwood 180** 12,000 100 250 s 
Creek 

Lake Bbnch Big Cottonwood 335*** 17,000 50 600 s 
Creek 

Lower Bell 
Canyon 

Bell Canyon Creek 245** 29,900 122 500 s 

Little Willow Little Willow Creek Investigation Required 600 B 

Pepper Bridge Little Cottonwood 500 75,000 150 1,000 s Creek 

Rose Canyon Rose Canyon Creek Investigation Required 
Red Pine Lake Little Cottonwood 600** 22,000 78 500 s Creek 

Upper Bell Bell Canyon Creek 200** Canyon 10,000 50 1,200 8 

1Vh1 te Pine Little Cottonwood 200** 30,000 150 400 B Creek 

TOTAL**** 14,260 195,900. 5,050 B 

* 8 
- SUpplemental supply to inadequately irrigated land; n - FUll supply 

** to new land. Enlarge present reservoir. 
*** Repair existing dam. 
**** Totals do n t i 1 d 

ca 0 
nc u e estimated costs for the Argenta Butterfield 

nyon, Little Willow, and Rose Ganyon Reservoir 0Projects. 

(71) 



TABLE .20 

PROPOSED DIVERSION Ai'ID CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENI'S OR REPLACEM!!:N'lS, 

Name of Source Est. Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company SUpply Description Costl Invest. Acres 

Granite Water Springs Replacement and ex 7,000 Prel. 23 familios 
CompaDY tension of culin- Est. 

ary system 

Big Cottonwood Big Cotton- 4,0 miles-canal 61,500 " 1,860 
wood Creek lining 

Tanner Ditch Utah Lake 10 control-struc-
tures 

Big Willow Little Willow 3 1100 ft.-pipe in-
Creek stallation u,soo " 250 

300 ft~Siphon in-
stallation 

Brown-sanford Big Cotton• 2.0 miles-canal 
wood Creek lining 30,000 " 2,000 

· 50 ft.-flume 

BUtler Ditch Big Co'tton- 2 miles~pipe in• 42.000 " 300 

wood Creek stallation 

Cahoon-Max- Little Cotton- 6.0 miles-canal 98,500 " 3,200 

field wood creek lining 
1.5 miles-canal 

realignment 
15-control structures 

Casto Spring 0.5 miles-canal 5 1000 " 260 
Casto Spring 

l,ining 

Draper a miles-canal 42,000 " 4,600 
Canyon 
Streams lining 

1 0 0 miles-cal1al 23,000 " 320 
Hill Ditch Big cotton-

wood Creek lining 
o.3a miles-canal 
realignment 

00 75 miles-canal 
repair 
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SALT LAKE COUNTY 

TABLE ro, PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEY.<\NCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Company Suppl;r Description Cost# Invest. Acres 

Little Cotton- Little Cotton- '1.5 miles~canal 
wood Tanner wood Creek lining 89,000 Prel, 1,260 

Utah Lake 1-diversion dam Est, 
1-control 
structure 

Iqn Ditch Little Cotton- 3,0 miles-canal 20,000 .. 512 
wood Creek lining 

Utah Lake 

Nickle Ditch Little Cotton- 5.0 miles-canal 84,000 " 900 
wood Creek lining 

Utah Lake 

Sand)' Canal Utah Lake 2.0 miles-canal 
lining 

36,000 .. 1,800 

Thompson Ditch Little Cotton- 3,0 miles-canal 
wood Creek lining 2'1,000 .. 4<)0 

canal repairs 

Union East L1 ttle Cotton- 1.0 miles-canal 15,000 .. 1,500 Jordan wood Creek lining 
Utah Lake 

Upper Canal Big Cotton- 6,0 miles-canal 45,000 2,4<>0 .. wood Creek lining 
Utah Lake 

TOTAL 

§-rr 
Salt Lake County's total estima 

storage development, (exclusive of tejd coat for the proposed distribution and 
ma or Bureau of Reclamation Projects,) 

(1) Reservoir Projects _ _ _ ~ . 
- - - $195,900 

(2) Diversion and Conve;rance Projects - -
#636,600 

TOTAL- - - - - #832
1
500 
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UTAH COUNTY 

Introduction 

Utah County lies entirely within the Utah Lake Drainage area. The 
principal river is the Provo, whose head waters originate in Summit County, 
d.raining west through Wasatch County into the Utah Lake. 

The major tributari~s to the Utah Lake area, are Airerican and Spanish 
Fork Rivers, and Hobble, Summit, and. Current Creeks. 

The total irrigated area in Utah County amounts to 115,000 acres. Of 
this total irrigated area, approximately 77,000 acres.has a full supply. 
The total supplemental water requirements are estimated at 56,000 acre-feet. 

Serving Utah Countyls lands are eight reservoirs with a total stor
age capacity of about 702,000 acre-feet. Of this total 424,000 acre-feet 
are available to Utah County lands, serving approximately 91,000 acres. 

The United States Bureau of Reclamation has provided the maJority of 
storage available for Utah County's land with the construct~on of the 
StraWberry and Provo River P.rojects, with a combined capacity of ~02,500 
acre-feet. 

Potential New Irrigable Land Development 

Storage developments proposed by the United States ·Bureau of Recla
mation under the Central Utah Project will provide a large area of new 
land with a full supply, the amount of which will be forth coming in the 
Bureau of Reclamation's Report on this project. The proposed Utah Lake 
diking project will reclaim a large area, the amount depending upon the 
final location of the proposed ~ke. 

The Santaquin project which is being constructed by the Utah Water 
and Power Board will provide a full supply to 100 acres of new land in 
the vicinity of Santaquin. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

As referred to heretofore, the Bureau of Reclamation Projects will 
ultimately provide the major supplemental water re~irements in Utah 
County. The Provo River Project as outlined will deliver supplemental 
water to 4o,ooo acres northwest of Provo. 

The water users have proposed two reservoir projects, the Summit4 
Creek and Silver Lake Flat Reservoirs. These are outlined as propose • 

Summit Creek Reservoir ProJect.- The Summit Creek Irriga:ion ~=pany 
proposes to construct a reservoir of g31 acre-feet capaci~ ~ a ~s 
located one and a half miles west of Santaquin on Summit e at inade
project will provide supplemental water to about J,OOO ~res· land 
quately irrigated land, and a :full supply to 100 acres 0 new • 
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UTAH COUNTY 

The popala.t1on of Santaquin and vicinity, 1,360 people, wUl bene
fit from the completion of this project. Investigations and estimates 

119
re cOI!lllleted by the Utah later end Power :Board, and $70,000 was approved 

for constr11ction of this project. 

constl'1lction was initiated during the SUIIIIIIElr of 1948. Completion is 
anticipated early in 1949· 

Silver take Flat l!eserwir Project.- American..Fork, Lehi, and Pleasant 
Grove Irrigation Companies propose a reservoir of 1;000 acre-feet capa-
city at a site on ,Alnericen :B'ork l!iver. This project will provide a ~tupp1e
mental supply to 1,200 acres. along the bench from Pleasant Grove to Lehi, 
and would benefit approximately 1,4oo people. Preliminary surveys and 
estimates have been made, with an estimated construction cost of $90,000. 
(Irrigation compSDJ estimates 19~7 construction costa.) 

Summar% 
!'able 2l IIQ.IIIIIlarizea the proposed reaerwir projects, showing the 

name of project, source of supply, proposed ·capacity, estimated constzuct
ion coat, and areas to be fllrnished ftl.ll and- supplemental mpplies of trri-
gatioa nter. . 

!'~U: 2l 

PllOPOSED llESERVOm Pl!OJEC!'S DJ U'Wl COUE'l!Y 

liBllle Source Proposed Estiuated .Area to be 
of of Capacity constr. Cost Benefited 

Project Suppl7 .1cre-:reet !otal, .&.ere-Foot .1cres • 

lummi t Creek S1lllll!lit Creek 831 $70,000** 84 J,OOO 1 
100 n 

SilTer Lake American l'ork 1,000 
lll't RiTer 

90.000 90 1,200 s 

-
!O'r.AL 1,8'31 $16o1ooo. ll 4,200 • 

100 D 

• • - Supplemental iuppl7 to inade t 
•• n - hll tupply to new arable 1=. el7 irrigated lands. 

- Estimated conetruction cost was $92 
was advanced by the Utah •-·t d ,000. llowner, onl7 $70,000 

- er an Power l!oard. 
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UT.AR COUNTY 

Diversion and Con~ya;ce Needs 

In Utah County- there are approximately- 62 irrigation oompanies serv
ing an estimated 115,000 acres of irrigated land. The distribution s;vs
tems serving this area consist of an estfmated 336 miles of' main canals 
with an average capacity- of 50 c.f.s., and 348 miles of laterals over 4 
c.f.s. capacity-, with an average intake capacity- of' 20 c.f.s. 

Utah County- bas been fortunate in receiving major benefits of' two 
Bureau of Reclamation developments, the Strawberry- and Provo River pro
jects. This bas resulted in extensive and efficiently- operated distri
bution systems being constructed. 

Results of the recent survey- show that faur irrigation oompanies 
proposed needed diversion and conveyance projects. The projects, as pro
posed, consist mainly of canal lining to prevent excessive couveyance 
losses, and also redu.ces operation and maintenance costs to a minimwn. 

Summa.rz 
Table 22 8Ul11Dlal'izes the proposed "Pro,jecte, showing the name of the 

irrigation company, its source of BUppi;v, project description, estimated 
construction cost, and areas to be benefited. 

TABLE 22 

PROPOSED DIVERSIOli .AllD CONVEYANCE 1iDDS 

AliD ESTIMATED OOST OF IliPROVEJ&ENm OR REPLA.CEJ.!ENTS, 

Name of Source Estimated Status .Area to be 

Irrigatiol:l. of Project Constr. of :Benefited 

Company Supply- Descriptio~:~. Cost$ Invest. .A.creiJ 

.lmerican Fork ,A.merican J'o rk 4.0 miles main ) $105,000 5.253 
River River canal liniDg ) 

9 mil•• lateral ~ 
90,000 

canal lining 

CUrrent Creek Current creek 6.0 miles canal ) 90,000 
HOna Reservoir lining ~ 

18 control atruc-
ture• ) 

7·5 miles en- ~ 
largement 

2.0 miles canal ) 47,000 4,ol!o 
laat :Bench Spanish ::rork 
Canal River lining ) 

15,000 
Strawberry- 1 Diversion Dam ) 

Reservoir 
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UTAH COUNTY 

TABL'E 22. DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS ( CONTINUED ) • 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of ProJect Constr. of Benefited 

Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

Pleasant Grove .American Fork 2.5 miles main ) 58,000 3.799 
and Provo canal lining ) 

River 

TOTAL ~4o~ 1 ooo. 15 1 1~2 

Summary 

Utah County's total estimted cost for the proposed distribution and 
storage development, (exclusive of major ~e~ of Reclamation ProJects). 

(1) Reservoir ProJects - - - - - -- - -- -- - $160,000. 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance ProJects- - - - - - l!o5,000. 

TOTAL $5651000. 
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WASATCH C 0 U N T Y 

Introduction 

~l~satch Coun~y l,ies within the Provo River-Ute.h k.ke drainage area. 
Th~ maJor. stre~m l.S tne ~ro':'o River ~lith Center, Daniel, Hob"de, !•lain and 
L~~e CreeAs beJ.ng the prl.ncl.pal sources of supply. There are also 
numerous mounkin lakes that lie at the head wz.ters of the Provo River 
o.r.s.inat;e ~rhich provides late see.son water supply. 

The tote.l ~rrigated area in Wasatch County amounts to approximately 
21,00~ acres, WJ.th an estimated supplemental water requirement of 17,000 
acre-reet. 

Serving \lasatch County lands are a number of mountain la..l;;es and one 
small reservoir. Approximately 7200 acre-feet of storae,e are available 
serving 6200 acres of land in this county. 

The :Sureau of Reclamation has constructed h1o large reservoirs, the 
Strawberry and Deer Creek with a combined capacity of 402,500 acre-feet 
which are located in Wasatch Coullty but serve lands in Utah and Salt Lake 
Counties. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Outlined are three reservoir projects which have been proposed by . 
the county water users.. In addition, one project is outlined as ::;roposea. 
by the Bureau of Reclamation which would provide the necessary supplemental 
1qater reouiremeuts for the inadeque.tely irrigated areas in the vicinity of 
Heber. 

Bench Creek Reservoir Project.~ The Sunrise Irrigation Company ~re
poses a reservoir of 125 acre-feet located on :Bench Creelc. This proJect 
would provide a supplemental supply to approximatelY 250 acres of inade
quately irrigated land in the vicinity of Woodland, e.nd would benefit 
approximately ten families. This project was also propo:ed in the ~Utah 
Emergency Relief Reportll of IIProposed Reservoirs in Utah • The estJ.mated 
construction-cost is $16,000. 

Hobble Creek·Reservoir Project.- The Hobble Creek Irrigation Company 
proposes a reservoir of 1026 acre-feet capacity located at_a site on Hobble 
Creek, a~roximately six miles southeast of Wallsburg. Thl.s project w~uld 
provide a supplemental supply to an estimated 4000 acres of.ina!eq~;~0Y 
irrig1l.ted le.nd in the vicinity of WallsbU:g and would benefJ.!e\;uthe State 
people. Preliminary surveys and cost estJ.mates have been ma 000 
Engineer's Office, with an estimated construction cost of $148, • 

. Th Timnanogos Irrigation Company 
Lake Haystack ReservoJ.r Project.- e ~ 'th estimated 

Proposes to convert the existing Lake into a rese~~ir ~·ti~ supple
capac! ty of 50 acre-feet • This project ltould prov. e t:d ~d served by 
mental water to the 2249 acres of inadequately ;~:l.::timated construction 
~he sponsors. Investigations are incomplete. 
feost is $5,000. 
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WASATCH COUNTY 

u. s. Bureau of Recla~~tion Project 

The u. s. Bureau of Reclamation proposes to construct. the Bates Res
ervoir, which is located at a site on Provo River, about 7 miles north
east of Iieber, This reservoir is included in the ultimate development of 
the Central Utah Project. Irrigation companies in the vicinity of Reber 

· could receive their required supplemental supply from this development, 
and it would also serve Salt Lake and Utah Counties. 

Table 23 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
name of project, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated con
struction cost, and areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies 
of irrigation water. 

TA'SLE 23 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN WASATCH CO\Th!TY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated Area to be 
of of Capacity Constr. Cost · Benefited 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-Foot Acres* 

Bench Creek Bench Creek 12.5 16,000 128 2.50 s 
Hobble Creek Little Hobble 1,026 148,000 144 4,000 s 

Creek 
Lake Haystack Provo River 50 5,000 100 100 s 

TOTAL 1.201 169,000 140 4,350 s 

• - s ~plemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands 
n 1 supply to new arable lands. • 

Diversion and Convez:~ce Needs 

There are 16 irrigation com~ani . . 
mately 21,000 acres of irri t • es in Wasatch County serving approxi-
this area amounts to an est~~ddl~d. The distribution systems serving 
intake ca:paci ty of 62 c f e d 9 miles of main canals with an average 
with an average intake ~a;:.~it!nof81m7ilefs of laterals over 4 c.f.s. capacity 

tl c •• s. 
The · · maJor diversion and conve im 

for the existing distribution trance provements or replacements needed 
consolidation of parallel ca.na~ys t ems, are canal repair and enlargements and 
and to more efficientlT apply t~e 0 ~edtucinge· operation and maintenance costs, 

ex s water supplies. 
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IASA!'CB: CO'DN'lY 

The Israelsen Surveys howe a small amount of canal lining needed. 
l!owever, at this date, the irrigation COlllpanies in the wasatch County 
area have expressed their ability to finance through their 01111 assess
ments, any needs relative to improvement of existing systems, with the 
exception of the Daliiel•s Irrigation Comp~ and the Charleston Culin&r7 
Water Users. 

The uumber one project which has been approved for investigation 
b7 the Utah Water and Power ~oard is the Charleston Culinary Pipe Line 
project. The proposed Charleston later System provides for diverting 
through a pipe line, water 1'rom two aprings in Soldier Hollow, to the 
tom of Charleston, and also the lateral lay-out to the individual homes. 
The total cost of the project is estimated at $73,000. Noh: $55,000 
was approved by the Utah later and Power :Soard towards completion of 
this project.· 

The second project which has been approved for investigation, is 
the Daniel' a Creek Canal Project·. ProJect plans call for the consoli
dation of the two canals diverting water from the Strawberry River 
and ita tributaries into Danile's Canyon, ad to enlarge the Willow 
Creek Canal to ~t the waters of the t1ro canals into one. This pro
Ject will benefit approximately SO families living on farma irrigated 
by the waters of this company. !he estimated cost of this project is 
$35,000. 

Summary 

Table 24 tm11!1!!8rilea the proposed projects, showing the name of 
irrigation company, its source of supply, type of project; estimated 
constru.otion cost, and areas to be benefited. 

TABlE 24 

PJIOPOSEll DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

.A.ND ESTIMATED COST OF II!PROVEll!NTS OR BEPL.ACEJ,lDTS 

= 
ll11111e of Estimated Status uea to be 

Source Constr. of ::Benefited 
Irrigation of ProJect 

Cost $ Invest. .teres 
00ilp8Jly SupplJ' Description 

Charleston· Pipe Culinary System 55,000• Complete 63 
Spriii8B· families 

Line 35,000 Prelo 1,563 
Daniel's Creek StrawberrT llepair and en- · Jst. 

Canal largement canal• 

!OT.AL 90.000 1.563 

and only $55,000. was advanced by 
• Total coat estimated at $73oOOOd •• letion of the project. 

the Utah l'ater and Power ~oard towar coDIP 
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WASATCH COUNTY 

Wasatch County's total estimated cost for the. proposed distribution 
and storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau. of Reclama.t ion pro
jects). 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - - -$169,000. 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects- - - - 90,000. 

TOTAL $259.000. 
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TOOELE COU!l!Y 

Introduction 

Tooele County lies within tbe Salt Lake W.nor Tributaries and the 
West Desert Drainage .A1'8as• The present development of water resource& 
are outlined under each area. 

Salt Lake lfinor Tributaries Drainage.- This area includes all of 
Tooele County except a small portion located in the southwest corner, which 
lies within the Jest Desert Drainage. !he principal streams are located 
within Tooele Valle:y, bounded b:y the Oquirrh Kountains on the east, with 
Ophir, Settlement and W.ddle Canyon Creeb being the principal streams 
draining the west slopes of the Oquirrh llountains, and Clover, !forth and 
South lillow Creeks being the principal atreama, draining the east slopea 
of the Stansbuey !bunta.ins. On the south, Vernon Creek drains the north 
slope of the Ona.qui llOilnta.ins located in the southeast portion of !ooele 
Count:y, The area. now irrigated &.IIDunta to appronmately 7000 acres, re
quiring a supplemental supply estimated at 6000 acre-feet. 

Several springs are located west of the Stansbur:y llo'lmtains in the 
.Slml.l Valley area, 11'here irrigation developments are limited to a :r'ew 
ranches. 

West Desert Drainage .Area..- This area includes the aouthwest portion 
of the county, bounded on the east by the Deep Creek :Range, and extending 
south into Juab Count:y, and west into lievada. 

The principal stream is Jest Deep Creek,. which serves approximately 
1100 acres of irrigated land. -

.A. liWiiber of private water users have ranches in this area. However, 
information as to the irrigated area and supplemental water re-4rementa 
are not known. · 'i.-

Potential lew Irrigable Land Development 

There are extensive area. f ab 
to the amount that d 8 0 ar le land in Tooele Co'lmty. and as 
either underground :~ :a ernomically brought 'lmder irrigation by 
depend 'llpOn future i e\ eve opment or tra.nabasin diversions, will 
proJect 1a potential.~;·: !~:!ioa~, of which the propoaed Central. Utah 
Valley area. ee or new land development in the Bu.sh 

Proposed Reservoir ProJects 

Two reservoir proJect 
SaJ.t Lake Drainage .Area. 8 are outlined for poBBible development iJI. the 

Vernon Creek Reservoir ' 
reservoir of 900 acre-feet ~: ernon Creek Irrigati.on Compant proposes a 
&!-Proximately 7 miles aouth or:ty locatea. at a site on Vernon Creek, 
which have been investigated ~rnon. 'fhia Bite is one of t110 sites 
a lite approXimately 3 mile • State 'Engineerta office has surveyed 
estimated coat of $67 ,ooo. 1 upstream, to impound 350· acre-feet at an 
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i'OOELI COUHTY 

The Soil Conservation Service is making preliminary- slll'veya of the 
proposed site, with an estimated construction cost of $113,000. This 
proJect would provide a supplemental supply- for an estimated 700 acres 
of inadequately- irrigated land in the vicinity- of Vernon, and would bene
fit about 35 families. 

Clover Creek Reservoir ProJect.- Clover and St. John Irrigation 
Companies propose a reservoir of an estimated 620 acre-feet capacity-, 
located at a site on Clover Creek. about two miles west of Clover. 'rhil 
proJect would provide a supplemental supply- to approximately- 500 acres of 
inadequately- irrigated land in the vicinity- of Clo "VBr and St. John, and 
would benefit approximately- 4o families.' 

The State Engineer's office have made preliminary- surveys and esti
mates on one of two 111 tea, with an estimated construction cost of $225,000. 
The Soil Conservati.,n Service ia co111pleti:Dg preliminary- surveTB on an al
ternate site in the same area. !he estimated construction costa for the 
alternate site are not known. 

Table 25 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
118118 of project, aovce of supply-, proposed capacity, .estimated construo
tion cost, -and areas to be famished full and supplem~:~ntal supplies of 
irrigation wet er. . 

'rAl!LI 25 

PROPOSED DSERVOIR P.RO.lEC!S II" i'OOELI COUE'fT 

lame Sovce Proposed Estimated 
of of ·Capacity- Constr. Cost 

Pro~ect Supply- J.cre-feet Total J.cre-Foot 

Ttrnon Creek ~ 
113,000 125 

Vernon Creek 363 Clover Creek Clover creek 225,000 -
1.520 3J8.000 222 

!O'r.AL -
• --I Supplemental supply t.o inadeqa.ately- irrigated 1&1141• 

11. • J'all n.ppl7 to new landl. 

J.rea to be 
Benefited 
.Acree• 

700.• 
500. 

11200. 

DiTereion and conveJ?Ace weeds 
iee in !Ooele eounty- aerrln& appro:d.-

'l'here are fO'Ql'teen irrigation comp&n t ibution a;yateaa that .bave lien 
11111.\el;r 8100 acre a of irrigated land. !he ~· m~les of aain cazaal w1 th aa &Yer
COillltructed to serve _this area consiat~f'miles of lateral.• ever IJ a.t.a. ~ 
ap intake catacit:r of 11 c.f ·•· • and f 

9 0 1' 8 
l*Cit;r with an average intake capacit;r 0 • • • · 
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TOOELE C<X1NTY 

Results of aurver of diversion and conveyance needs in Tooele CO'imtr, 
show that eight irrigation co~ies have proposed needed distribution pro-
jecta. 

The first project approved tor in'V&stigation and construction in 
i'ooele Countr was the Settlement Canyon Pipe Line. It was the primary 
pn'pOBe of this proJect to save for irrigation, water that now wastes 
through seepage in the bed of the ca~n, estimated at 2 c.f ·•·, b7 in
stalling 6500 feet of 15 inch ooncrete pipe. · .&,ppro::d.matelr 375 water 
UBers will benefit from this project. Investigations were completed b7 
the Utah later and Power Board in cooperation with the Soil Conservation 
Service, with an estimated constru.ction cost of $15,000. Project was 
completed during September, 194s• 

Sknll Vallez Diversion ProJect.- ~e preli1111Da17' plan }lrovldea for 
the construction of a gravit7 canal diTerting an estimated 30 c.f .s of 
water, from a apring located west of the Stansbu17 Kountains in Slalll 
Vell17, delivering irrigation water to lands l7ing in Tooele Valle)", 
east of the Stansburr lbuntains in the vicinity of Grantsville. @ro::d.
matelr 700 families would benefit trom this development. Prelillin&r7 
111l"V8JS and estiiiiB.t ea are requirel.. 

Other projects in thia countr consists mainl7 of canal lining or 
pipe install& tion to conaerve aw.ilable irrigation wa.t er. 

Summw 

!able 26 SUIII!Iarizea the propoaed diversion and conveyance proJects, 
showing the name of irrigation companr, ita source of BUPP17, project des
cription, eatimated oonatruction coat, and areas to be benefited. 

!iBLI 26 

PllOPOSED :D I'lERSIOll AliD OO!IVEY.A.WCI !lDDS 

.AliD IS!Dimll COS! OJ ncPBoVEMEN~ OR DPL!CEliEll!'S . 

11&118 of Source .Area to 'be Irrigation ot latimate4 Statu 
Co~ Suppl7 

Project Constr. of Benefits! 
. Description Coat $ Invest. .A.crea 

Lo'tiBl' and Upper Clo'V&r Creek 2.0 lllile.a-caneJ. ) 700 Cloft.r and St • 22,500 Prel. 
Jolm lining ) !late 

3-d1Tersion dame ) 
St. Jolm C1o"VV Creek 2.0 .tles-canaJ. ) 18,000 • 300 11nillg ) 
lrarbr llarbr Creek 7.0 llilea-canaJ. ) 73.000 • 550 
Ophir Creek • 

liniDc ) 
Ophir Creek 7 .o 111181-pi~ ) 80,000 I 350 replacaent 
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!W!LI 26. PROPOSED DIVERSION .A!lD COJ!Iln.ABCE NEEl6 (CON'I'nroED) 

lame of 
Irrigation 
COIIpaD7 

Source 
of 

Suppl7 

:Zatilllatea. Status ~ea to be 
ProJect 

Description 
Constr. of Benefited 
Cost $ Invest. Acres 

South lillow South fillow 5.0 miles-canal ) 50.000 Prel. 
lining ) Eat. 

Settlement Settlement 66oo ft.pipe )••12,000 Complete 
CaJ110n Canyon creek l!l.stallation ) 

1.25 aile-pipe ) 13.000 Pre1. 
installation ) lat. 

500 

TO'f.AL 331.200 3.900 

• - 60 per cent of water owne4 b;r u. s. J:l!tA7 Depot. 

•• - !hie portion of proJect was completed. during IIUIIIIer of 1948. 

S\111111&1'7 

Tooele Count;r's ~atiaah4 cost for the propose! 41atri'b11Uoa azul 
•torage develepment. (excluain of maJor :Burea:a. of Reclamation ProJect•)• 

(1) Reaervoir ProJect• - - - -- - - -- - - - $33S,OOO. 

(2) Diversion and Conve;ranoe ProJecta- - -- - 33lo500• 
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GARFIELD cotnrort 

Introduction 

Garfield County lies within the Sevier River, Escalante and Colorado 
River drainage areas. Pres.ent development of the water resources is out
lined under each lll"ea. 

(1) Sevier River Drainage Area. This lll."ea includes the head waters 
of the Sevier River, originating on the west slopes of the Di:rle National 
Forest in the southwest part of Garfield County. It also includes the east 
fork of the Sevier River, which originates just wes.t of the southern part 
of the.Bryce Canyon National Park. It runs north to a junction with Otter 
Creek in Piute County, and then extends west· to a junction with the mam 
fork of the Sevier River at Xingeton. 

The princi];al tributaries to the Sevier River are .Asay, JlamtMth, and 
Panga.itch Creeks. The total irrigated land in this drainage area amount. 
to about 15,000 acres, of which an estimated 4,000 acres require supple
mental water. 

The principal storage development consists of ~itch Lake Reser
voir, with a capacity of 16,500 acre-feet, located on the head waters of 
Panga.itch Creek southwest of ~itch. The Tropic Reservoir, located on 
the east fork of the Sevier River with a capacity of 2,36o acre-feet, is 
diverted to the colorado River drainage area, servi.ng in the vicinity of 
Tropic. 

(2} Escalante River Drainage Area. !rhis St"ea is located on the ealt 
alopes of the Dixie National Forest. The principal tributaries .are Birch, 
North, Calf, Pine, and Boulder Creeks, serving an irrigated area of approxi
mately 6,200 acres, with an estimated supplemental reqa.irement of 2,000 
acre-feet. Present storage development in this area consists of three 
small reservoirs with a combined capacity of approximately 1,300 acre-feet, 
aerving in the Ticinity of J:scalante and Bould6i'· 

...... in ludas the head watera 
(3) Colorado River Drainage Are&· ....... a area d ext nding south through 

of the Paria River, originating north of Tropic an e e 
Cannonville, into Xane County. 

· i i ted a greater ];art of 
Approximately 3,40o acres of lcd are rr ga: • development in this 

which reqa.ires supplemental water. Present reser~ir head waters of the 
area consists of tbe !rrepic Reservoir lo~:t:d onm!u:tain diversion into 
east fork of the Sevier River 1 and broug rans 
this area. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

d b drainage area. Included in 
Seven reservoir projects are outljine t ,! outlined by the BuriiJil of 

this total, is the Escalante River Pro ec 
ll.ecla:mation. 
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Sevier River Drainage Jlea 

One reservoir project is outlined for development in this area. 

Panguitch Reservoir· Project.- Garfield and Piute counties Jointl;y 
propose to construct a reservoir of appronmatel7 13,650 acre-feet capa
city, located at some feasible site on the Sevier River above Pango.itch. 
This project would provide supplemental water to inadequatel;y irrigated . 
land in Garfield and Piute counties. There are appro:dma.tel;y 3,000 people 
that would benefit from this proJect. Investigations to determine the 
most feasible sitea are being made. The estimated construction costa are 
not available. 

Escalante River Drainage ~ea 

Six reservoir projects are outlined in thia drainage area. 

Spectacle Lake Reservoir Project.- Boulder Irrigation CompaJl7 proposed 
a reservoir of 1,238 acre-feet capacity located at a site on :Bould.er Creek 
about 15 milea north'llfStof :Boulder. This proJect will provide supplemental 
water to an estimated 3,000 acres of inadequately irrigated land in the 
'licinity of :Boulder, and would benefit about 4o famiUea. Engineering and 
estimate• have been completed with an estimated ecnstruction cost of $32,000· 
!otea This proJect received approval by the Utah Water and Power :Board in 
191!.7, and final completiou of the reservoir was made in .112811&111948. 

Escalante Irrigation Compaw Reservoir Projects.- The Escalante Water 
Users propose four small reservoirs on the Borth Creek water ahed. Each 
are outlined below. · 

(1) llound lillow :Bottoa Reaenoir, with a capacity of 105 acre-feet, 
and an esU~~atd. Ct;118truction cos' ot $10,000. 

(2) Lpag lillow httom lleser~ir, With a capacity of 125 acre-feet, 
end IUl estimated conatrueti on cost of $12.000. · 

(3) lJpper Griffia Draw Reaervoir, with a capa.c1t7 of 450 acre-feet, 
and an estimat-ed mnstruction coat of $8,000. 

(4) Barker Reservoir lnla.rgement, propoaed to increaae th~ capa
Cit7 of the pr11ent reservoir from 131 to 295 acre-feet with an 
eat1111ated ~utruetion cost of $12.000. 

!heae developmenta Will provide 1 · 
1 200 acre1 of iuade aupp emental. water to appro:nmate17 
~d would benefit ab;:tel;y irrigated land in the 'vicin1t7 of Escalante, 
coat of the four U)l.ih ..!;.~.~:P~,O~ total estimated constru.etioA 

It ia the intent of the 11 thereby, completing the pro-:~othr~ .to construct one reaervoir each ;year, 
... ... ua a four 7881" period. 
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Bureau of Reclamation Projects 

Escalante Reservoir Project.- The Bureau of Reclamation has made pre
liminary surveys relative to the proposed Esce.lan te Reservoir Project. This 
development proposes to impound 25,000 acre-feet of water from the Escalante 
River and Pine Creek near Escalante, Utah. A full irrigation supply could 
be furnished to 3,000 acres southeast of Esca.J.ante. (1) 

(1) Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River Report, p. 146. 

Table 27 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects showing the name 
of the reservoir, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated construc
tion cost, and areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies of 
irrigation water. 

TABLE 27 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR HiOJECTS :IN GARFIELD COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated .Area to be 
of of Capacity Constr. Cost Benefited 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-Foot Acres• 

Sevier River Drain211:e 

Panguitch Sevier River . 13,650 Investigation Required g,l!oo ••• 

~scalante River Draine.e:e 

Spectacle Lake Boulder Creek 1,348 32,000 24 3,000 s 

Long Willow North Creek 215 12,000 56 ( 
Bottom 

Round Willow North Creek 105 
Bottom 

10,000 96 ( 1,200 I 

Upper Griffin 
Draw 

North Creek 450 g,ooo 1g ( 

Barker Reservoir North Creek 295 12,000 41 ( 
Enlargement 

TOTAL*** 15,963 $74,000 12.6oo • 

~reau of Reclamation Project 
25,000 .3,000 n 

Escalante River Escalante River 
Pire Creek 

* s - Supple!12ntal. supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 
n - Full supply to new arable lands. i 

** - Area includes Piute and Garf1eldel~h:spanguitch Reservoir Project. *** - Total estimated costs do not in u e 
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Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 20 irrigation companies in Garfield County serving approxi
mately 23 000 acres of irrigated land. The distribution systems serving 
this area' consist of an estimated 112 miles of main canals with an average 
intake capacity of 26 c.f.s., and 9 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s capacity, 
with an average intake capacity of 7 c.f.s. 

Results of the survey to determine tiE diversion and conveyance needs 
in Garfield County, !how that seven irrigation comr:anies have proposed 
needed distribution projects. 

The lll!Ljor problems confronting the canals located in the Henrie-
ville and Cannonville areas located' on the head waters of the Paria River are: 

(1) Repair or replacanent of the existing diversion dams which consist 
mainly of dirt, logs, and rocks, which are temporary, and at best difficult 
to control the amoUlll:. of diversions. 

(2) Also, there is a need of replacement or repairs of existiQ?; fiumes 
across deep washes caused ~ excessive erosion. 

(3) Relocation of certain sections of the main distribution systans to 
increase the capacity and efficiency of the irrigation systems. 

The major needs outlined in the Panguitch ·area are enlargement and 
realignment of existing canals. 

Summary 

Ga fi 1~a~le 2S 
1 
~rizes the proposed diversion and conveyance needs for 

r e ounty s distribution systems, shOidng the name of the irrigation 
comdpany, sotourbce of supply, project description, estimated construction cost, 
an areas e benefited. 

TABIE 28 

PBOPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIMATED COST OF IMPllDVEMrnTS OR REPlACEMENTS 

Name of 
Irrigation 

Com 

Source 
of Estimated Status Area to be 

Benefited Su Project Constr. of 
Descri ion Cost Invest. Area 

0.1 mile-canal ) $ 2,400 Prel. 760 
lining ) Est. 

3.0 miles-canal.) 
enlargement ) 
and repairs ) 

0.5 mile-canal ) 700 II 7o0 
enlargeiiElll t ) 

Cannonville Paria River 

Clover Flat 
Sevier River 
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GARFIELD COUNTY 

TABLE 2S • PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS - (CONTINUED) 
• 
Name of 

Irrigation 
Comp9.!V 

Coyote East 
Fork 

East Bench 

Hatch 

Henrieville 

West Panguitch 

Source 
of 

Supply 

East Fork 
Sevier River 

Sevier River 

Mammoth Creek 
Sevier River 

Henrieville 
Creek 

West Fork 
Sevier River 
Panguitch Creek 

TOTAL 

Estimated 
Project Constr. 

Description Cost $ 

4. 0 mile s-eanal ) :.D,ooo 
lining ) 

2.0 miles.,.eanal ) 22,000 
lining ) 

100 f~ .-flume ) 
replacement ) 
l~iversion dam ) 

0.25 mile-canal ) 3,000 
lining ) 

3.0 mile-canal ) 
enlargement ) 

50ft- flume ) 
replacem:nt ) 
l~iversion dam ) 
repairs ) 

2-control ) 
structures ) 

300 ft - nume 1,300 

0.25 mile-canal ) 12,400 
lining ) 

5 miles-canal ) 
realignement ) 
and enlargenent) 

5-control ) 
structures ) 

$611 SOO 

Garfield County Summatl 

Status Area to be 
of Benefited 

Invest. Acres 

Prel. 1,760 

II 700 

II 700 

II 700 

" 

8,320 

. d t for the proposed distribution 
Garfie1u ~ounty's total est1 mate cos Bu u of Reclamation Projects). 

and storage development, (exclusive of major rea 

j t - - - - - - -$ 74,000 
(1) Reservoir Pro ec s - - - - -

Project
s ___ - 61,800 

(2) Diversion and Conve,yance 

'roTAL 
$135,800 
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PIU!!!E COUlTTY 

Introduction 

Piute County lies entirely within the Sevier River dr 
The principal stream is the Sevier River, 'llith the west fo~~ :::· 
fork of the Sevier Xiver joining two miles north of J t1 The 
cipal tribu.tariea are Otter, Beaver, and City Creeks. unc on. prin-

Irrigated lands in Piute County amounts to about lO,IKJO acres of 
which an estimated 5300 acres have a full supply. The st1pplementa:i water 
requirements for inade~ately irrigated~anda are estimated at 7800 
feet. acre-

Present storage developments within the county consist of four reser
voirs with a total capacity of about 122,000 acre-feet. The Piute end 
Otter Creek Reservoirs provide 121,000 acre-feet of the total storage, the 
majority of which serves land in Sevier County. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Four different reservoir projects are outlined for future possible 
development, the major controlling feature being avai:lable water supply. 

Beaver Creek Reservoir Project.- The Beaver Creek Irrigation Company 
proposes to increase the capacity of an existing reservoir on Beaver Creek 
from 463 to 1463 acre-feet, storing the waters of Beaver Creek. This pro
ject would furnish a supplemental supply to an estimated 2000 acres in the 
vicinity of Greenwich. There are about 14 families that would benefit 
from this project. Preliminary surveys and coat estimates have been made 
by the Soil Conservation Service. The estimated construction cost is $46,000. 

Pangu,itch Reservoir Project.- (This project is outlined in the Garfield 
County Report, which proposes direct benefits to Garfield end Piute Counties). 

Point Reservoir Project.- The water users in the vic1nity of Angle re
quest an investigation to determine the feasibility of a reservoir 'llith a 
capacity of 5000 acre-feet just north of Angle on Otter Creek. This pro
ject would supply supplemental water to an estimated 600 acres of inade
quately irrigated land, and 1200 acres of new land in th13 vicinity of Angle. 
There are about 10 families that woa.ld benefit from this project. Investi
gations are required to determine the estimated construction cost. 

City Creek Reservoir Project.- City Creek Water Users propose a reser
voir of 500 acre-feet capacity located on an ·offstream site, using the 
waters from City Creek for storage. The proposed development outlines 
both Power and Irrigation bene:t'its. An estimt ed 500 acres of inade
quately irrigated land would receive a supplemental water supply in the 
vicinity of Junction and about go families would benefit from the project. 
Some preliminary re~nnaissence has been made by the Soil Conservatio; Se~· 
vice, and more detailed investigations are required to determine the eas -
bility and cost estimates. 
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PIUTE COUNTY 

S1lllllllary 

sed reservoir projects, showing the name 
Table 29 summarizes the pr~~~osed capacity, estimated construction 

of project, source of su:pp~yh ~ full and supPlemental supplies of irri-cost, and areas to be furnls e -
gation water. 

TABU: 29 

l'ROFOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN PIUTE COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated 
of of Capacity Constr. Cost 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total .A.cre-Foot 

:Beaver Creek Beaver Creek 1,463** 46,000 46 
Paneuitch Sevier River See Garfield County Report 
Point Otter Creek 5,000 Investigation Required 

. City Creek City Creek 500 Investigation Required 

TOTAL 6,963 Not Complete 

• s - Su:pplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 
n - Full supply to new lands. 

•• - Enlarge .existing reserwir from 463 to 1463 acre-feet. 

Area to be 
Benefited 

A.cres• 

2,000 s 

6oo s 
1,200 n 

500 8 

3,100 s 
1,200 n 

••• - Total cost does not include Point and City Creek Reservoir l'rojects. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are twelve irrigation companies in Piute County serving npProxi
mately 10,4oO acres of irrigated land. The distribution system serving this 
area consists of apProximately 27 miles of main canals with an average in
take capacity of 20-c.f.s., and 4 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s capacity 
with an average .:intake capacity of 6 c. f. a 

Reaults of the survey regarding diversion and conve;,va.nce needs in 
Piute Count;y1 show that 11 irrigation companies have proposed needed distri
bution projecta. The Proposed projects indicate a. general need of repair 
and replacement of diversion structures,canal repairs and alterations, and canal lining. 

The first project approved for investigation by the Utah Water and 
Power :Board in this count;y, was the Bullion Creek Pipe Line. This project 
calls for the installation of approximately 1,320 linear feet of 30 inch 
pipe, located in the old canal section to serve two purposes. One, the 
primar;y purpose, is to stabilize the canal section which in the past, has 
cauaed considerable maintenance and repair during the irrigation season 
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PIUTE COUNTY 

from seeps and slid.es; and two, to reduce conveyance losses through this 
srea. This project is bei!lg sponsored by the Bullion Creek Irrigation 
comr~ of Marysvale. The estimated construction cost is $15,000. 

Measurements to determine the conveyance losses on City Cree~west 
of Junction have been made. Results of these measurements show auwoxi-
1!111.tely a 50 per cent loss in a section two miles long. This indi~ates 
that great need to save existing water by lining or piping the available 
supply to the lands that are to be served. 

These measurements were taken through the assistance of the Piute 
County Agricultural Agent. 

Summa.rz 

Table 30 summarizes the proposed diversion and conveyance needs for 
Piute County• s distribution systems 1 showing the name of the irrigation 
company, source of supply, project description, estimated construction 
cost, and areas to be benefited. 

TABLE 30 

P.ROPOSED DIVERSION AND CoNVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS OR IIEPLACEIJENTS 

Name of Source Estimated Status .Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Ca~t$ Invest. Acre• 

Angle Otter Creek 1-diversion dam ) $ 6,000 Prel. 1,500 
16-control struc- ) lat. 
ture 

Beaver Creek Beaver Creek 1-diversion dam ) 500 • 2.,000 

Circleville) 1- diversion dam ) 22,000 • 4,300 Sevier River 
Kingston ) replacement ) 
Thompson ) 
ITe st Canal. ) 

City Creek City Creek 5 miles.canal ) 4o,OOO I 550 
lining 

liowes Ditch 700 ft • flume ) 5,100 " 350 Sevier River 
4 miles-canal en- ~ 
largement 

) 11,100 u 1,000 lienri e Bro ' s • Manning & Dry 1 mile-canal 
Creek lining ) 

4-diversion dams ) 
25-control structures) 
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PIUTE COUNTY 

TABLE 30. DIVERSIOI!I' DD CO:&vEi.ANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) • 

Name of Source Estimated Status .Area to be 
Irrigation of Project ·Constr. of Benefited 

Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. Acres 

llarysvale Bullion Creek 1,320 ft. pipe ) 15,000 Prel. 1,158 
installation ) Est. 

Junction Sevier River 1-divellil ion dam ) 88,000 " 1,300 
Michell a . 
Springs 

TOTAL §10z.zoo.. 12!158 

Piute County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution 
and storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Pro
jects). 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - - - -$ 46,ooo• 
(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects--- -- 107,700. 

TOT.U. $ 153.700. 

• Total does not include the estimated cost of the proposed Point 
and City Creek Reservoir Projects. 
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SEVIER COUNTY 

Introduction 

The great part of Sevier County lies within the Sevier River Drain-
age JU-ea. The principal stream and source of supply is the Sevier River, 
with the major tributaries from south to north, being Clear, lbnroe, 
Peterson, Lost, and Salina Creeks. The extreme eastern part of the county 
lies within the Fremont and Mud<\v' River drainage areas, and is not in
cluded in this report_, because of the negligible area of irrigated land lying 
in these areas. 

Approximately 56,4oo acres are irrigated in Sevier County. Of this 
total 30,000 acres are estimated to require additional supplemental water. 

It is generally assumed that the waters of the Sevier River are very 
well corralled,and present facilities are sufficient to impound all the 
water yielded by the river the entire ;year, except what is needed for 
irrigation during the irrigation season. It is only on very rare occasions 
that any water is allowed to waste on account of lack of storage facilities. 

Serving Sevier Coun t;y lands are eight reservoirs with a total storage 
capacity of 132,000 acre-feet. Of this total 129,000 acre-feet are avail
able, serving 47,450 acres within Sevier County. 

Proposed Reservoir ptoJects 

Reservoirs that are supplying storage water to the Sevier County 
lands are decreasing in capacity, due to siltation of the existing reser
voir basins. As an example, the rated capaei ty in 1937 of the Piute Reser
voir was 84,000 acre-feet, and in 1942 the capacity had decreased to 74,000 
acre-feet. ( 1) 

(1) Ogden J, L. and Coal w. c., . .Annual Report of the Sevier River, 
years 1937 - 1945• 

As a result of the decreased storage capacity, the Sevier County 
Water Users are looking elsewhere for new reservoir sites to impound exist
ing storage rights. Two different sites have been proposed to replace 
lost storage capacities in eT.isting reservoirs. 

BatChtown Reservoir Project.- The Piute Rese~o!r ~ci:;all~~:%::'at 
proposed a reservoir of an estimated 12,000 acre- e; ~h Fo k ~f the 
Hatchtown Reservoir Site, •near HatCh, Utah, on the t: ~y for the 
Sevier River. Storage would be used as a sa.pplem~ Sll:rveys are being 
14,ooo acres now irrigated by this comp~h ::1 hto~ite and other sitea 
!!lade by the Soil Conservation Service at t e c 'de 
on the River. Estimated construction costs have not been ma • 
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SEVIER COUNTY 

MarYSV"d.le Reservoir Proj~ct.- The Otter Creek Reservoir W?.ter users 
propose an investigation of the Marysvale Reservoir site, located near 
Marysvale, Utah. This project calls for change of storage to replace 
lost storage du.e to siltation in their existing reservoirs. No investi
gations have been ma.d.e. Estimated construction cost not available. 

Slu!mary 

Table 31 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
name of project, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated construct
ion cost, and areas to be fu.rnish.ed full and supplemental supplies of 
irrigation water. 

TABLE 31 

PROPOSED lmSERVOm PROJECTS IN SEVIER COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated Area to be 
of of Capacity Constr. Cost Benefited 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-Foot Acres* 

Hatchtown Sevier River 12,000 Investigation Required 
Yarysvale Sevier lUver ---- Investigation Re~ired 

TOTAL 12,00<! 

• s - Supplemental supply to inadeqaately irrigated lands. 
n - Full supply to r.ew arable lands. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

14,000 8 

20,000 I 

j41ooo! 

Thefre are 24 irrigation companies in Sevier County serving about 56 400 
acres o irrigated land The di t ib ti ' ' 
aists of apr:lroxilll!l.t 1 2

9
4 i s r u on systems serving this area con-

city of 62 ~ f 
8 

e ~ m lee of main canals with an averaJSe intake caparo 
average intake • c~;,.,~t 32~ llli6 lefs of laterals over 4 c.f .s. capacity, with an 

J::<t- "1 0 c. •8· 

Results of the survey of di i d 
County show that 15 irri ti vers on an con-veyance neAils in Sevier 
projects. Fourteen of tf:se on 00 janies bav~ proposed needed distributioll 
purposes. are or irrigat1on, and one is for culinary 

The general condition of th S . 
good. With the development of : evier County distribution systems are 
distribution system was const sto~agedon the Sevier River, an extensive 

rue e an generally·maintained satisfactorilY• 
The major needs relative t 

distribution systems in ord 0f improvements and repairs of the existing 
er o importance are: 
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(1) Canal linine to prevent excessive seepage losses, and to reduce 
the danger of water logging and seeping land. 

(2) Permanent repair or new construction of diversion dams. 

(3) Canal repairs and alterations, and replacement of control struc
tures. This need is generally taken care of by annual O'Deration and main-
tenance costs. - · 

Summary 

Table 32 SUIDliBl'izes the proposed diversion and conveyance needs for 
Sevier County's distribution system, showing the name of the irrigation 
compa.cy-, source of supply, project description, estimate~! construction 
cost, status of investigation, and areas to be benefited. 

TABLE 32 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CO!T'IlEYANCE }lEEDS 

.A}!D ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMEmTS OR REPLACEl!ENTS 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. .A.cres 

Brooklyn Canal Sevier River 4.0 miles canal ) go,ooo Prel. 1,500 
lining ) Est. 

Elsinore Canal Jericho Wells 1 divers ion dam ) 9,000 II 1,200 

North & South 2.0 miles canal ) 15,500 2,000 

Cedar Ridge lining ) 
1 control struc- ) 
ture ) 

Central Water Replacement and ) 4o,ooo n 70 people Springs 
Works repair of cul- ) 

inary system ) 

Koosharem 2.5 miles canal ) 18,000 • 1,500 
Otter Creek 
Koosharem lining ) 

Reservoir 

l.!onroe 1 diversion dam ) 2,700 " 2,500 
Sevier River 
Otter Creek 1 con tro1 struc- ) 
Reservoir ture ) 

Piute Reservoir 

canal ) 21,000 a 1,500 
liedmond Redmond Lake 2.0 miles 

lining ) 
1 divers ion dam ) 

o. 75 mile canal ) 11,800 a 350 
liichfield Cottonwood 

lining 
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TABLE 32. PROPOSED DIVERSION .AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) • 

Name of Source Estimated Status .Al'ea to be 
Irrigation of ProJect Constr. of :Benefited 

COmpaJ17 Sll.pply Description Cost$ Invest. A.crea 

Cottonwood C&n,10n 1 diversion dam ) 4,000 Prel. 
Est. 

Richfield Sevier River 1 di vera ion dam ) 20,000 • 7,000 
Otter Creek 
Reservoir 

Piute Reservoir 

South :Bend Jlonroe Creek 0.5 lliles canal ' 5,000 • 4oo 
lining ) 

Extension Sevier River 1200 ft. flume ) 4,000 • 
Otto Creek Reservoir 

Lost Creek Lost Creek 1.5 miles canal ) 3.200 • 2,600 
a.lteratioa ) 

21 control atr~o- ) 
turea ) 

1 diversion dam ) 

Venitce Pwaping Cow ~iver O. 75 miles canal ) 5.500 • 390 lining ) 
5 control atruc-- ) 
tures ) 

Vermillion Ext- Sever River 3 ·5 11111 ell-canal ) 37.600 II 300 enaion Canal Otter Creek lining ) 
Reservoir l!o control ) 

stru.ctures ) 

Street Pipe Line Dry Creek 1.25 miles pipe ) 6,500 • 700 Konroe CreEk installation ) 
~.u. •2841ooo. 2011lio 

Swnme.x7 
Sevier County's total timat d 

storage development. ea • cost for the proposed distribution and 

(1) 

(2) 

Reservoir P.roJe t 
c • - - -- - - -- - ·•lJlvelltigation 

Di i Required 
vera on and Conveyance ProJects- - •$284,ooo. 

$284.ooo. 
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MILLARD COUilfY 

Introduction 

!Iillard County lies within the Sevier River and the lest Desert 
Drainage areas. The present development of water resources is out
lined under each area. 

Sevier River Drainage Mea 

This area includes the east half of llille.rd Count;r which containa 
the following divisionsz 

Delta and Central Utah Area.- Within this area, approximatel;r 48,000 
acres of land are under irrigation, served by the Sevier River direct 
now and supplemented by storage, which includes the Sevier :Bridge Rea
ervoir with a capacit;y of 236,000 acre-feet, Fool Creek Reservoir with a 
capacit;r of 10,000 acre-feet, and Gunnison :Bend Reservoir with a ce.pa
cit;r of 4,000 acre-feet. 

East :Bench Area.- fhe area from Oak: Cit;r e011th to Xamsh along the 
foot hills includes approximate}7 12,000 acres of irrigated land, all in 
need of a supplemental supPly. rus area ia supplied b;y small mountain 
streams with their head waters draining the west slopes of the Ca~ll 
Mountains, in the Fish Lake llational Forest. 

A study of the stream now charaoteriatica in this area shea a 
high apring run-e>ff of melting snow, which usually ends in lfa7 and June, 
!rhe stream then reclu.ces rapidly and a aerious shortage of irrigation 
water exista during the remainder of the gorwing aeaaon. Storage da
Tslopment alODf: the west slopes of the J'ish Lake National Forest is 
negligible, 

Scipio Mea.- J.pproximately 1,500 acres of irrigated land located i:a 
the north east oo rner of the oount;r in the vicinity of Scipio are sened 
by ROUnd Valley creek, and supplemented by storage from Scipio Lake. 
Supplemental requirements for thia area are estimated at 1,000 acre-feet. 

lest Desert DraiP!g! Area 

This area includes the west portion of W.llard County. Approxi
mately 2,SOO acres within this area are irrigated in the vicinit;r of 
Garrison and :Burbank. Snake ereek and warm Springs are the principal 
aources of suppl;r with supplemental water provided by the Garriso: ~ea
ervoir with a st~rage capacit;r'of 5,000 acre-feet. The supplemen a 
water ~equirements are, for this area, estimated at 1300 acre-feet. 

Potential !l'ew Irrigable Land Develop~nt 
uld provide a full S11PP17 to a 

Potential irrigation developmant 110 f Oak Cit;r along the base of 
large area of irrigable lands extending ~~ soa.rce for the required water 
the mountains south to Kanosh. The pot:n al Utah ProJect, ~rhich ia cur
auppl;y would come from the proposed cen r f li clamatiOll• 
renu;r being investigated b;r the :Bureau 0 e 
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},!J'J.T. A'RD COUNTY 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Two small reservoir projects are outlined for storage development 
in Millard Co\lllty. The proposed storage will provide 475 acre-feet, which 
will benefit 900 acres of inadequately irrigated land. 

Steep Canyons where water might be available for storage has made it 
difficult to const~ct reservoirs on the majority of small streams in this 
county. 

Oak Creek Reservoir Project.- Oak Creek Water Users propose three 
small reservoirs, with a combined capacity of 300 acre-feet to be supplied 
from wR.ters of Oak Creek by feeder canals. One reservoir is located just 
north of Oak Creek, and two reservoir sites are located just south of Oak 
Creek. This project wo'lll.d proviae supplemental water to lands served by 
the Oak Creek Irrigation Company. There are about 80 families that would 
benefit from this development. Investigations have been made on Oak Creek 
with an estimated cost of $4711-. per acre-foot. The water users feel that 
the best sites are located on the above mentioned off-stream sites, which 
require investigations. 

Eagle H~llow Reservoir Project.- The Holden water users propose a 
reservoir of 175 acre-feet capacity at a site on Pioneer Creek. This pro
ject wo'lll.d provide a supplemental supply to 300 acres of inadequately irri
gated l!llld in the vicinity of Holden. There are ab011.t 500 people that 
wo'lll.d benefit from this development. Preliminary surveys and estimates 
have been made by the State Engineer's office, with an estimated construc
tion cost of $31,000. 

Summa17 

The following table SUI!IIJI8l"izes the propa~ ed reservoir projects, showing 
the name of project, source of Slpply, proposed capacity, estimated con
struction cost, and areas to be furnished full and sup-olemental suppliea of 
irrigation water. -

Name 
of 

Project 

Oak Creek 
Eagle Hollow 

TABLE 33 

PBOPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN Mir.t.Al!D COUNTY 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Oak Creek 
Pioneer Creek 

TOTJ.L** 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost 

Total Acre-~oot 

i0
7
°
5 

Investigation Required 
31,000 175 

475 $31,000 175 - -• s - Suptllemental au 1 t -
•• - llote: Total Co~~ ~eo i~d~ately irrig-9.ted lands. 

s no elude Oak Creek Project. 
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Area to be 
:Benefited 

Acres* 

600 s 
300 s 

900 s 



I&ILLARD COUNi'Y 

Diversion and Conveyaace Needs 

There are 19 irrigation companies in Millard County serving 63,000 
acres of irrigated land. The distribution systems serving this area con
sist of an estimated 152 miles of main canals with an average intake ca
pacity of 139 c.f.s., and 190 miles of laterals over a 4 c.f.s. capacity, 
with an average intake capacity of 16 c.f.s. 

Results of the survey show that six irrigation companies have pro-
posed needed Diversion md Conveyance Projects. The major needs that exist 
in this county: the Delta area in particular, is canal lining to reduce the 
excessive conveyance losses. In addition to permanently losing irrigation 
water, seepage is causing a rising of the water table, thus increasing drain
age costs, reducing crop production, complicates the alkali problem and 
generally threatens the permanence of agriculture. 

The .Agricu.ltural Experiment Station of the Utah State Agricultural 
College has investigated the problem of canal lining and drainage in this 
area, and has pbulished Bulletin 312, (Technical) entitled "Canal Lining 
Experiments in the Delta Area•. 

This Bulletin analysis canal seepage losses for the different canals 
in the Delta Area. Results of average seepage losses for the season 194o 
and 1941, on a section of Melville canal, showed an average five per cent 
conveyance loss per mile. (1) 

(1) Israelsen, Reeve, Canal Lining Experiments, p.12, :Bulletin 313. 

Summarl 

The following table summarizes the proposed projects, showing the 
~ of irrigation company, its source of supply, project description, 
estimated constru.ction cost 

0 
status of investigation, and areas to be 

benefited. 

TAB!!: 34 

PBOPOSED DIVE.RSION .AND CC!MlYANCE NEEDS 

.AliD ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEME}JTS OR REPLACEMENTS 

- Area to be 
Name of Estimated Statue 

Source Constr. of :Benefited 
Irrigation of Project 

cost $ Invest. .Acres 
Company Sup'PlT Description 

- 1,350 
6.0 miles-pipe ) 60,000 Pre1. 

Eight Mile Eight Mile 
installation ) 1st. 

Creek 

2.0 miles-canal ) 15,000 • 600 
Fool Creek Springs 

lining ) 
l·Diversion Dam ) 
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MILLARD COUNTY 

TABLE 34• DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) 

Ne.me of 
Irrigation 

Company 

Melville 

Jleawnr 

SO'IJ.l"ce 
of 

Supply 

Sevier River 
Sevier Bridge 
Reservoir 

Meadow Creek 

Estimated 
Project Constr. 

Description Cost $ 

9 miles-canal ) 262,000 
lining ) 

1 mile-canal ) 12,000 
lining ) 

Oak Creek Oak Creek 3·5 miles-canal) 27,500 
lining ) 

50 ft.-flume ) 
19-control ) 
structures ) 

farm Creek Natural Springs 2.0 miles-canal) 13,800 
lining ) 

2.0 miles-canal) 
repair and al-) 
terations ) 

6-control ) 
structures ) 

TOTAL 

Summar;y 

$390.300. 

Status Area to be 
of Benefited 

Invest. Acres 

Prel. 6,900 
Est. 

II 1,800 

• 1,800 

• 3,200 

15.710 

and ~llarddCountyts total estimated cost for the proposed distribution 
Ject:).rage evelopments, (exclusive of major Burean of Reclamation Pro-

(1) 

(2) 

Reservoir Projects- ---- _______ $ 31,000. 

Diversion and Conveyance Projects- - - - - 390,300• 

TOTAL $ 421,300. 
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SANPETE COUNTY 

Introduction 

Sanpete County lies within the Sevier River Drainage Area. The two major 
streams are the Sevier River flowing through the southwest section of Sanpete 
county, and the San Pitch River, with its head 111atera originating in the north
east section of the county draining the west slopes of the Wasatch Range and 
flowing southwest, making a junction with .the Sevier River, west of Gunnison_. 

A number o:f' tributaries draining the tvest slopes of the Manti National 
Forest from north to south are Oak, Cottonwood, Birch, Cove,. Pleasant • T1'1in, 
Cedar, Canal, Pigeon, Ephraim, Willow, Manti, Six Mile, Nine Mile, and Twelve 
Mile creeks. All of these tributaries have a relatively small drainage_ area, 
with the resulting high spring nun off, and a very low flow during the latter 
part or the irrigation season. 

There are twelve active diversions diverting water from the Colorado River 
Basin into Sanpete County, extending from Fairview south to Ephraim. Nine 
diversions are transmitted by canals and three by tunnels, the Ephraim, Larsen, 
and spring Creek TUnnels. 

·It is evident that the greater source for supplemental water for the east 
side or Sanpete County must come through transmountain diversions from the 
Colorado River Basin. 

The total irrigated area in Sanpete County ls approximately 88,550 aores, 
requiring an estimated supplemental supply of 62,500 acre-feet. Landa along 
the east side of Sanpete County, with the exception of some areas bordering 
the San Pitch River, are in a dire need of supplemental water, 

The potential source for part of the total supplemental requirements will 
come through tranemountain diversions, from· the east aide of the .Manti National 
Forest, in the san Rafael and Price River drainage areas. Also, it is assumed 
that ultimate development of the proposed Central Utah Project will allow 
increased use or storage and diversions upstream to benefit lands along the 
Sevier River, 

Present storage development has provided an estimated 36 900 acre-feet 
which serves approximately 37,800 acres within Sanpete county: 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

In providing additional wat f sa 
the majority of the avail bl er or npete County as mentioned heretofore, 
originating in the Col ad Reiwater must come from transmountain diversions 

ora o ver Drainage. 

Seven reservoir projects ar tli 
by exchange the inadequately irr~ ou ned for development to serve directly or 
Gooseberry Project is mentio d gated lands of Sanpete County; and one, the 

• ne as outlined by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
The proposed reservoir de 1 ( 

ioUld create 3,305 acre-teet o;es~pments not including the u.s.B.R. Projects) 
orage to Provide supplemental water to the 
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SANPJm: COUNTY 

inadequately irrigated lands bordering the east side of' Sanpete County. 

Blue Meadow Reservoir Project.- The Sterling Irrigation Company proposes 
a reservoir of' 100 acre•f'oot capacity at a site on Six Mile creek. The project 
would provide supplemental water to an estimated 300 acres of' inadequatelv 
irrigated land, and approximately 450 people would benef'i t f'rom the additional 
storage provided. Preliminary surve~·s have been made by the State Fish and 
Game in the interest of' propagating fish life, with an estimated construction 
cost of' elo,ooo. 

Blue Lakes Reservoir Project.- The Gunnison and Mayfield Irrigation Com
panies propose two small reservoirs on Twelve Mile Creek, one being located on 
the South Fork and the North Fork respectively; with a combined C'•paci ty of' 
an estimated 76 acre-teet. There are about 1,600 people in the vicinity of' 
Mayfield and Gunnison that would benefit f'rom this project. Preliminary sur
veys have been made by the State Engineer's of'f'ice on the reservoir located on 
the South Fork of Twelve M:t.le Creek. An investigation is required of' the pro
poses project located on the South Fork. The total estimated construction cost 
is $26,500. 

The Beaver Dams Reservoir Project.- The Ephraim Irrigation Company proposes 
to enlarge two s!DB.ll reservoirs with a combined capacity of' 22 acre-feet to a 
capacity of'. 56 acre-feet·, located on the head waters of' Seely Creek in the San 
Rafael River Drainage. This project would benefit the Ephraim water users by 
providing additional storage for the Emery County water users so that present 
diversion time could be extended through the existing tunnel. Approximately 
200 f'~ilies would benefit from this project. The estimated construction cost 
is t4,ooo. 

The Beaver Dam - Gooseberry Reservoir Project.- The water users of' l!'air
view propose to increase the existing Beaver Pond located on Gooseberry Creek 
to a capacity of' 1 156 acre-teet. This project would provide ·additional water 
to be carried thro~gh the proposed Gooseberry Div~rsion Project which is out
lined in the diversion and conveyance section of' this county report. Inade
quately irrigated lands ii'l Fairview, :M:>roni, and '!;he west fields of' Mt. :;eas
ent would benefit :from this project. Preliminary surveys and estimates ;e 
been completed by the State Engineer's of'f'ice, with an estimated construct on 
coat of' $114,000. 

Freeman Alred Reservoir Project.- The Horshoe Irrigation Company --:d the 
Spring City water Use~s propose a reservoir of 291 acre-teet oa~a:;t,r~uS:t 
site on Oak creek water to be supplied by transmountain divers 0 

• through the spring City Tunnel. 
high water that is presently 

This reservoir is urgently needed to conserve There are 
run 1 · rt of' the irrigation season. . 

ning to waste during the ear Y P8 h ld be provided a supple-
1,500 acres of inadequa~ely irrigated lan~iwh1c u~benef'it trom this project. 
mental supply, and approximately 100 fami ,es wo · t Engineer's office an4 
Preliminary engineering has been co~letedt~:a:h: ~:s:ruction cost of ti2,000. 
the u. s. Bureau of Reclamation with an es ~ e 

eek Water Users propose a reserY01r 
Twin Creek Reservoir Project.- Trin crite using the waters of TWin and 

of' 480 acre-f'oot capacity at an of'tstream s ' Th roject would require 
Cedar Creeks to provide the required capacity. etply 4DO acres ot inade~ately 
apProximately two miles ot feeder canal. .Approxime. • · 
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irrigated land in the vicinity of Mt. Pleasant and Spring City would receive 
supplemental water. An esti111ated 50 families would benefit from this project, 
Preliminary surveys are being made by the Agricultural Adjustment Administration 
with an estimated construction cost of $24,000. 

Jet Fox Reservoir Project.- The Water Users of Manti propose to repair and 
enlarge the existing reservoir to· a capacity of 1,146 acre•f'eet, The existing 
reservoir has leaked quite extensively and a thorough investigation is required 
to determine the feasibility of this project. Approxi!llately 2,000 people 
would benefit from this development. The State Engineer's office has surveyed 
this site with an estimated construction c'ost of $45,000. This estimate was· 
based on a tunnel to Manti Creek, with suitable control structures, but did 
not include the cost of feeder canals. 

Other Possible Diversion From The San Rafael and Price River Drainage Areas 

Reference is made to a reconnaissance report of existing possible diver
sions to Sanpete· valley made by the Bureau of Reclamation- 1940. This report 
summarized a field reconnaissance made regarding possible diversions. However, 
the feasibility of each was first dependent upon available water supply, which 
can only be determined by obtaining adequate stream flow records in the res
pective drainage areas. These are not outlined in this report due to t~e lack 
for essential information. However, as investigations continue and the water 
rights and availability of water is clearly shown, these proposed diversions 
should receive detailed investigations. 

Bureau of Reclamation Project 

Gooseberry Project.-(1) 

(1) Bureau of Reclamation's Gooseberry Project, November 1946. 

Construction of the Gooseberry project I'IOUld make available 10 200 acre
feet of middle and late season water for partial and supplemental i;rigation 
of 21,800 acres of lnnd now inadequately irrigated near Mt Pleasant and Fair
;;~w, Utah. The project plan provides tor the diversion ~r head waters of the 
i ~: S:d San Rafael Rivers in the Colorado River Basin to the San Pitch River 
Dn e onneville Basin. This plan involves the construction of' the ~th 
c::a~: ~~!~~:rry Creek to provide a reservoir of 17,200 acre-teet, three feeder 
a distributiongc~i~~e;·~1transmounta~n diversion tunnel 2,4 miles long, and 
tor utilization of the • t . es long. These works fit into any general plan 

wa er resources of this region. · 

Table 35 summarizes the 
project, source of supply r~ropo:ed reservoir.projects, showing the nama of 
areas to be furnished fuli P /ose capacity • est !mated construction .cost, and 

an supplemental supplies or irrigation water. 
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TABLE 35 

PROPOSED :ru!SERVOIR PROJ':WTS IN SANPETE COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated Area to be 
or of Capacity Constr. Cost Benefited"' 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-Foot Acres 

Blue Meadow Six Mile Creek 100 10 ,ooo 100 300s 

Blue Lakes South Fork, Twelve 
Mile Creek 46 17,500 379 

North Fork, Twelve 
Mile Creek 30 9,000 300 200 s 

Beaver Dam** Seely Creek 56 4,000 116. 200 s 

Beaver Dam Gooseberry Creek 1,156 114,350 99 3,000 s 

(Gooseberry 
Creek) 

Freeman Alred*** Cottonwood Creek 291 92,000 317 1,500:!lS 

Twin Creelc*** · Twin-Cedar Creeks 480 24,000 5o 1,000 8 

Jet Fox** Coal Fork creek 1,146 . 45,000 39 5,000 8 

TOTAL 3,305 315,850 11,200 s 

U, s. Bureau of Reclamation Project 

Coo!lleberry Gooseberry Creek 10,200 -~ --- 21,800 B 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 
** - Enlarge and repair. 

*"'* - orrstream site. 
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Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 49 irrigation companies in Sanpete County serving approximately 
88,000 acres of irrigated land. The distribution systems serving this area con
sist of approximately 233 miles of main canals with an average intake capacity 
of 41 c.f.s., and 230 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s. capacity, with an average 
intake capacity of 10 c.f.s. 

Results of the survey show that 22 irrigation companies have proposed 
needed diversion and conveyance projects. The major needs relative to improve
ment and repair of the existing distribution systems in Sanpete County are: 

(1) Canal lining, to prevent excessive seepage losses of available irri
gation water, and reduce the danger of water logging or seeping the land below 
le~ky canal sections. 

( 2) Proper realignment, cleaning, end enlargements are needed in the major
ity of main canals, and laterals to increase the efficiency and conservation of 
their available irrigation water. 

The first two projects approved in Sanpete County were the new construc
tions of two diversion dams diverting water from the Sevier River, sponsored 
by the Gunnison-Fayette 1 and Westview Irrigation Companies. The Utah Water and 
Power Board approved $11,000 for assistance in completing the construction. 
These projects are being constructed by the Army Engineers in connection with 
the Redmand Flood Control Project on the Sevier River. 

The second major project approved for investigation was the Gooseberry 
Feeder Canal and Tunnel. This project consists of diverting water from Upper 
Gooseberry Creek, and construction of a fe.eder canal about three miles long, 
and then brought transmountain by a 2,300 foot tunnel emptying into Cottonwood 
Creek to provide supplemental water to inadequately irrigated land in the vicin· 
ity of Fairview, with an estimated const~ction cost of $97,000. 

Table 36 summarizes the proposed projects, showing the aame of the irri
gation company, its source of supply1 project description estimated construc-
tion cost, and areas to be benefited. ' 
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TABLE 36 

J.tlD ESTThL'I.TED COST OF IMPROiTEMENTS OR F.El?I.';.C:ElrEN'!'S 

Name ot Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. ot Benet! ted 
Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres* 

Brady Ditch San Pitch 4.0 miles-canal 
River enlargement $2,~00 Prel. 365 

132 ft.-flumes Est. 

Chester Oo.k Creek 3.0 miles-canal 24,000 " 1,000 
Canal Cre.ek lining 

Cottonwood- Gooseberry (Gooseberry Project*) 98,000 Complete 3 ,000 
Gooseberry Creek 

Birch-spring 
Creek, Oak Creek 
San Pitch 

Faye tile Worm Creek l, 650 f't. -pipe 4,400 Prel. 500 

installation Est. 

Freedam Irri- 260 f't. - pipe 1,000 " 150 
Current 

gation and Maple Canyon installation 
Water works 

Gunnison - Sevier River 1 - diversion dam 5,500** complete 7,000 

Fayette 

Indianola Thistle Creek 1 mile- canal 
9,100 Prel. 2,180 

Clear Creek construction 
o.5 mile - realign- Est. 

Rock creek 
ment 

4 - diversion dams 
2-control structures 

Highland Twelve Mile 3 miles - canal 
Canal creek enlargement 

75,000 " 3,500 
8 miles - canal 

lining 
2 miles - canal 
construction 

12 - control 
structures 

2,500 " 3,200 
Birch Creek Birch creek z· - diversion dams 

10 - control 
structures 
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SANPEI'E COUNTY 

TABLE 36. PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) 

Name ot Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres* 

14*• Pleasant San Pitch 5.0 miles-canal 
Moroni River lining Prel. 

10.0 miles-canal 86,500 Est. 3,200 
repairs and 
alterations 

10 control 
structures 

Manti Irriga- J!'unks Lake 0.64 miles-canal 
tion and lining 8,000 .. 1,200 

Reservoir 0.64 miles realign-
ment 

New Field San Pitch 1.5 miles-canal 2,250 .. 2,200 
River enlargement 

Six & Twelve 
Mile Creeks 

Rock Dam San Pitch 0 .• 25 miles-canal 
Ri~ lining 3,500 .. 1,500 

1 - diversion dam 
2 miles canal 
enlargement· 

Sheep Ditch San Pitch 3.0 miles canal 1,000 .. 350 River enlargement 

Sterling Six Mile 1.0 .m,Ues-canal 
Creek enlargement 1,250 .. 920 

end repair 
4 - control 
structures 

Silver Creek Silver Creek 70 control structures 600 2,100 " Westview Sevier River 1 - diversion dam 5,500*** " 2,000 
Willow Creek Willow Creek 1 mile canal 3,000 " 1,300 Michaelsen enlargement 

Spring 0.1 mile new canal 
Willow Creek 85 ft. -flume 

Reservoir replace.Clent 
1 - control 
structure 

TOTAL $334,10.0 30,965 
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* Transmountain Diversion, 
** .Amount approved by the Utah Water and Power Board, 

*** Amount approved by the Utah Water and Power Board. 

SANPm COUNTY 

Sanpete County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution and 
storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Projects,) 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - • • $316,000 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - ~334.000, 

TOTAL- - - $650,000 
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JUAB COUNTY 

Introduction 

Juab County lies within. the Utah Lake, Sevier River, and West Desert 
Drainage areas. Present development of the water resources are outlined 

1 under each area. 
I 
Utah Lake Drainage Area 

This area includes the northeast portion of Juab County, with the urin
cipal tributaries Salt, Willow, and North Creeks drain!~ the west slop~s of 
the Nebo Mountains, and then draining generally northeast ·into the 1\f.ona res
ervoir. The irrigated area amounts to about 9,000 acres located in the gen
eral vicinity of Nephi and Mona, lmich requires a supplemental supply esti
mated at 10 1700 acre-feet. 

Sevier River Drainage Area 

1 This area includes the southeast portion of the county, extending west 
to the Thomas Range. The principal tributaries are Chicken and Pigeon Creeks 
serving approximately 3,600 acres in the vicinity of Levan and Mills, with a 
supplemental water requirement estimated at 3,600 acre-feet. 

Present storage deyelopment in this are~ serving Juab County lands con
sist of the Chicken Creek Reservoir, with a capacity of 1,500 acre-feetJserv-
ing 2,.900 acres of land near .Mills. ' 

East Slope ot Deep Creek MOuntain Drainage 

This area includes the western part ot Juab County, bounded on the east 
by the Thomas MOuntains, extending west into Nevada. The principal tribu
taries are Tom's, Indian, Farm, Basin, TrC?ut, Grani'j;e, Red Cedar,.and Birch 
Creeks, serving approximately 1,800 acres: in the extreme western part of Juab 
County. The supplemental water requirements are estimated at 1,800 acre-feet. 

It is noted that practically all the irrigated lands i~ Juab County are 
in need of supplemental water, the supplemental demand ranging·from one to 
one and a half acre-teet per acre. The total irrigated area in Juab County 
amounts to approximately 15~000 aeres, requiring a total est~ted supplemen
tal supply of 16,100 acre-feet. 

Potential Irrigable Land· Development 

The Bureau of Reclamation's proposed Central Utah Project would provide 
a full supply to a large area of new land extending from Utah County south to 
Nephi, and a supplemental supply to about 12,600 acres of inadequately irri
gated land lying 1n the east portion ot Juab county. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Reservoir development in Juab County, 1n ge.D81"81, has been. considSIHd 
inteasible either from the engineering or the economic standpoint. ~--
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JUAB COUNTY 

investigations by different government agencies have been made regarding 
potential reservoir developments; and up to the present time, no large or 
moderately large irrigation water storage possibilities have been presented, 
Therefore it appears that the only source for supplemental water must come 
through t;ans-basin diversions. (Central Utah Project) 

One small reservoir project is outlined for supplemental storage 
development. 

Pole canyon Reservoir Project.- The Nephi Irrigation Company proposes a 
reservoir of 50 acre-feet capacity at an offstream site north of Nephi, sup-

· plied by the waters or Salt creek. This project would furnish supplemental 
water to an estimated 200 acres of inadequately irrigated land in the vicinity 
of Nephi, · 

There are abeut 300 people that would benefit from this project. The 
Soil Conservation Service has made preliminary surveys of the proposes site, 
with an estimated construction cost of $5,000. · 

Sum!!lary 

Table 37 summarizes the proposed ~eservoir projects~ showing the name or 
project, source or supply, proposed capacity, estima"ted construction cost, and 
areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies of irrigation water. 

Name 
or 

Project 

Pole Canyon 

TABLE 37 

PROPOSED RF.'3ERVOIR PROJECTS IN JUAB COUNTY 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Right Fork Pole 
Canyon Creek 

TOTAL 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

50 

-
50 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost$ 

Total Acre-foot 

$5,000 100 

-
$5,000 100 

= 
• : : ~~fP1lemental supply for inadequately irrigated lands. 

~w. supply for new arable lands. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres 

200 s 

200 s 

There are 21 irrigation compa i i ;r . 
15 ,ooo acres or irrigated land n es n u~b County • serving approximately 
consist or approximately 16 m1i Th; distribution systems serving this area 
capacity or 26 c.r s. and 53 miels 0 

mat 
1
in canals, with an average intake 

• • • es o aterals OVH" 4 r i with an average intake capacity of 9 c.r.s. c •.• so' capac ty, 

Results or the survey show that 17 
diversion and conveyance projects. irrigation companies have proposed 
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JUAB COUNTY 

AB Juab County has but one or two water storage poss1b111t1es, the major 
undertaking will be to repair and !~rove their distribution systems, and to 
conserve in every way possible their existing supply of irrigation water. 
The major needs relative to improvement and repair of Juab County's distri
bution systems are: 

(1) Canal Lining. To prevent excessive seepage losses of available 
irrigation water. 

(2) Diversion Structures. To repair or construct new diversion struc
tures diverting water from mountain streams on the west slope of the Uintah 
National Forest. 

(3) Control Structures. Replacement or repair of control structures is 
generally needed throughout the distribution systems. 

The first project approved for investigation and construction by the. 
Utah Water and Power Board was the Callao Irrigation Project, consisting or 
constructing 10,700 teet of canals, and lining with bentonite another 10,900. 
feet of canal with a 25 c.r.s. capacity, which diverts water from Basin and 
Tom's Creeks. 

This project will benefit an·estimated 650 acres of inadequately irri
gated land, and 1,000 acres of new land in the vicinity or Callao. There are 
about 55 people that would benefit from this project. The estimated con
struction cost is $:38,000. 

The second project approved for investigation was an emergency measure 
to assist the Nephi Irrigation Company to repair and reconstruct their silt 
and gravel check dam, located in Salt Creek Canyon, approximately eight miles 
east or Nephi. This project was necessary to protect the presently irrigated 
land in the vicinity of Nephi, and also the city itself from flooding with 
silt and gravel. The cost of the project was estimated at $5,000. 

Note: The necessary construction was made by the irrigation company without 
financial assistance from the State of Utah. 

Table 39 summarizes the proposed projects, showing the name of the irri
gation company, its source of supply, type of project, estimated construction 
cost, a~td areas to be benefited. 

TABLE :38 

PROPOSED DIVERSION .AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIMATED COm' OF IMPROVEMENTS OR REPLACEMENTS. -
Name of 

Irrigation 
Company 

Callao 

Source 
of 

SUpply 

Tom's Creek 
Basin creek 

project 
Description 

2.0 miles-canal 
lining. 

2.0 canal con
struction 
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EStimated Status 
Constr. of 
Cost$ Invest. 

38 000 Complete • 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres 

600 



JUA!:S GUUN'l'X 

TABLE 38. PROPO..~ DIVERSION AND CO~TVEYANCE NEEDS ( CONTTh"'UED) 

Name of Source Estimated status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Cor.lpany Supply Description Cost$ ··Invest. Acres 

Juab Lake Chicken Creek 12.0 miles-canal 
Reservoir lining 120,750 Prel. 700 

15 - control Est. 
structures 

Levan Chic~en Creek 12.0 miles.-canal 
lining 124,000 

0.5 miles-realign-
" 2,500 

ment 
24 - control 

structures 

Mona Willow Creek 6.0 miles-canal 
Clover Creek lining 24,350 " 900 
Bear Creek ~7 - control 
Couah Creek structures 

Nephi Salt Creek 38.0 miles-canal 214,000 " 7,500 
lining 

North Creek North Creek 2.0 miles-canal 
lining 20,500 .. 600 

1 - control 
structure Trout .Creek Trout Creek 6.0 miles-canal Ranches Birch Creek lining 61.550. " 600 

2-diverslon dams 
2-control 
structures 

Granite Creek Granite Creek 4.0 miles-canal 
Trout Creek lining . 20.750 " 240 

15-control 
structures 

Gardne:r Gardner Creek 1.5 miles-canal Canyon 
lining 7,300 " 125 6-control 

structures 
Your Mile !'our Mile 1.5 miles-canal Creek creek lining 

~control 7.250 " 150 
etneturea 
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JUAB COUNTY 

TABLE 38o PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS ( CONTil\TUED) 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation or Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

Deep Creek Deep Creek 3.0 miles-canal 
Farms lining 15,650 Prel. 290 

4-control structures Est. 

York Farms Wash Canyon 2.0 miles-canal 
lining 10,400 " 80 

6-control 
structures 

Starr Farms North Creek 3.0 miles-canal 
Mindehall lining 16,250 " 300 

Creek 2-diversion dams 
1-control 
structure 

Nortonville Birch creek 2.0 miles-canal 
Wide Creek lining 10,000 " 140 
Willow Creek 

Chris's Creek Chris's Creek 4,0 miles-canal 
lining 20,750 " 280 

a-control 
structures 

Little Salt Little Salt 4.0 miles-canal 
Creek Creek lining 20,600 " 275 

7-control 
structures 

Ingram's \'iillow Creek 1.0· miles-canal 
200 

Irrigation lining 5,600 " 
3-control 
structures 

TOTAL $737 ,'700 15,490 
Acres 

SUmma.1'Y 

Juab County's total estimated cost for the proposed distributijontanf 
storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation pro ec s. 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - $ 5,000 

(2) Diversion and ·conveyance Projects - - - - $737,700 

TOTAL- - $742,700 

(120) 



.JV 

MAP 12 

EXPLANATION 

~- R(S(A'W'OIR SIT(S 

~ --+-- - loi.AIN CANA L L0CAT !OI4S 

I 
I 

I I 
BEAVER CO. ___ ~ _ ------li'ffiN -po-.---

I 

I 

T 25S 

--, 
QstA..PiiUAOALE ( 

) 26 

I 
I 

27 

PROJECT MAP 

BEAVER COUNTY 
UTAH WATER AND P OWER BOARD 

4 0 4 

SCALE IN ._,.IL(S 



BEAVER COUNTY 

Introduction 

Beaver County lies within the South Sevier Lake Drainage ~ea. The prin
cipal stream is the Beaver River, with North, South, Birch, and Indian Creeks 
being its major tributaries. Their head waters drain the west slopes of the 
Tusher MOuntains, east of Beaver, forming into one stream at the Rocky Ford 
Reservoir. The river then flows northwest to Milford and dissipates north
ward in the Sevier Sinks. These streams serve approximately 14,000 acres of 
irrigated land in the vicinities of Beaver, Manderfield, and Minersville. 

The estimated supplemental water requirements for the inadequately irri
gated land amount to approximately 10,000 acre-feet. Late season water short
ages are most acute in the Beaver area where storage is necessary to supple
ment their present water supply. 

Present Storage Development 

Serving Beaver County lands are five reservoirs with a combined capacity 
of approximately 23,850 acre-feet, the Rocky Ford Reservoir being the princi
pal source of storage with a limited capacity of 22,000 acre-feet. 

Potential Irrigable Land Development 

There are about 2,000 acres of irrigable land that could be supplied with 
a full supply by the proposed Yellow Mountain Reservoir Project, located in 
the vicinity of Minersville. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Five potential projects are outlined for the development of the water 
resources in Beaver county. The first project considered for investigation 
and construction was the Three creeks Reservoir Project. Construction at 
this site began during the summer of 1948. 

. . 
The proposed reservoir projects would provide 3,400.acre-teet to be used 

as a supplemental supplf to inadequately irrigated lands, and 6,000 acre-teet 
to be .used as a full supply ror new lands. This supply, when made a~!:;_able, 
will provide a supplemental wa1;er supply to 6,000 acres of cultivated d, 
and a full supply to 2,000 acres of new land; 

T.&ree Creeks Reservoir Project.- Kent Lakes Reservoir Company proposes 
a reservoir.of 2,023 acre-teet at a site on Beaver River located approxi
mately 16 miles upstream trom Beaver City at the confluence of Three ~r~ek~. 
The Project will provide a supplemental water supplydto 3i~O~e:~~~: ~ppr~i~
quately irrigated land in the vicinity of Beaver, an wou 
mately 2.000 people. 

d h j ct is approved tor con-
Investigations have been completed, an t e pro e The Utah Water 

struction with an estimated construction cost or $162,0~~;rs providing the 
and Power Board has allocated $122,150, with the Water 
additional cost. 
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BEAVER COUNTY 

McGarry Park Reservoir Project.- West Side and North Creek Irrigation 
companies propose a reservoir of 400 acre-feet capacity at a site on the 
North Fork of North Creek, located approximately three miles northeast or 
North creek, This project will provide a supplemental supply to approxi
mately 600 acres of inadequately irrigated lands in the vicinity of North 
creek and Beaver, and would benefit about 50 families. Investigations are 
required to determine feasibility of this dam site and the estimated con
struction cost. 

Swamps Reservoir Project.- West Side and North Creek Irrigation Com
panies propose another reservoir of 620 acre-feet capacity at a site on 
North Creek located approximately five miles northeast of North Creek. The 
project will provide a supplemental supply to 1,200 acres of inadequately 
irrigated lands in the vicinity of North Creek, and \'lOuld benefit approxi
mately 50 families. Preliminary surveys and cost estimates have been made 
by the State Engineer's office, with an estimated construction cost of 
$161,000. 

Milk Rance Reservoir Project.-Manderf'ield Irrigation and Reservoir Co~
pany proposes a reservoir of 366 acre-feet capacity at a site on Indian Creek, 
a tributary to Beaver River, located approximately 14 miles northeast of' Beaver. 
This project would provide a supplemental supply to 700 acres of inadequately 
irrigated land in the vicinity of Manderf'ield, and would benefit approxi
mately 16 families. Prelininary surveys and cost estimates were made by the 
state Engineer's office, ?rith an estimated construction cost of $88,139. 

Yellow MOuntain Reservoir Project.- Minersville water Users propose a 
reservoir of' 6,000 acre-feet capacity at a site on Beaver River, located 
approximately four miles below existing Rocky Ford Reservoir. The plan calls 
for the enlarging of' present canals and extending laterals, This project will 
provide a full supply to approximately 2,000 acres of new land southwest of' 
Minersville, with approximately 40 families benef'i ting from the increased 
water supply • The Utah Water and Power Board has approved this site for in
vestigation, No cost estimates have been made. 

Table 39 summarizes the proposed reservoir proJects snowing the name 
of'dproject, source of' supply, proposed capacity, estimat~d construction cost, 
an areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies of irrigation water. 

(123) 



BEAVER COUNTY 

TABLE 39 

PROPOSED RESERVOm PROJECTS IN BEAVER COUllTY 

Name 
of 

Project 

Three Creeks 
Reservoir 

McGarry Park 

Sl'lamps 

Milk :Ranch 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Beaver River 

North Fork 
North Creek 

North F.ork 
North Creek 

Indian Creek 

Yellow MOuntain Beaver Creek 

TOTAL 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

2,023 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost 

Total Acre-foot 

$122,000** 75 

400 Investigation Required 

620 161,000 260 

366 240 

6 0000 Investigation Required 

9,405 $371,000*** 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

3,500 s 

600 s 

1,200 s 

700 s 

6,000 s 
2,000 n 

* Area to be benefited: 
irrigated lands. 

s - SUpplemental supply to inadequately 
n - Full supply to new lands. 

** Project approved for construction. State has allocated $1!2,150. 
Sponsors will provide addi t1o.nal cost. 

*** Cost estimate for Yellow MOuntain and McGarry Park Reservoir. 
Projects are not included. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 16 irrigation companies in Beaver County serving approxtmately 
16.000 acres of· irrigated land. The distribution systems serving this area 
~onsist of approximately 46 miles of main canals with an average intake cap
acity of 31 c.f.s •• and 51 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s •• with an average 
intake capacity ofl4 c.f.s. 

Results of the survey show that five irrigation companies have proposed 
needed distribution projeets. The proposed projects consist mainly of canal 
lining to prevent excessive seepage losses where canals pass through porous 
gravel beds, and canal repairs and alterations to increase the capacity and 
efficiency of the distribution systems. 

Summary 

Table 40 summarizes tne proposed diversion and conveyance projects show
ing the name of the irrigation company, its source of supply, project des
cription. estimated construction cost. and areas to be benefited. 
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TABLE 40 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND FSl'DMT1ID COST OF Dfl.PROVEME:t-l'l'S OR REPLACEMENTS 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Company Supply Description Coat$ Invest. Acres 

Minersville Beaver creek 2 miles-canal lining 
Reservoir and Rocky Ford 1 - control $40,000 Prel. 2,500 
Canal Company Reservoir structure Est. 

North Creek North Creek 3 miles-canal 
Irrigation Blue Lake repair and 6,500 " 3,000 

Company Reservoir alteration 
3 - control 
structures 

South Bench Beaver River 0.5 miles-canal 
Reservoir Kent Lakes lining 5,200 " 560 

Reservoir 2 - control 
structures 

West Side North Creek 3.5 miles-canal 
Irrigation lining 55,000 " 1,300 Company sand - gravel 

conorol 

South Creek South Creek 3.0 miles-p,ipe 24,000 " 800 Mutual Birch Creek installation Irrigation 
Company 

TOTAL $130,'100 8,160 
acres 

Beaver County Summary 

The total estimated requirem t f . 
conservation of the water en s or the proposed development and 

resources of Beaver County are summarized: 

{1) Reservoir Projects _ • _ _ _ _ _ 
$371,000 

{2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - $130,700 

TOTAL - - - $501,700 

(125) 



) 

r 
\ 
\. 

_,e __ 

ESCALANTE 

\ 
' 

OBERYl 

D ESERT 

PROJECT MAP 

IRON COUNTY 

VTAH WATER AND POWER BOARD 

0 

SCALE IH WIL.L$ 



--. 
I 

~!IS 
I 

o'""'" 
ESCALANTE DESERT 

PROJECT MAP 

IRON COUNTY 

UTAH WATER AND POWER BOARD 

• 0 • • " 
s::AL£ IN MILU 



IRON COUNTY 

Introduction 

The major part of Iron County lies within the South Sevier Lake Drainage 
with the exception of a small area south of Kanarraville, which dra.ins south 
into the Vi~gin River. 

The greater part of Iron County drains generally north, with the head 
waters originating in the north slopes ot the Dixie National Forest in \'lash
ington County, and the west slopes of the Parawan Range forming the east 
boundary ot Iron County. The irrigated land in this area amounts to approxi
mately 24,000 acres requiring an estimated supplemental supply of 22,000 acre
feet •. In the Escalante Desert Area, there are approximately 12,000 acres irri
gated, an estimated 10,000 acres supplied by underground water, and 2,000 
acres by surface water. 

The major streams supplying surface irrigation v~ter are Kanarra, Coal, 
Little, Red, Summit, Parawan, and Pinto Creeks. One small diversion is made 
from the head waters of the Santa Clara River in the Virgin River Drainage 
to Pinto Creek supplying ·the New Castle· area. The major source of irrigation 
water development in the Escalante Desert Area has been derived from under
ground water supplied through numerous pump wells. 

Present storage development in this area consists of five reservoirs 
with a combined capacity of 6,200 acre-teet, serving an estimated 4,200 acres 
in the vicinity of Parowan and Paragonah. Reservoir development throughout 
the remainder of the county has been very small. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Six reservoir projects are outlined for development of water resources 
within Iron County. .The proposed reservoirs would supply 11,389 acre-feet 
of storage for supplemental and new water requirements. 

South Sevier Lake Drainage Area 

C Blu: Grass Fl&t Reservoir Project.- Grass Valley and Desert Irrigation 
oropany ater Users propose a reser i :r 6 5 

site on Pinto creek dditi vo r 0 • 00 acre-teet capacity at a 
Drainage. This proJe \ ~nal water to be suppHed :from the Virsin River 
ot inadequately irrig:te;o~a!dpr:vide a supplemental supply to 1,400 acres 
acres of new land in th i i ' nd a full su:pply to an estimated 1,500 

e v c nity o:r New Castle. 

There are about 40 famili tha 
Preliminary surveys and est es t would benefit from this project. 
office, With an estimated c~~es hative been made by the state Engineer's 

ns rue on cost ot $518,000. 

urie Creek Reservoir Project .(1) 
propose two reservoirs with a ~i Urie and Coal Creek Water Users 
site on 11rie Creek. Additiona~o ned capacity of 2,769 acre-feet at a 
Virgin Rlver Watershed would b transmountain diversions of water :from the 
!fits, Which would require a feed required to supply adequateJ.storags at this 

8 er Canal 8.5 miles long. 
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IRON COUNTY 

This project would provide a supplemental supply to an estimated 3,000 
acres in Cedar Valley, and would benefit about seven families. The Soil 
conservation Service has made preliminary surveys and estimates, with an 
estimated construction cost of $121,000 

{1) Also reported by the Utah Relief Administration's Report on 
"Proposed Reservoirs." p. 60. 

Terry Reservoir Project.- Terry Brothers request an investigation to 
determine the feasibility of constructing a reservoir of appro~imately 200 
acre-teet capacity to be supplied by natural springs,located approximately 
12 miles west of Enterprise. An estimated 100 acres of new land could be 
brought under cultivation with four families benefiting from a storage res
ervoir in this vicinity. The Soil Conservation Service has made preliminary 
surveys of this project. 

Kanarra Creek Reservoir Project.- Kanarraville Water Users propose two 
small reservoirs located in Cedar MOuntain with a combined capacity of 40 
acre-feet. This project would provide supplemental water to an estimated 
100 acres in the vicinity of Kanarraville, and would benefit approximately 
300 people. Preliminary surveys and estimates are required. No estimates 
of cost are available. 

Virgin River Drainage Area 

Meadow Hollow Reservoir Project.- Spring Creek - LaVerkin Creek Irri
gation Company proposes a reservoir of 209 acre-feet capacity, loceted on 
the head waters of Spring Creek. This project would provide supplemental 
water to an estimated 600 acres of land southeast of Kanarraville. 

There are about six families that would benefit from this project. 
Engineering surveys and estimates have been completed by the Soil Conser
vation Service, and construction was 90 per cent complete as of July, 1948. 
The estimated construction cost is $19,000. This project has received 
approval by the Utah Water and Power Board, and was allocated $14,000 
towards completion of the project. 

Deep Lake Reservoir Project.- Spring Creek - La Verkin Creek Irrigation 
Company proposes to reservoir Deep Lake with a capacity of 150 acre-feet, 
located about 0.5 miles north west of the Meadow Hollow Reservoir. The pro
ject plan calls for installation of outlet works and construction of a 
feeder canal 2,100 feet long, from Deep Lake to Meadow Hollow Reservoir. 
This project would provide additional supplemental water to the 600 acres 
of irrigated land served by this· irrigation company, and would benefit six 
families. Engineering surveys and estiMates have been completed by the 
Soil Conservation service with an estimated construction cost of $8,000. 

- . 
~ 

Table 41 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the name 
ot project source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated construction cost, 
and areas ~ 0 be furnished tull and supplemental supplies of irrigation water. 
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TABLE 41 

PROPOSED msERVOIR PROJECT-3 IN IRON COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated . Area to be 
of of Capacity Constr. Coat$ 

Project SUpply Acre-Feet Total Acre-foot 

Blue Grass Pinto Creek 6,500 $518,000 79 
Flat Virgin River 

Drainage 

Urie Creek Barnhurst Hollow 2,769 121,000 22 
Coal Creek 

Terry Springs 200 Investigation Required 

Kanarra Creek Kanarra Creek 40 Investigation Required 

Meadow Hollow Spring Creek - 209 14,000** 91 
LaVerkin Creek 

Deep Lake Spring Creek - 150 s.ooo 53 
LaVerkin Creek 

TOTAL*** 9,628 $661,000 

* - s - Supplemental supply to inade~uately irrigated lands. 
- n -Full supply to new lands. 

Benefited 
Acres* 

1,400 s 
1,500 n 

1,000 s 

100 a 

100 s 

600 s 

600 s 

1,500 n 
3,600 s 

** Utah Water and Power Board approved $14,000 for this reservoir project. 

*** Totals do not include proposed Terry and Kanarra Creek Reservoir 
Projects. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 20 irrigation companies in Iron County serving approximately 
24,000 acres of irrigated land. The distribution systema serving this area 
consist of approxiiDately 21 miles of main canals·, w1 th an average intake 
capaaity of 42 a.t .• :s., and 88 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s. capacity, with 
an average intake capacity of ll c.r.s. 

Results of the survey show that eight irrigation companies have proposed 
distribution projects. The major needs relative to improvement and repair of 
the existing distribution systems are: 

(1) Canal lining, to prevent excessive seepage losses ot available irrigation water. 
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(2) Replacement or repair of the main diversion structures on the 
mountain streams, and the replace~ent of a number of control structures. 

There are no reports available concerning the amount of seepage losses 
in canals within Iron County. Hovrever, the water users are aware that ex
cessive seepage losses exist in certain sections of their distribution sys
tems, and they also realize the need for conducting extensive surveys to 
determine the amount and extent of seepage losses. 

Summary 

Table 42 summarizes the proposed diversion and conveyance projects, 
showing the name of the irrigation compg.ny, its source of supply, project 
description, estimated construction cost, and areas to be benefited. 

TABLE 42 

PROPOSED DIVERSION Al'ID C'l:NVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTIMATED COST OF n<iPROVEMENTS OR REPLA.CEMENTS 

·----
Name or Source Estimated Status Area to be 

Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

Grass Valley Grass Valley & !-diversion dam $1,000 Prel. 1,500 
Pinto Creeks repair Est. 

Little Creek Little Creek 1 mile-canal 
Field and lining 10,000 .. 400 
Canal 1- sand and 

gravel control 
structure 

North Field Coal Creek 5 miles-canal 
realignment 16,000 " 1,260 
and lining 

Paragonah Rod Creek 3-diversion dams 
5 - control 3,000 n 1,600 
structures 

South and West Coal Creek · 3 miles-canal 
lining 25,300 " 900 Field 

!-diversion dS.m 
12 - control 
structures 

Summit Summit Creek 1 mile-pipe 10,000 " 500 
line 
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TABLE 42. DIVERSION .AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS (CONTINUED) 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Company SUpply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

SPring Creek- Spring Creek 2 miles-canal 
La Verkin Willow Creek lining $8,000 Prel. 600 

LaVerkin Creek: Est. 

Union Field Coal Creek 5 miles-canal 
lining 52,000 " 1,200 

10 - control 
structures 

1 - diversion 
repair 

$125,300 7,960 

Iron County SUmmary 

Iron County's total estimated co~t for the proposed distribution and 
storage developments. 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - $661,000 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - $125,300 

TOTAL- • - -- $786,300 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Introduction 

washington County lie~ within two drainage areas, the major 
part or Washington county is included within the Virgin River Drain• 
age

1 
and a small section in the northwest part of the county lies in 

the South Sevi.er Lake Drainage. 

Virgin River Drainage Area 

The major stream is the Virgin River, and the major tributaries 
are the Santa Clara River, Kolob and Ash Creeks, plus several more 
minor streams that carry high water in the spring and are practically 
dry the major part of the irrigation season. 

APproximately 141500 acres are 
are estimated to have a full supply. 
menta for this area, ·are estimated at 

South Sevier Lake Drainage Area 

irrigated, of which 1 1 900 acres. 
The supplemental water require-

14,000 acre-feet. 

The main source or supply is Shoal Creek and a few unnamed 
springs which serve approximately 1 1 920 acres in the vicinity or Enter
prize. The supplemental water requirements are estimated at 1 1 740 
acre-teet. 

A study of the surrace lvater supply, shows that the principal 
streams are fed chiefly from springs and.melting snow, and except for 
numerous springs, a proportionately large area contributes very little 
to the stream runorr. Except where sp~ings steady th& rate of flow, 
the runoff' fluctuates widely from season to season. 

Therefore, development or the maximum amount or storage is essen• 
tial to stabilizing the existing irrigated areas and providing any· new 
irrigable area with water. 

Present Storage Development 

Serving Washington County lands are two reservoirs with a total 
capacity of' 2,900 acre-feet serving approximateiy 2 200 acres of irri-
gated land. • 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Seven reservoir projects are outlined f'or development of' the 
water resources in l'lashingto c t b h n oun Yo Five are outlined as proposed 
0~ : e 1!~:~~ water uers • and two that have been reported by the Bureau 

ec on, for the ultimate development or water and power within 
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this area. 

The five reservoirs, as proposed by the local water users, would 
supply 13,213 acre-feet of storage to be used as a supplemental supply 
for an estimated 13,100 acres of inadequately irrigated land. The two 
reservoir projects,· as outlined by the Bureau of Reclamation, would 
supply 79 1000 acre-feet of.active storage ~o be applied to an estimated 
81000 acres of inadequately irrigated land, and to 16,500 acres of new 
irrigable lando 

Ash Creek Reservoir Project.-Pintura, Toquerville, LaVerkin, 
Hurricane, St. George, and Washington Can'l.l Cozapanies propose a 
reservoir of 6,600 acre-feet capacity locaped at a site on Ash Creek. 
The proposed dam would serve a dual purpose, as it couid be used as a 
high-way bridge over Ash Creek for the proposed new relocation of u. s. 
91; and also would provide supplemental water to 5,000 acres of inade
quately irrigated land extending from the proposed site south to St. 
George. This project_would.also make· available spring water for cul
inary purposes, which has heretofore been used for irrigation. 

Final surveys ana. designs have been made by the Utah Water and 
Power Board with the assistance of the State and Public Road Agencies. 
The estimated cost of the project is $599,811. The estimated cost to 
the water users, will amount.to approximately $200 1000. 

Big Creek Reservoir Project.- The Virgin and LaVerkin Bench 
Irrigation Companies propose ·: reservoir of 2,241 acre-feet capacity 
at a site on Kolob Creek, a t:Hbutary to the North Fork of the Virgin 
River. This project ~~uld provide supplemental water to an estimated 
1,800 acres of inadequately irrigated lands in the vicinity of Hurri
cane and LaVerkin ~ench. 

Approximately 2,500 people would benefit from this project. Pre• 
liminary surveys and.cost estimates have been made by the State Engineer's 
office, with an estimated construction cost of $120 ,ooo. 

Central Reservoir Project.- The Central Canal and Irrigation 
Company proposes a reservoir of 250 acre-feet capacity at an qffstream 
site supplied by waters from santa Clara River. A feeder canal, ·approxi
mately three miles long, would be required. 

The project would provide 
acres in the vicinity of Central. 
would benefit from this project. 
termine estimates and costs. 

supplemental water to an estimated 300 
There are about 20 families that 

An investigation is required to de-

Clay Basin Reservoir Enlargement Project.- St. George and Santa 
Clara Bench Canal propose to enlarge the existing. reservoir from the 
present capacity of 413, to 936 acre-feet. This project would provide 
supplemental water to 500 acres of inadequately irrigated l~~d in the 
vicinity of Ivins Bench. 
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'lhere are approximately 40 tam111es that would benefit from this 
project. p~eliminary estimates and surveys have been made by the 
Soil conservation Service, w1 th an estimated construction cost or 
$32,000. 

Red Cliff' Reservoir Project.• St. George-Banta Clara Field, !3t. 
George and Santa Clara Bench, and Santa Clara Field Canal Companies. 
propose a reservoir of' 1,600 acre-feet capacity at an of'fstream s1te 
supplied by the waters from Santa Clara Rivero 

The existing Ivins Bench feeder· canal would be used as a feeder 
canal, diverting water f'rom·the Santa Clara. River.to the reservoir. 
'lhis project would provide supplemental water to an estimated. 1,300 
acres of inadequately irrigated land in the vicinity of Santa Clara, 
Ivins Bench and st. George. Approximately 51000 people would benefit 
from this project. Preliminary field SUJ:"Veys have been made by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. The estimated construction cost is $175 1000. 

Enterprise Reservoir Enlargement Project.• Enterprise Reservoir 
and Canal Company proposes to enlarge the existing reservoir from 
710 to 1 1586 acreefeet capa~1ty 1 supplied by waters of Little Pine Creek. 
The project plan calls for raising the dam height approximately 12 feet 

An estimated 4 1 200 acres would receive supplemental water, and 
approximately 600 people would benefit from this de-v:elopmento Pre• 
11m1nary field surveys have been made with an estimated construction 
cost uf tso,ooo. 

U, S. ·Bureau of Reclamation Projects (1) 

Santa Clara Project.• Lower Gunlock Reservoir; full regulation 
and utilization of the"flow of' Santa Clara River, the principal Virgin 
River tributary, could be obtained by means of' a 23,000 acre-teet 
(14,000 acre-feet active capacity) reservoir on the Lower Gunlock 
Site on that stream. . 

and a :f'u~~s proiec; would provide a supplemental supply to 1
1
565 acres, 

have incide:~PP Y or 2,565 acres of new land, The reservoir would 
recreation, a1 value for flood and silt control and for fishing and 

Hurricane Project • A 
acity (65,000 acre-feet :cti reservoir of 165,000 acre•feet total cap• 
silt) on Virgin River at thev;lrand loo,ooo acre•feet reserved for 
of Hurricane Utah to eth gin City Site three miles northeast 
from the res~rvoir 1 wo~ld ~r w~t! a 27 mile canal extending southwest 
acres of inadequat:ly irri ~del a supplemental supply for 6 1 500 
acres of new land, all in :e e H and and a full supply for 14 1000 
Arbona urricane-st. George Valley in Utah and 

The existing 1 000 k 1 • i owatt ~)ower plant at LaVerkin, Utah depen• 

(1) Bureau of Reclamation 
• "Colorado River Report", p,l59o 
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WASHIIDTON COUNTY 

dent on erratic river flow would be abandoned,. and power would be 
developed at three new plants having a combined cap&city of 4,600 
kilowatts, and a combined head of 800 feeto 

In addition to meeting power replacement and project pumping 
needs, these plants would produce ~bout l5,ooo,opo kilowatt hours ot 
fUm power annually. The reservoir would also have incidental value 
for flood control, silt retention, fishing and recreation. 

Conclusions: 

The Santa Clara Project as outlined by the Bureau ot Reclamation, 
would fully control the Santa Glara River, The proposed Red Cliff 
Project, outlined above, may be planned to serve efficiently both 
before and after the building of the Santa Clara Project, as presented 
by the Bureau ot Reclamation. 

The Big Creek Reservoir Project on the Virgin River, as proposed 
by the local water users, may also be planned to serve efficiently both 
beofre and after the building of the HUrricane Project. 

SUmmary 

Table 43 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
~of project, source ot supply, proposed capacity, estimated con• 
struction cost, and areas to be furnished tull and suppl11mental supplies 
of irrigation water. 

TA.BI.E 43 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN W.A.SHIIDTON COUNTY 

Name SOurce Proposed Estimated 
of of' Capacity Constr.. Cost 

ProJect SuEl!ll Acre-feet Total Acre-:reot 

Ash Creek Ash Creek 6,600 $200,000 (**) 
Big Creek Kolob Creek 2,241 110,500 49 
Clay Basin Santa Clara River 936 32,000 34. 
Enlargement 

Central Santa Clara River 260 Investigation Required 
Enterprise Shoal Creek 1,586 60,000 38 
Red Clift Santa Clara River 1,600 1'15,000 109 

.Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

5,000 s 
1,800 s 

500 s 

3008 
4,200 8 
1,300 8 

TOTAL 13.213 $57'1.500 13,100 .• 
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TABLE 43o PROPOSED RES:-.RVOIR PROJECTS - (CONTINUED) 

Nsme 
or 

Project 

Source 
or 

Supply 

Proposed. 
Capacity 
Acre-teet 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost 

Total .Acre-toot 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acred* 

Ri D 10 •-•ent investigated by U. S. B. R. Virgin ver eve P·~ _ _ 

Santa Clara Santa Clara River 23,000 
Project (14 1000 active) 

(Lower Gunlock) 
Hurricane Virgin River 165,000 

( 65 1000 active) Project 
(Virgin City Site) 

TOTAL 79a000 active --
* - s Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 

n Full supply to new arable lands. 
** Preliminary estimate or what the project will cost the sponsoring 

1vater users. 
*** Total cost does not include Central Reservoir Project costs. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 35 irrigation companies in Washington County serving 
approxireately 15 1500 acres of irrigated land. The distribution systems 
serving this area consist or approximately 111 miles or main canals with 
an average intake capacity or 17 c.r.s., and 86 miles or laterals over 
4 c.r.s. capacity, with an average intake capacity of 10 c.r.s. 

Results or the survey,pertaining to needed diversion ana convey
ance projects, show that 13 irrigation.companies have indicated help 
was required to construct such projects. The proposed projects consist 
mainly or canal lining, with the ultimate aim or lining their entire dis
tribution-systems. Conveyance losses are ~nerally excessive throughout 
the major part or the existing canals. 

1,565 s 

14 1000 n 
6,500 s 

8,055 s 
14,000 n 

From investigations and measurements. or conveyance losses on the st. 
George and Washington Canal, the irrigation company has determined that 
the loss or water from its intake to the end or the main canal, by seepage, 
was 6 c.r.s,, or 12 acre-teet every twenty tour hours. 

Adjoining land has become water logged from the same seepage losses, 
causing a two fold damage, which can be prevented by canal linipg. Through 
the assistance or the Soil Conservation Service, gunite lining has been 
introduced in this area. This type or canal lining can be installed somewhat 
cheaper than standard concrete lining. 

i Table 44 summarizes the proposed projects, showing the name or the 
t rrigation company, source ot supply, project description estimated eonstruc• ion cost, and areas to be benefited, · • 
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TABLE 44 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CO:t-l'VEYA.T>JCE NEEDS 

AND ESTI!i.ATED C.OST OF IMPROVEMiillTS OR RF:PLACEMF.NTS. 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Projec+ Con~tr. of Benefit.;d 
Company Supply Description Cost $ In•rf'Et. Acres 

!lench Lake Virgin River 0.5 miles-canal ) :3,000 Prel 750 
lining ) Est. 

Central Canal Santa Clara 0.5 miles-canal ' 4,500 " 1,100 
lining ) 

1-diversion dac ) 
repair ) 

1-control ) 
structure ) 

Gunlock Santa Clara 2.5 miles-canal ) 19,000 " 200 
River lining ) 

4-control ) 
structures ) 

Hurricane Virgin River 4.0 miles-canal ) 69,500 " 1,650 
lining ) 

750 ft. -flume l 
16-control ) 
structures l 

LaVerkin Bench Virgin River :3.5 miles-canal ) :30 ,coo " 600 
lining l 

4•control ) 
structures ) 

St. Georee-santa 7 miles-canal ) 14,000 " 800 

Clara Bench Santa Clara repairs and ) 

River alterations ) 

S·~er Ditch Santa Clara 1 mile-canal ) 7,500 " 4..00 

River Seeps · lining ) 
l•diversion dam ) 
2-control ) 
structures ) 

3 miles-canal ) 15,500 " 600 
St. George Virgin River 
Valley lining ) 

6-contro~ ) 
structures ) 

1 l'lile-canal } 3,000 .. 35 
Middleton Water Springs 
Users lining ) 

7-control ) 

structures 
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TABLE 44. PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CO!lVEY ANCE NEEDS - CONTINUED) 

Na~f:' of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation or l'roject Constr. of Benefited 

Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. Acres 

Bloomington Santa Clara 1 mile•canal ) 10,500 Prel. 250 
Canal River lining ) Est. 

Virgin River a-control ) 
structures ) 

Virgin Canal North and 0.28 miles- ) 3,000 " 150 
Kolob Cr~>eks canal lining ) 

1 !!dle-canal ) 
repair and ) 
alteration ) 

2-control ) 
structures ) 

St. George· Virgin River 5 miles-canal ) 100,000 " 2,600 
and \'lashing- lining ) 
ton Canal 

'IOTL;L $310,500 10,035 

Washington County Summary 

Washington County's total estimated cost for the proposed distri
bution and storage developl!lent,(exclusive of majo~ Bureau of Reclamation 
Projects). 

(1) 

( 2) 

Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - -

Diversion and Conveyance Projects 

TOTAL 

Cl39) 

-- - $577,500 

-- - 310,500 

$888,000 
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DAGC'-?:TT COuNTY 

I:atrorlucti:Jn 

Dag"ett County lies v;i";hb the Green R1 vE>r Drainage Area, e.nd is 
lor~ted f~

0

the extrene northeast corner of the state. The main sources 
of supply for the irrigated area are Beaver, Birch, Burnt Fork,and 
Sheep Creeks. The total irril:J.tec acreage amounts to about 9,300 acres. 
Of this total, an esti~~ted 4,300 3cres are located in thP- vicinity of 
J.ranila, served by Sheep Cree~~ end its tributaries. 

T-.vo-thousand acres are served l:J;,· Beaver Creek, and 2 1550 a erDa are 
served from Burnt Fork and People's C~nalo 450 acres are s~rved from 
are~n Ldkes in the Green Dale area. Supl)lemental ,·rater re<!uirements for 
this c.rea are :J.egligible during the forep~ort of the irrigation season, but 
becomes very pronounced during July and August and the latter part of the 
grovting season. Estimates as to the an.'>unt in acre-f'eet that are 
re'iuired ~or a full supplemental supply are not knovn. 

~ervi:J.g Daggett County lands are four lakes, Daggett, Spirit 
Tamarack and Green Lakes, with a capacity of <l!l estimated 1 1 500 e.~re-feet. 
This storage supplements irrigation for an estimated 4,300 ~cres of 
irrigated land in the Sheep Creek area, and 450 s.cres in the GrE>en Dale 
area, The Beaver Meadows Reservoir, wit~ a capacity of 1,785 acre-feet, 
located in Summit County 1 serves en undeterrJJined a'llonnt of acres in Utah 
and \l'yombg. 

Potential IrrigablP Land Developmen~ 

There ara approximatel;r 4,300 acre-"' o~ e.rablP. la~d which could be 
provided a full supply in Vtah by the propos~d Henry Fork Project. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has made prell.!T'ir.ury investif'a ttons, c.nd their 
report was p:t'c;;ented in the Colorado Ri ve.r Basin Rcpnrt. 

Proposed Reservoir ProJects 

Six reRervoir projects are outlined as nroposed b;r the water users, 
6o provide additional supplemental storage of ~ater l"i.thin Daggett 
ou'lty. In addition, one project is outlinPd as proposed by the .~:~ureau 

of Reclamation to supplement inadequatEly irrig~ted lands and provide 
a full supply to new lands in tr.is drainage s.rea. 

Spirit, Daggett, and Jessen Lakes Rcse~oj~ Project~ - The ~heep Craek Irri t · C . - - ~ • '· 
th ~ ~ ga lOn ompany proposes to increase the storage capacities of 
da:s··Pi.it and Daggett Lakes by raisin~ the sp1J.b:ays and hei~hts of the 
je;+sa~;~~~i~tely fiv: feet, and to reservoir Jessen Lake. These pro
est;mated 4 ~c:::-ease t e available supplemental :~ater suppl" for an 
System . and' •o 0 tcrer:; of irrigated land und~;r the Sheep Cre~k Distribution 
preliml~y :t~~! b:~~~it about ~0 families. I:J.v€st1gP.tions are in the 

" • an estimated construction coot of $15,000. 
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DAGGETT COUNTY 

Long Park Res~rvoir Project.- The Sheep Creek Irrigation Company 
proposes to construct a reservoir of 1 1 600 acre~feet capacity, ut a sit~ 
at the head 0'!' Sols Canyon, on Lodge Pol•~ Creek, a tributary of Sheep 
Creek. This project would provide additional supplemental water for 
the 4 1 300 acres of irrigated land, under the Sheep Creek Distribution 
System, and would benefit about 60 families, with an estimated construct
ion cost of $85 1000. 

Hickerson Pbrk Reservoir Proj~ct.~ !This project is submitted as 
an alternate to Long Park Reservoir). The Sheep Creek Irrigation Cou
pany proposes a r~servoir of 5 1117 acre-feet capacity at a site on Sheep 
Creek. This project would benefit 4 1300 acres in the 1~nila area, also 
2 1500 acres in the Linwood area, which are accessible-

There are about 75 families who would benefit from this project. 
Prel~inary surveys and estimates have been made by the State Engineer's 
office, with an estimated construction cost of $257 1000. 

Green Lake R'lservcir Project.- Green Dale \'later Us'"'rs propose to 
enlarge the Green Lake Reservoir to an estimated 300 acre-feet. This 
project would provide supplemental vmter to 450 acres in the vicinity 
of Green Dale, and VIould benefit about five families. Investigations 
are in the reconnaissance stage only, with an est~ated construction cost 
of $15 1000o 

u. s. Bureau of Reclamation Project 

Henry's Fork Project.- (l) 

- -(1) Bureau of Reclamation's Colorado River Report, R 114. 

Ultimate development of the Colorado River Basin by the Bureau of 
Reclamation would include the Henry's Fork Project, which would serve 
lands in Wyoming and Utah. Water would be supplied from tributaries of 
Henry's Fork to provide a full supply to.4,300 acres of new land, and 
a supple~ental supply to 8

1
200 ac~es of inadequately irrigated land 

located in Ut~h, in the Manila and Linwood e.r.eas. 

Swnmary 

Table 45 summarizes the proposed res8rvoir projects, showing the 
name of project, source of supply, proposed capacity, estimated construc-
tion cost, end areas to be furnished full and sup~lemental supplies of 
irrigation water. 
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TAHLE 45 

PROPOSED RFS~OIR PROJECTS 

-Name source 
of of 

Project SUpply 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-feet 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost$ 

Totnl Acre-foot 

.'\.r;3a to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

Spirit Luke She>e'D Creek 400 (**) 5,000 12 
Dag6ett Lake Sheen cr.-ek 433 (**) 5,000 11 
Jessen Lake Sheep Creek 100 5,000 50 
Long Park Sheep Creek 1,600 

(**) Gr,en Lake Green Lnke 500 
85,000 53 
15,000 30 

TOTAL 3,033 $115,000 $38 

Hfckerson (***) Sheep Creek 5,117 257,000 50 

u. s. Bureau of Reclamation Project 

Henry's Fork Henry's Fork 107,000 

* - s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lends. 
n - Full supply to new arable lands. 

** - Enlarge existing reservoir. 
***- Alternate to t!:le Long Park Reservoir Project - not included 
in total cost. 

Diversion ~~d Conveyance Needs 

4,300 s 

450 s 

4,750 s 

6,700 s 

4,300 n 
8,200 p 

There are only two irrigation coi!!panies in Daggett County, hmvever • 
there are a number of individuz.l irrigators not organized into irrigation 
companies, The total irrigated area is about 9,300 acres. The major 
divr"sion and conveyance needs relative to the distribution systems of 
Da.eg·~tt County are: 

(1} Cleaning and enl~gement of the existing main ca_~als, Past 
surveys have indicated that the existing canal capacities are too small 
for the available water supply, especially during the fore-part of the irrigation season. 

(2) Repair of diversion structures and installation of adequate measuring devices, 

The first I:roject considered in Daggett County was the Sheep Creek 
canal project ,lwhich consisted of enlarging the main Lucerne Valley Canal 
20,525 linear feet 1 and s:x:cav.;.tion of a nev1 flection of a canal 763 linear 
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reet, located around a rocky point. This section replaced tl:e existi:c.g 
flume structure, which li.'lli ted the Iraxiinum capaci t.y of the canal, and 
was consiC.ered unsafe due to the rotted extem; of the wooden flume and 
sup~orting trusses. Plans and estimates have been prepared by the Utan 
Water and PowPr Board witt an estimated constructicn cost cf the proj:o-ct 
beir.g $20,000. This projf>ct was UJ:l:?roved in .August 194?

1 
u.nd was p"lrti-

~ly completed du~ing the fall of the sarr@ year. Final cc~pleti~n is 
anticipated during the fall of 1948. 

Future distribution needs of the Sheep Creek Irrigation Company 
calls for: 

(1) Enlargement of &n additional three miles of canal, and the con
struction of a diversion da!'l and an adequate measuriq:; device. at the 
mouth .of Sol's Canyon. 

( 2) A survey to determine the feasibility of constructing a feeder 
canal, diverting water from Carter Creek to Sheep Creek

0 
to supplement 

present vrdter supplies. 

SU!E!ary 

Table 46 summarizes the proi•Oscd diversion and conve~·ance projects, 
showing the irrigation company, its source of.supply, pruject description, 
estimated construction codt, status of investigation, :md areas to be 
benefited. 

TABlE 46 

PROPOSED trJ.!...ltSION iJlD CONVEY~i'CE NEEDS 

.1\ND ESTTh:ATED COST OF nJPROVELlENl'S .WID REPUCE1~1TS 

Name ot 
Irrigation 
Company 

Birch Creek 
Wat·~r Users 

Green Dale 
Water .Users· 

S.heep Creek 

Source 
ot 

SUpply 

Birch Creek 

Lion and 
'1\'ye Creeks 

Sheep Creek 

Project 
Description 

1.5 .:niles canal 
enlargement 

5.0 miles-canal 
enlargement 

2.0 miles-new 
canal 

6.0 miles-canal 
enlargement 

800 ft - canal 
construct ion 
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Estitnatad Status 
Constr. or 

Cost t Invest. 

) 2.ooo Prtlo 
) Est. 

) 10,000 " 
) 
) , 
) ( *~o,ooo Conplete 
) 
) 
) 

J\rea to be 
Be.aefited 

Acres 

600 

450 

4,300 



DA.GGETI' CO lJNTY 

TABLE 46. ~OPOSED DIVERSION Al'ID C0!--1VEYANCE !'lEEDS - ( CO!'/TTIJUED) 

Nau~e of 
Irr ie;u tion 

CoopUI:y 

Sheep Creek 
(Contir..utJd) 

Source 
of 

Sup~ly 

Sheep Creek 

Project 
D~scrirtion 

Estimated Stctus 
Constr. of 

Cost $ Inve<~t. 

3.0 niles-cru\!!1)(**)11,500 Prel. 
enlarge rent ) E&t. 

1-diversion dam) 
1-control ) 

structurCl ) 

;;;.o milas ) 

Area to be 
Beneflteo. 

Acres 

feeder canal ) !nve ::ot !p; t iou Rc y_uired 

TOTAL 

* Approved fer inv~stisation and co~structicn. 
~nticipated during f~ll of 1948. 

** Propo::.ed futur!. requ1rer;lcnts. 

Dcigge t t County ~t::!ll!lary 

$43,500 4,450 

Co~pletion of project 

D.ae;gett Ccunt;;'s estilll.b.ted co~t !'or the proposed distribution and 
storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation Projects). 

(1) Reservoir Projectll -- - -- _ - - ___ -$115,000. 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - 43,500· 

TCYI'AL 
$158,500 
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DUCHESNE AND UINTAH COUNTIES (UINTA BASIN) 

Tnt reduction 

The Uinta Basin lies almost wholly within Uintah and Duchesne 
Counties. Topographically, the Uinta Basin extends on both sides of the 
Green River, and includes areas drained on the West by Strawberry River, 
Rock Creek, Duchesne, Lake Fork, Uinta and Whi terock Rivera in the Duchesne 
River Drainage; and Dry Fork, Brush and Ashley Creeks in Ashley Valley 
Drainag"' 

On the East, the area is drained by Yampa River, White River, and 
Willow Creek. The Yampa and White River Basins are not included in this 
investigation; and except for Willow Creek Drainage, the area included 
is entirely West of the Green River. 

In presenting the proposed irrigation developments considered for 
the Uinta Basin, it should be realized that B.lternate plans have been 
proposed for the ultimate development. Final allocation of Colorado 
River waters between the Upper Basin States will be the controlling 
factor in deciding on the final plan for the u~ilization of Utah's share 
ill the Colorado River. 

Serving Uinta Basin lands are approximately 31 reservoirs, some very 
small with a total storage capacity of 74,500 acre-teet. Of this total, 
41,545 acre-teet was provided by the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
with the construction of the Moon Lake Project (1935•38). 

Irrigated lands within the Uinta Basin amount to 170,370 acres, and 
ot this total, Indians own about 54,000 acres of the 77,000 acres originally 
allotted to them. The water rights for these lands are based on claims 
antedating the proclamation establishing the Uinta Reservatioa

0 
Consequently 

the water rights for the allotted lands have first priority to the water 
of the Duchesne River and its tributaries, leaving the home-steaded lands 
critically short. 

Potential New Land Development 

Proposed development of new lands within the Uinta Basin is a part 
ot the proposed.Uentral Utah Project, and includes some areas now under 
development within the Basin. 

Proposed Development of Water Resources -
B i In outlining the proposed irrigation developments within the Uinta 
~~e~ta~! ::\~::!:Ual!~ed t~e dUnited States Bureau of Recla.DI!ltion will 
area alo wit c on ° eveloping the ultimate plan to serve this 
land~ in :e Bo!n!!~~!V:sion ot water from the Colorado River Basin to 
are outlined in two divisi~~; In this report the proposed developments 
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(1) Small storage and conveyance r j t h 
by the Water Users in localized d 1 p o ec s w ich can be undertaken 
water resources. eve opmant and conservation of their 

(2) Projects investigated by the u. s. Bureau of Reclamation ith 
alternate schemes proposed. (1) w 

(1) Source: Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River Report. Cost 
estimates are not given for these projects, 

Of the projects outlined in (2) above, many of them are considered 
as alternate proposals, and as the over-all plan is developed, the ones 
that can be made a functional part of the Basin Development, will be con
sidered for construction, pending complete economic and engineering in
vestigations. 

Reservoir Projects Proposed By Water Users 

The following projects are outlined as small unit developments 
within the Uinta Basin, which have been proposed by the local Water 
Users. Wherever reservoir sites are proposed as an alternate develop
maRt, with regard to the proposed United States Bureau of Reclamation 
projects, it has been indicated. A number of these projects can be in
cluded in the ultimate development heretofore outlined, without fear of 
wasted construction or duplication of cost, 

pelican Lake Reservoir Project.- (Also proposed by United States 
Bureau of Reclamation in Moon Lake Extension project). Ouray Park Irri
gation Company proposes a reservoir of an ultimate 12,500 acre-feet capa· 
city at an offstream site, the compacy's canal from the Uinta River used 
for direct irrigation of higher lands would be used as a feeder canal 
during the non-irrigation season. This project would provide a fUll 
supply to approximately 3,500 acres of new land in the vicinity of Ouray, 
Preliminary surveys and costs were made by the irrigation company, with 
an estimated construction cost for the reservoir being $20,000. 

Whiterocks Reservoir Project,- Ouray Park Irrigation Company pro
poses to convert three lakes: Cliff Lake, Whiterocks Lake, and Elbo 
Lake to reservoir storage, with a combined capacity of 1,740 acre-feet. 
The project will provide additional late-season water supply to the Ouray 
Valley lands. There are approximately 35 families now living in this 
area which would benefit from this development. Investigations are in a 
reconnaissance stage only, w1 th an estimted construction cost of $50,000, 

Bullock Draw Reservoir Pro ect.- (Alternate unit of the Moon Lake 
Extension Project. OuraY Park and Uinta Irrigation Companies propose a 
reservoir of goa· acre-feet at a site on Deep Creek. This project would pro
vide supplemental water to inadequately irrigated lands of the sponsoring 
irrigation companies. Preliminal'Y survey and cost estimates have been 
made by the State Engineer, with an est1mated construction cost of $l28,700e 
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Little Valle or Fuller Reservoir Pro acto• (Alternate unit of the 
MOon Lake Extension Project • A ouray Park Irrigation Compa~ proposes 
a reservoir1 at an alternate site located on an ofr.:atream sit~ approxi• 
mately ten miles southeast of' Gusher. Water could be supplied by the 
presant Whiterock-ouray Canal with some extensions. This project would 
benefit the same areas as the proposed Whiterocks and Bullock Draw pro
jects. 

East and West Cottonwood Reservoir Pro ects.- (Alternate units of 
the MOon Lake Extension Project. Ouray and Uintah Irrigation Companies 
propose two reservoirs with a combined capacity of 3,763 acre-fee~ at off
stream sites./ supplied by waters from the Whiterocks-Ouray Feeder Canal. 
This project would provide a full supply to 1,000 acres of new land in the 
Ouray Park area. Preliminary surveys of reservoir sites are complete. 
No estimte of' co at is available. 

MOsby Project.- Blanchett Park and Twin Lakes Reservoir Projects. 
MOsby Irrigation Company proposes to reservoir the Twin Lakes and Blanchett 
Park Lake on Dry Fork, with a combined capacity of 2,000 acre-feet, and 
the construction of' a canal approximately eight miles long to deliver the 
water to inadequately irrigated lands in the vicinity of Lapoint. The 
feeder canal is now under construction. The estimated construction cost 
of the project is $25,000. Note: Water supply would be available if 
Ashley Valley received water from Green River. Developmant at present 
may interfere with other rights. 

MOon Lake Project.- MOon Lake Water Users, representing water users 
under the MOon Lake Project, propose to reservoir the following lakes: 

(1) North Star Lake with a capacity of 120 acre-feet with an esti-
mated construction cost of $3,600. ' 

(2) '1\lngsten Lake with a capacity of 190 acre-feet with an esti• 
mated construction cost of $9,500 0 ' · 

( 3) Gem Lake with .a capac! ty of 250 acre-feet, w1 th an estimated 
construction cost of $10,000. 

(4) Three Timothy Lakes and one Carroll Lake with a combined capa
city of 1,000 acre-feet, with an estimated construction cost of $40,000. 

(5) Spider Lake with a capacity of 100 acre-teet with an estimated 
construction cost of $5,0000 ' 

:1: TheCMOon Lake Water Users also propose to repair the following reser-
::b:!kmen~n.:!:~;~~~i:~l~o:~nsist of replacing outlet works .and additional 
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(l) Superior Lake Res•rvoir, witll • capacity or 318 acre•fe t ith 
an estimated construction cost of $5,000. 

8 
' w 

( 2) Brown Duck Group with t·hree l.akes Brown Duck Kidney and 
Island Lakes, with a combined capacity of 4:900 acre-:re!t, with'an esti
mated construction co.s of $25 1000.00 

Total estimated cost or the Moon Lake Project • $98,100. 

Monarch Reservoir Project ... Monarch Canal and Reservoir Compaey pro
poses a reservoir of 100 acre•feet capacity at a site on Dry Gulch creek 
using the lateral flow from higher lakes and reservoirs, plus· high runo:rt 
to supply the -storage. This project would provide a supplemental supply 
to 200 acres of illadequately irrigated land in the vicinity or Monarch. 
There are three families that -would benefit from this project. Preliminary 
surveys and estimates hav~ been made, with an estimated construction cost 
or $2,000. 

MOraine Reservoir Project.- Moon Lake Water Users propose a reser
voir of 1,000 acre-feet capacity at a site on the Lake Fork River. This 
project would provide a supplemental supply to ·inadequately irrigated 
lands in the vicinity of Mt. Home. Prel1m1ll8.ry surveys and cost estimates 
have been made, with an estimated construction cost of $30,000. 

The United States Bureau of Reclamation With 

The reader must realize that further investigations of the Central 
Utah Project and the division of the water between the Upper Basin States 
are necessary before feasibility or alternate plans can be determined. 

Central Utah Project.- The proposed development within the Uinta 
BasinJ is a part of the Central Utah Project area. Water could be pumped 
from the potential Echo Park Reservoir_, or the l!'laming Gorge Reservoir, 
on Green River to replace irrigation suppliesJnow used on lands in the 

. Uinta Basin. The construction or this project would eliminate or make 
unnecessa~ most ot.the features outlined for the Moon Lake Extension, 
Fruitland, and Mosby Projects. 

Moon Lake Pro ect Extension.ooNorth o.f the Duchesne River, extend
ing from ck Creek eastwardJ through the Whiterocks River ~:~!c:~ea, 
are 86,200 acres of irrigated land, including some Ind!'::ed in the 
could be ~rought under cult1vat1onJif storage ..as pro 
following reservoirs: 

Of Reolft-Ation's, Colorado River Report, P. 116• 
--·--(1) Bureau """"" 
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(1) Pelican Lake, 5,200 acre-feet capacity, supplied from Uinta 
and Whiterocks Rivers: (2) Halfway Hollow, 32,200 acre-feet capacity 
also supplied from Uinta and Whiterocks Rivers: (3) Upalco. 12,300 
acre-feet cap!lci ty, storing flows from Yellowstone C!'eek, and ( 4) one or 
more reservoirs at undetermined sites on Rock Creek or other streams 
cupable of releasing an average of 23 ,000 acre-feet annually to arable 
lands on the Blue Bench; and if additional yields are provided to re
place natural summer flows, exports of water to the Bonneville Basin 
through the potential Rock Creek tunnel could be increased accordingly. 

The first three reservoirs listed would be at offstream sites, but 
could be fed from existing canals with some modifications and extensions. 
New CO!!struction required muld include a service canal from Halfway 
Hollow Reservoir to Ouray Valley, mich would also be usable as a feeder 
canal for Pelican Lake Reservoir; a six mile extension of the present 
Yellowstone Canal, now serving the Moon Lake Project, to Uintah River; a 
three mile canal from Lake Fork River to Yellowstone Creek above the 
head of the Yellowstone Canal; and a canal from Rock Creek to the Blue 
Bench and to the Lake Fork River. 

Fruitland Project.-(Al.ternate to Central Utah Project) A storage 
reservoir of 4,000 acre-feet capacity on Red Creek, a tributary of Straw
berry.River, with extensions of present service canals would provide water 
for the irrigation of 1,600 acres of new land, and 400 acres lacking an 
adequate supply near Fruitland, Utah. 

Mosby Project.- Water from Whiterocks River imported by a canal into 
Deep Creak could be stored in a reservoir of.l3,000 acre-feet capacity 
at the Crow Creek site on Deep Creek to irrigate 3,800 acres of new land 
and provide supplemental water for 400 acres located about twelve miles 
weat of Vernal, Utah. 

Vernal Project.- Storage of Ashley Creek water in Stanaker Reservoir, 
a potential offstream reservoir of 34,000 acre-feet capacity, would be 
used to irrigate 1,900 acres of new land, and furnish a supplemental 
supply to 23,000 acres of cultivated land in Ashley Valley in the vici
nity of Verllil.lo In addition to e dam to impound water in Stanaker Reser
voir, a short feeder canal and new service canals would be needed. 

1 Green River Pumping Project.- By pumping water from Green River with 
ifts of about 40 feet. 11,000 acres of dry land and 1 000 acres of irri

~~!:dt~and between Jensen and Ouray, Utah, could be ad~quately irrigated. 
be ma e present wide fluctuations in river flow, diversion dams cannot 

intained, and oc'Cas1onally part of the area is inundated. Future up-
sitreiamtpiower reservoirs would anooth out the flow and make pumping for 
rr ga on practicable. 
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Jensen Reservoir Project - (2) A · • 

at the Tyzack site on Brush Creek wou1~spe~vo:rd ofufS~~O~ acre-feet capacity 
1 3200 . 0 Vl. e s .. ~c~ent stora~e to supp Y acres ~th a supplemental supply and 1510 ~ 

supply on new lands in the vicinity of Jense~ Ut acres ~ full 
be incorporated in a comprehensive plan for d' 

1
ah• The ProJect would 

River Basin. eve opment of the Colorado 

- - - (2) Source: Bureau of Reclamation's Jensen Project Report_ 1947 

SU!lllllary 

Table 47 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects proposed by local 
water users for small unit developments, showing name of project source 
of supp~y, proposed capacity, estimated construction cost, and a~eas to 
be furn~shed full and supplemental supplies of irrigation water • 

the 

• 
Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

I~ presen~ing the proposed diversion and conveyance needs within 
U~nta Bas~n, the report is outlined under two drainage areas. 

(1) Duchesne River and its tributaries. 

{2) Ashley Valley drainage area with Ashley and Brush Creeks being 
the main tributaries. 

Duchesne River and Its Tributaries.- This division includes all of 
Duchesne County and the western part of Uintah County. Serving this area,. 
are approximately 36 irrigation companies, of which 16 have proposed needed 
diversion and conveyance projects. 

So that the reader rtay more easily understand the organization of 
the water users within this area,.a brief discussion is included of their 
makeup. The Moon Lake Project constructed by the U. S. Bureau of Recla
mation, (1935-38), resulted in the fonnation of the Moon Lake Water 
Users Association, to administer the distribution of supplemental water 
to approximately 75,000 acres of irrigated land, an area which is under 
the distribution systems operated and maintained by the respective irri
gation companies. The Hoon Lake Water Users operate and maintain the 
Yellowstone Feeder Canal and Duchesne Feeder Canal which conveys water 
from the Duchesne River to a maximum of 10~000 acres of Indian allotted 
lands, part of which is impounded in the Midview Reservoir during the 
winter and high water periods. 

In outlining the proposed Moon Lake extension project under pro
posed reservoirs see page 151 necessary construction of canals for 
the project was ~iven. Howeve~, keeping in mind the Moon Lake extension 
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TABLE 47 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN UINTA BASIN 

(DUCHESNE AND UINTAH COUNTIES) 

Name 
of 

Project 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Ouray Park Projects 

Pelican Lake (a) Uinta River 
Whiterock Branches of 

• Whi terock River 
Bullock Draw (b) Deep Creek 
East and West Uinta RivP~ 

(a-b) 
Little Valley Uinta River 

(a-b) 

Mosby Project 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-feet 

12,500 
1,740 

908 

Estimated 
Constr. cost 

total acre-foot 

20,000 2 
50,000 29 

128,700 142 
Investigation Required 

Investigation Required 

Blanchett Lake Dry Fork 
Twin Lakes Dry Fork 

500 (25,000 
1,500 ( 

12 

Moon Lake Projects 

Timothy Yellowstone 
(Carroll Lakes) River 
North Star Lake Yellowstone River 
Tungsten Lake Yellowstone River 
Gem Lake (c) Yellowstone River 
Superior Lake Yellowstone River 
Brown Duck Lakes Yellowstone 

(c) · River 
Spider Lake Fork River 
Monarch Dry Gulch Creek 
Moraine Lake Fork 

River 

TOTAL 

1,000 

120 
190 
250 
318 

4,900 

100 
100 

1,000 

25,126 

40,000 40 

3,6oo 30 
9,500 50 

10,000 40 
5,000 16 

25,000 5 

5,000 50 
2,000 20 

30,000 30 

353,800· 14 

Area 
Benefited 
Acres * 

3,500 \'! 
3,000 s 

2,000 s 
1,000 n 

5,000 s 

75,000 s 

3,500 n 
85.000 s 

P(a)jOffstream site: (b). Alternate site to proposed MOon Lake Extension ro ect. 

(c) Replace outlet works - no increase in capacity• (d) Ea t d w t d 
Little Valley not included. ' s an es an 

* Area benefited: s 1 t 
- supp emen a1 supply to presently irrigated lands 

n - full supply to new arable lands. 
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projc~t is an alter~te scheme in the ultimate development and that 
certa~n canal extens~ons are necessary in the near future the major 
proposed canal extensions and construction are summarized' as proposed 
in this area. ' 

(1) Ouray Park Irrigation Company proposes three miles of canal 
realignment with a capacity of 140 c.f.s. diverting from Uinta River and 
connecting with a canal formerly diverting from the same source one and 
a half miles downstream, to irrigate land served by the Ouray Park Irri
gation Company 'ldth direct now water, and also to serve as a feeder canal 
for proposed reservoirs in that area. Investigations and estimates are 
complete with an estimated construction cost of $32,000. This project 
has been approved by the Utah Water and Power Board, and is now under 
construction. 

(2) Dry Gulch and T. N. Dodd Irrigation Companies proposed six 
miles of new canal, extending the present Yellowstone Canal to Uinta 
River. This canal serves lands in the vicinity of Neola and Bennett, 
with a preliminary estimated construction cost of $30,000. 

(3) Blue Bench Water Users propose a canal from Rock Creek to Blue 
Bench to serve approximately 16,000 acres of new land. Preliminary sur
veys have been made by the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation. One plan calls 
for a 12.8 mile canal to serve 11,750 acres with an estimated construc
tion cost of $500,000. This project has received approval from the Utah 
Water and Power Board for consideration and further analysis of its 
possibilities. 

(4) Mosby Irrigation Company proposes to complete eight miles of 
canal from Dry Fork to serve in the vicinity of LaPoint, of Which the 
greater part has been completed, with an estimated construction cost of 
$25 000. This includes the cost of reservoiring Blanchett and Twin Lakes. 
Project was listed on Page 14~ 

Ashley Valley Drainage Area. (Uintah County) 

There are thirteen i~igation_companies in this drainage. area ser~ng 
approximately 30,000 acres of irrigated land. Res~ts of this survey 
show that nine irrigation companies have proposed d~version and conveyance 
projects. 

Any major distribution construction should be carefully analyzed to 
become a part of the proposed ultimate development of the Ashley Vall~y 
Drainage Area, Which is under investigation by th7 Bureau ?f Recl~t~on. 
It · d that the ultimate development of th~s area ~11 req~re 

~s assume di t · b t · systems modifications and extensions of the present s ~ u ~on • 
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Summary 

Table 48 summarizes the proposed diversion and conveyance projects 
for the distribution systems in Uinta Basin, showing the name of the 
irrigation companY, source of supply, project description, estimated 
construction cost, and areas to be benefited. 

TABLE 48 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE IIJEEDS AND ESTIMATED 

COST 01'' IMPROVEI-lENTS OR REPLACEJ.IENTS 

Name of Source· Estimated Status Area to 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of be bene-

Company Supply Description Cost $ Invest. fi ted-acres 

Duchesne River and Tributaries 

Blue Bench Rock Creek 13.0 ·miles~canal) Invest. 16,ooo 

Dry Gulch & 
construction )required 

Uinta- Lake 6.0 miles canal) 44,000 Prel. 34,000 
T. N. Dodd Fork Rivers extension ) Est. 

1-diversion dam ) 
12-control ) 

structures ) 

Farm Creek Duchesne 1-di version dam) 5,500 II 1,567 
River 1-control ) 

structure ) 

Farnsworth Lake Fork 2.0 miles-canal) 5,000 II 10,700 
rep;lirs ) 

Little Farm Farm Creek 7.0 miles-canal) 6,ooo II 340 Creek enlargement ) 
100 rt.-nume ) 

replacement ) 
15-control ) 

structures ) 

Monarch Canal Duchesne !-diversion dam) 2,000 II 469 & Reservoir River 10 miles-canal ) 
Dry Gulch enlargement ) 

Cree'k 6-control ) 
structures ) 

Moon Lake Water Lake Fork 1.0 mile-canal ) 22,000 Users II 
River lining ) 

Yellowstone ) 
Feeder Canal ) 
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TABLE !J:8 - (Continued} - PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

Name of Source Project Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Des.:. Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply cription Cost $ Invest. Acres 

Ouray Park Uinta and 3.0 milesi*) 32,000 Complete 5,000 
Whiterocks canal realign-

Rivers ment 

Red Creek Red Creek 12-control ) 2,000 Prel. 1,200 
Duchesne structures ) Est. 
River 

Rhodes Ditch Duchesne 0.25 mile-canal) 3,800 II 950 
River lining ) 

Big Springs 

Tabby Duchesne 1-di version dam) 4,400 II 725 
River 2-control ) 

structures 

Uinta Basin Duchesne 0.23 mil~-canal) 6,700 II 4,000 
River lirling ) 

1-control ) . 
structure ) 

Uinta Inde- Uinta River 100 ftA-flume) 1,500 4,076 
.II 

pendent Ditch 

Uinta River Uinta & 7.0 miles- ) 1o6,ooo II 2,044 

Whiterocks canal lining) 
Rivers 32-control ) 

strucutres ) 
9.0 miles- ) 
canal enlarge-

ment ) 

1.35 miles- ) 4,000 II 330 
Big Spring Big Spring 

Ditch. Duchesne canal realign-) 
meot ) 

1-diversion ) 
dam ) 

100 ft-flume ) 
2-control ) 

structures ) 

) 1,000 II 80 
Wiliken Sons Swift Creek 0.5 miles-

North Fork canl re- ) 

Duchesne alignment ) 
2-control ) 
structures ) 
. ' 

$ 245.900 
zz.2~1 

Duchesne River & Tributaries - TOTAL 
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TABL~ ~ -(Continued) - PROPOSED DIVERSION iu'lD CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of benefited 

Company SuPPlY Description Cost $ Invest. Acres 

Ashley Valley Drainage Area 

Ashley Upper Ashley Creek 2.0 miles-canal ) 94,500 Prel. 8,820 
lining ) Est. 

1-diversion dam) 
1-control ) 

structure ) 

Burton Ditch Brush Creek 2.5 miles-canal) 1,000 II 550 
enlargement ) 

1-diversion dam) 
2-control ) 

structures ) 

Cline sward Springs 5.0 miles-pipe ) 6o,ooo II 70 families 
line, culinary ) 

system ) 

High Line Ashley Creek 0.75 mile-canal) 6o,ooo n 1,500 Canal lining ) 
2.0 miles-canal) 

lining ) 
1-diversion dam) 
l-Contr9l ) 

structure ) 

Island Ditch Ashley Creek 2.0 miles-canal) 28,6oo II 750 
lining ) 

· 15-control ) 
structures ) 

Little Brush Little Brush 4-diversion dams) 4,500 II 165 Creek Creek 8-control ) 
structures ) 

Murray Ditch Brush Creek 2.0 miles-canal ) 7,500 II 500 
enlargement & ) 

repair ) 
1-diversion dam ) 
115 ft.-flume ) 

Rock Point Ashley Creek 2.0 miles-canal ) 40,000 1,6oo Canal II 

lining ) 
0.5 miles-canal ) 
realignment ) 

100 ft. - flume ) 
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TABLE 48 - (Continued) - PROPOSED DIVERSION A..'lD CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

Name of 
Irrigation 

Company 

Source 
of 

SupplY 

Estimated 
Constr. 

Status Area to be 
Project 
Description 

of Benefited 
Cost $ Invest. Acres 

Union Canal Lower Ashley 
Creek 

1.0 mile-canal ) 
enlargement & ) 

repair ) 
1-diversion dam) 
2-control ) 

struc:tures ) 

ASHLEY VALLEY DRAINAGE AREA - TOTAL 

4,000 

DUCHESNE RIVER DRAINAGE - TOTAL 

$300,100 

245,900 

UINTAH BASIN - -TOTAL $ 546,000 

- - -(*) Project approved for construction. 

Uinta Basin Summary 

(Duchesne and Uintah Counties - ) 

Prel. 
Est. 

2,000 

15,SS~ 

77,231 

93,ll6 

Uinta Basin's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution 
and storage developments, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation 
Projects). 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - $353,800 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - 546,000 

TOTAL _ $899 ,sao 
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CARBON COUNTY 

Introduction 

Carbon County lies within the Price River and the Green River 
Drainage Areas. Present development of the water resources is out
lined·under each area. 

Price River Drainage Area 

The princ4>al stream is the Price River, which originai:es on the 
east slopes of the Wasatch National Forest and flows southeast to the Green 
River. The major tributaries are White River, Fish, Gooseberry, Willow, Gordon 1 
Coal 1 Miller, and Soldier Creeks. 

_ Within this area, approximately 17 1000 acres are irrigated, of which 
an estimated 16,000 acres has a full supply, being provided suppleJOOntal 
water from the Scofield Reservoir. Approximately 1,000 acres served by 
Gordon, Coal, Soldier, and Grassy Trail Creeks require an estimated 1 1000 
acre-teet of supplemental water. 

Present storage developments, consist of three reservoirs with a 
combined capacity of 74 1 280 acre-feet, serving approximately 17 1000 acres. 
Of this total 73 1000 acre-feet of· storage is provided in the Scofield 
Reservoir. 

The old Scofield Dam was replaced by the Bureau of Reclamation in 
1945. The reservoir formed by the new dam, has a total capacity ·or 
73 1000 acre-feet, 30

1
000 acre-feet of which replaced the usable capacity 

behind the old dem, and 81000 acre-feet is reserved for fish propagation. 
The remaining 35

1
000 acre•feet is held for a time by th~ United States, and 

is ultimately to be used to store water for irrigation of Price River lands 
in exchange tor other water exported from high tributaries from the Price 
River to the Bonneville Basin. 

Green River Drainage Area 

This area is located in the northeast portion of Carbon County and 
extends into the southern part of Duchesne County.- The Minnie Maud and 
Argyle Creeks are the principal streams which flow east to a junction with 
Green River. 

The total irrigated area is approximately 800 acres, with a required 
supplemental· supply estimated at 550 acre-teet. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Price River Drainage ,kl'ea.•_ Referring to the pres:n:i:!~r:~:t:~;:!~~= 
ment in Carbon County o the irrigated a!ea t under the I~~~ted areas which can not 
system can be tully supplied by presen s orage. arbon canal on Gordon Creeko 
be served, such as the irrigated land aboveX:hetCl 100 acres seven miles north 
amounting to approximately 400 acresk app~ 30~a~r!s served by the Grassy Trail 
of Wellington, adjacent to Coal Cree • an 
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creek in Clark's Valley, needs supplemental vratero 

The reasibiltiy of storage on C.oal Creek, or Grassy Trail Creek, is 
very remote leaving Gordon Creek as the only one which appears practical 
enough to·j~stify a more detailed survey. Therefore, only one reservoir 
project is outlined in this drainage area. The proposed reservoir project 
would suJiply an estimated 700 acre-feet, to be applied to appl'OXim!ltely 400 
acres now inadequately irrigated. 

Potential development of etorage on tte White River will be developed 
as a culinary supply • by the cities of Price and Helper. Estimates for 
this project are not available, and it is assumed that this project will not 
be handled by the Utah Water and Power Board. 

Green River Drainage Area.- One reservoir project is out~ined for the 
development of the water resources in this area. The proposed development 
would provide a supplemental supply for the 800 acres now inadequately 
irrigated. 

The proposed reservoir projects are described by drainage areas. 

Price River Drainage Area 

Gordon Creek Reservoir Project.- Gordon Creek Water Users propose 
a reservoir with a capacity of 700 acre-feet at a site on Gordon Creek 
located approximately 12 miles northwest of Price. The project will pro• 
vide supplemental supply to approximately 400 acres of inadequately irri
gated land adjacent to Gordon Creek and above the Carbon Canal. 

It is estimated that five families would directly benefit tram this 
project. Investigations are in a reconnaissance stage only. The esti• 
mated construction cost is $46 1 000. 

Green River Drainage Area.· 

~finnie Maud Reservoir Projoct •• (l)Mlnnie ~~ud Irrigation Company 
proposes a reservoir of 550 acre-feet capacity at a site on Minnie Maud 
Creek. The project will provide a supplemental supply to 800 acres of 
inadequately irrigated land bordering Minnie Maud Creek, along the 
Duchesne-carbon County boundary. Ten families would directly benefit 
from this project. Extent of investigation - preliminary surveys and 
cost estimates made by the state Engineer's office. The estimated con• 
struction cost is eloo,ooo. 

- • -(1) Also mentioned in the Bureau of Reclamation's Colorado 
River Report, p. 117. 

Table 49_ SU!Illllal'izes the proposed reservoir projects showing the 
name of project, source of supply, proposed capacity, est~ted construction 
_cost and areas to be furnished tull and supplemental supplies of -irrigation 
water. 
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TABLE 49 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS: 

Name 
. of 

Project 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Price River Drainage Area 

Gordon Creek Gordon Creek 

Green River Drainage Area 

Minnie Maude Minnie Maude Creek 

TOTAL 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-feet 

72/J 

550 

1,270 

CARBON comm 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost ,. 

Total Acre-foot 

46,000 64 

100,000 180 

146 ,ooo $115 --

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

400 s 

800 s 

1,121 s 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are 13 irrigation companies in Curbon County serving approximately 
17,300 acres of irrigated land. The distribution system serving this are~, 
consists of 61 miles of main canals with an average intake capacity of 90 c.f.s., 
and 52 miles of laterals over 4 c.f.s. 1 with an aver~ee intake capacity of 14 
c.f.s. 

A!ll1roximately 16 ,coo acres receive supplemental !'rater from the Scofield 
Reservoir, which was rebuilt by the Bureau of Reclamation. The major distri
bution need lies in lining, repair, and enlargement of the existing distribution 
system to carry the available Scofield Reservoir water_. 

Results of the survey of diversion and conveyance needs in·C~bon County, 
shows that five i~rigation companies have proposed needed diversion and convey-
ance projects. 

A pipe line project has been proposed to convey water from Dugout Canyon 
Creek to irrigate 100 acres of inadequately irrigated land in Cl~k Valley., 
Available .·wai;erc•supply is the controlling factor which retards development in 
this arable valley, where over 1 1 500 acres were once reported under 
cultivation. 

Summary 
~able 50 s~brizes the proposed diversion and conveyance projects 

showing the name of the irrigation compllDY 1 source of supply • vroject 
description, estimated construction cost, status of 1nvest1gat1on,and areas 

to be benefitedo 
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PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEY2~CE NEEDS 

AND l!STMT.ED COSl' QF IMPROVEMENTS AND REPLACEMENTS 

• 

Name or 
Irrigation 

Co!1lJ?aDY 

Source 
of 

supply 

Estimated Status Area to be 
Project Constl'o of Benefited 

Reynolds 

Price 
Wellington 

Lower Gordon 
Creek 

Coal. Greek 
Ranch 

Stowell Water 

Dugout-Pace 
and Rock 

Canyons 
Price River 

Scofield 
Reservoir 

Gordon Creek 

Coal Creek 

Price River 
Scofield 
Reservoir 

TOTAL 

Description 

2.5 miles•pipe ) 
line ) 

5.0 miles-canal ) 
lining ) 

1-diversion dam ) 
2 !niles-canal ) 
repairs and ) 
alterations ) 

1-diversion dam ) 

l•diversion dam ) 
2 miles-canal ) 
repair and ) 
alteration ) 

16-control ) 
structures ) 

Carbon County Summary 

Cost $ Invest. 

15,000 Prelo 

132,000 " 

2,000 " 

1,000 " 

2,100 " 

$152,100 

Carbon County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution 
and storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclamation 
projects). 

Acres 

100 

5,780 

330 

130 

200 

6,540 

(1) Reservo~r Projects - - - - - - - - - - - - $146,000 0 

(2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - - - 152,100 

TOTAL 
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EltiERY COUNTY 

Introduction 

Emery County lies within the San Rafael River, Muddy River, and 
the Green River drainage areas. The present development of the water 
resources 1s outlined under each area. 

San Rafael River Drainage Area 

This area lies in the northwest portion of Emery County, with the 
head waters draining the eastern slopes of the Wasatch Mountains • The 
San Rafael River is formed seven miles southeast of Castle Dale by the 
confluence of its three principal tributaries, Huntington Creek, Cotton
wood Creek, and Ferron Creek, all issuing from the Wasatch Range. The 
river then flows southeast 70 miles through waste lands or semi-desert 
grazing areas to the Green Rivero 

These streams serve an estimated 35 1840 acres in the vicinity of 
Huntington, Castle Dale, Ferron,and Orangeville areas, with a supple
mental water requirement estimated at 35,000 acre-feet. 

Present reservoir development in this drainage area amounts to 
5

1
875 acre-feet on Huntington Creek, and 1 1310 acre-feet on Ferron Creek. 

Lake season water shortages are lllOst acute in the Huntington area, where 
the acreage irrigated is greatest in proportion to the available water. 

Muddy River Drainage Area 

This area lies in the west portion of E:nery County, with the head 
waters of the Muddy River draining the eastern elopes of the Wasatch 
Range, south of the San Rafael River Drainage. The Muddy River is 
formed by the confluence of Beaver, Fish, and Horse Creeks, and flows in 
a southeasterly direction, making a junction with the Fremont River in 
Wayne County, and extending in the southernly direction joining the 
Colorado River on the eastern boundary of Garfield Countye 

The irrigated area amounts to approximately 8,000 acres serving in 
the vicinity of E!necy l:llld Rochester, with an estimated supplemental 
requireuent of 6,500 acre-feet. Present storage development consists of 
six reservoirs, four listed under 100 acre-feet capacity, and two under 
1,000 acre-feet. 

Green River Drainage Area 

This area includes adjoining lands to t~e Green River proper, in 
the southeastern part of Emery County. The irrigated area amounts to 
approximately 2,400 acres in the vicinity of Green River, served by the 
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Green River proper. bot~ from gravity di i 
vers ons and Pumping installatlon~. 

Potential Irrigable Land Development 

The Unitsd States Bureau of R 1 ti 

!!:o~~ft;0:n!:o::~;~c~a;!!~Yc~;s~;~g~ t~~ ~:t:~b~!~:dv:l::;o~!s~n 
Reservoir w1 th a ca a it · , acre- eet • end the Buckhorn 
with a full supply iscesi~t!g,ooto'lalcrooe-feet. New land to be benefited 

a , acres. 

The Gunnison Valley Pum"'i p j t 10 400 6 ~ ng ro ec would provide a full supply to 
n • Raicres, 3, 00 acres west of Green River, and 6 600 acres east of -.reen ver. ' 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Thirteen reservoir projects are outlined for develooment of the 
water resources within this county. The irrigation of 7,ioo acres ot 
dry arable land, and 43,100 acres of cultivated land,lacking a full 
supple would be possible. 

Proposed development of reservoir projects is discussed in more 
detail under the three drainage areas. , 

San Rafael River Drainage Area 

Six projects are outlined tn the Huntington-cleveland Creek Drainage, 
four being classified as small reservoir storage projects, and two being 
basin developments which are potential projects submitted by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Red Pine Ridge Reservoir Project.- The Cottonwood Consolidated Irri• 
gation Company proposes to repair and enlarge t~ ~11 reservoir referred 
to as the number one on Red Pine Ridge. The pro.:~ .; plan consists of 
replacing the outlet and the repair of the existing dam to hold a capacity 
of 45 acre-feet. 

There are approximately 1 1500 people that would benefit from this 
project. The Soil Conservation Service Engineers are completing the 
field investigations with an estimated construction cost of 12,000. 

Blue and Grasser Lake Reservoir Projects.• The Cottonwood Consoli• 
dated Irrigl:..tion Company proposes to convert Blue Lake into a reservoir 
of an estimated 70 acre-feet, and to repair the existing dam on the 
Grassey Lake to safely provide storaie for an estimated 140 acre-feet. 

T".aere are approximately 1 1500 people that 110uld bensfit from these 
projects The Soil Conservation Service :EnBineers are completing the 
fi.eld 1n~st1gat1ons. The estimated construction cost for the two pro• 
jects ·is eo,ooo. 
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Miller's Flat Reservoir Project.- The Huntington-cleveland Irri-
ation Company proposes to impound 2,450 acre-feet of water from Miller's 

~lat Creek. The project will furnish supplemental ·water to an estimated 

5 000 acres in the vicinity of Huntington and Cleveland, and would benefit 
a;proximately 600 families, Construction has begun and is about 50 per 
cent complete. The estimated cost to conplete the project is 
$20 ,ooo.\1 ) 

- - -(1) Cost estimate given by sponsor's engineers. 

scad Valley Reservoir Project.• The Huntington-cleveland Irrigation 
Company proposes to impound 577 acre•feet of water in Scad Valley Creek, 
This project will furnish supplemental water to 1,000 acres of inade·. 
quately irrigated land, in the vicinity of Huntington and Cleveland, and 
would benefit approximatelY' 600 families. Preliminary surveys and esti• 
mates have been made by the State Engineer's office, with an estimated 
construction cost of $55,000. 

u. S. Bureau of Reclamation Projects (2) 

- -(2) Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River Report, P• 118. 

Joe's Valley Reservoir Project.- This project consists of a reser• 
voir of 57,000 acre-feet capacity at a site on Cottonwood Creek to be . 
used as a supplemental supply for approximately 20 1000 acres now inade
quately irrigated, and a full supply to 3,300 acres of dr1 land, in the 
vicinity of Huntington and Castle Dale. · Necessary field investigations 
and estimates have been completed by the Bureau of· Reclamation. 

. . 
Buckhorn Reservoir Project.~ This project consists of a reservoir· 

of 15,000 acre-feet capacity, supplied by waters from Huntington .Creek, 
by enlargement and extension of the Cleveland Canal to carry its surplus 
waters. This project will provide a full supply for 3 1800 acres of new 
land, located about 12 miles east of Castle Dale, 

Summary 

It should be realized that the location of the above proposed small 
reservoirs, are· located toward the head waters of the respective drainage 
areas, and ~uld serve as additional control and regulation or water that 
would be stored in larger storage reservoirs located downstream. 

Assuming ultimate development of this area, it would appear that if 
the small projects are·found feasible and are constructed, it would not 
seriously interfere with tae ultimate b~sin plan proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and would assist. greatly in supplying needed supplemental 
water in the near future, while awaiting larger basin development. 

San Rafael River Drainage (Ferron Creek and Tributaries) 

Three reservoir projects are proposed having the total estimated 
capacity of 4,40Q acre-feet, to serve apDroximately 9 000 acres with 
needed supplemental water. 1 
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Duck Fork Reservoir Project.- Ferron Canal and Reservoir Company 
and the Molen Ditch and Reservoir Company proposes to impound an esti
mated 1,000 acre-feet of' water from Ferron Creek. This project wi 11 
furnish supplemental water to an estimated 2,000 acres in the vicinity or 
of' Ferron and Molen, and will benefit approximately 2,500 people. This 
project was 60 per cent complete in the spring of 1948. The estimated 
construction cost to comp~ete this project is $20,000. 

Mill Site Reservoir Project.- Ferron Canal and Reservoir Cocyany 
and the Molen Ditch and Reservoir Company proposes to impound as esti
mated 2,3?6 acre-feet of' water from Ferron Creek,located at a site 
about three miles northwest of Ferron. Approxilnately 2,500 people would 
benefit from tr~s development. Preliminary surveys and cost estimates 
have been made by the State Engineer's office,with an estimated conatruc
tion cost of $326 1 000. 

~~ddy River Drainage and Tributaries 

Six reservoir projects are proposed with a combined capacity of 
approximately 3,000 acre-feet, to serve an estimated 5 1900 acres with 
supplemental water. 

Beaver Reservoir Project.- Emery Canal and Reservoir Company pro
poses to ilnpound 200 acre-feet of' water at a site on Beaver Creeko 
This project will furnish supplemental supply to an estimated 400 acres 
in the vicinity of' Emery, and would benefit approx~Btely 650 people. 
Investigations are in a reconnaissance stage only. No estimates of 
cost are available. 

Horse Creek Reservoir Project.- Independent Canal and Reservoir 
Company proposes to impound ?00 acre-feet o! water on the Eorse Creek 
Branch of' the Muddy River. This project will furnish supplemental water 
to an est ::mated 1,400 acres in the vicinity of '!core, and would s ben:
fit about 200 people. Investigations are in a reconnaissance tag 
cnly

0 
No estimates of ccst are available. 

Ind dent c~l and Reservoir 
JJ_!!U;!:l,!i:9;U!!S-'F~l:!:;a!:.t~R:;:e;.:s:-:e::;r:.;v::;o:-:i~r:-"iP~r;o&j;e;c*t;•-~: epen i from .-. th capacity of the ure1Jent reserve r 

Company proposes to increase e f Fi h Creek. -This project will furn1sb 
250 to 900 acre-teet with waters ~ 1 2~ acres in the vicinity of MOore, 
supplemental water to an est~te • 1 Preliminary surveys and 
and would benefit approximately 5200ilp~op :;vation Service with an esti-
est 1ma tes have been l!lll.de by the o ons 
mated construction cost of C45,000o 

I de endent Canal and Reservoir 
Little Brush Reservoir Proj:c!~~t .. ~:f' ~he present reservoir from 

Company propo.ses to increase the c P om the Muddy River. This project 
340 to 600 acre-teet, using waters :f'r ttmated 600 acres in the 
would :f'urnieh a supplementnl supply to ban t e ~0 people • Investigations 
vicinity of' Moore • and would be~ fit w~t~u an est1mllted construction cost 
are in a reconnaissance stage o y, 
of' $30,000o 

(168) 



EMERY COUHTY 

Old Emery Reservoir Project.- Independent Canal and Reservoir Company 
proposes to increase the capacity of the present reservoir from 350 to 
552 acre-feet, supplied by the waters of the Muddy River tributary. 
This project will furnish supplemental supply to an estimated 400 acres 
in the vicinity of Moore 1 and would benefit about 200 people. Preliminary 
surveys have been made by the Soil Conservation Service,with an estimated 
construction cost of t7,000. 

Spinners' Reservoir Project.- Independent Canal and Reservoir Com
pany proposes to impound 700 acre-feet of water from the :lliiuddy River and 
Spring Run-off, at a site located on the head waters of the 1~ddy River 
drainage. This project will furnish supplemental water to an estimated 
1,400 acres in the vicinity of MOore, and would benefit approximately 
200 people. Investigations are in a reconnaissance stage only, with 
an estimated construction cost of $42,000o 

Summary 

Table 51 summarizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the 
name of project. source of supply. proposed capacity 1 estimated construction 
cost 1and areas to be furnished full and supplemental supplies of irrigation 
water. 

Name 
ot 

Project 

TABlE 51 

PROPOSED RJJSERVOm PROJECTS 

Source 
ot 

SUpply 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-f!)et 

Huntingto~-cottonwood Creek and Tributaries 

Proposed Bureau of Reclamation P~ojects 

Joe's Valley Cottonwood Creek 57,000 

Buckhorn Huntington Creek 15,000 

TO!' AI. 72,000 

Proposed State Projects 

Red Pine Ridge Potters Creek 45 
/11 

Blue Lake Littles Creek 70 
Grassy Lake Littles Creek 
:W.ller' s Flat Miller's Flat Creek 

140 

Scad Valley 
2,450 

Scad Valley Creek 5'7'7 
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Estimated 
Constr. Cost 

Total Acre-foot 

2,000 44 

3,000 43 
3.ooo 22 

20,ooo<**>e1 
66,000 114 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

3 1300 n 
20,000 s 
3,800 n 

20,000 s 
'7 1100 n 

100 s 

140 s 
300 s 

5.ooo a 
1,000 s 
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TAlliE 51 .• PROPOSED RliS!!:P.VOIR PROJECTS _ ( CONTINU'ID) 

Name 
o1' . 

Project 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Fe~ron Creek and Tributaries 

Duck Fork 
1~111 Site 

Ferron Creek 
Ferron Creek 

l!uddy River and Tributaries 

Beaver 
Horse Creek 
Julius Flat 
Little Brush 
OlC. Emery 
Spinners 

Beaver Creek 
Ho1·se Creek 
Fish Creek 
M.lddy River 
Muddy River 
Muddy River 

Proposed 
Capacity 
AcrP--feet 

Estimated Area to be 
Constr. Costr Benefited 

Total Acre-foot Acres* 
·-----.:.::.:..~-

1,ooo 
2,8'76 

20,ooo(**) ro 
325,000 113 

?~0 In~stigation Required 
900 Investigation Required 
900(***) 45,000 50 
600(***) 30,000 50 
552(***) '7.ooo 12 
700 42,000 60 

10,010 $564,000. 

2,000 s 
6,000 s 

400 s 
1,400 s 
1,200 s 

600 s 
400 .. 

1,400 s 

19,940 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irri.:;o.ted lands. 
n - Full supply to new arable lands. 

** 
*** 
**** 

Cost to complete. 
Increase capacity. 
Total cost does not include Beaver and Horse Creek Reservoir Projects. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are ten irrigation companies in Emery County, serving approxi
mately 45

1
000 acres of i~igated land. The distribution systems servi~ this 

area consist of approxi~ately 148 miles of main canals wi~h an average intake 
capacity of 109 c.f.s., and 39 miles of laterals of 4.c.f.s. capacity, with an 
averaee intake capacity of 14 c.f.s. 

The results of a survey s.how that four irrigation companies have pro
. posed needed dive-rsion and convey,,nce projects. ':'he irrigation companies 
list their major needs as canal lining, repair or replacement of existing 
diversion dams, and canal realignment in certain sections of the main system. 

There are no reports available concerning exact seepaee losses in the 
canals listed as needing lining. However, the water usere are ~Rare tb~t 
their losses are excessive and there is a need for extensive measurements 
to determine the amount of water lost, and also to isolate the sections where 

the greatest losses occur. 

Summary 
Table 52 summarizes the proposed diversion and convetance projects. shoW

ing the name of the irrigation company, source of supply, project description. 
estimated construction cost and areas to be benefited. 
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TABLE 52 

PROPO...<>.ED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEI:S 

_lOO) ESTTh!.-\TED COST OF IMPROVEllEN'l'S OR REPI.i..CEME:NTS 

name or 
Crrigation 

Co!!lpany 

EllEry Canal 
and Reservoir 

Ferron Canal 
and l!olen 

Ditch 

Huntin:;ton 
Clev'"h:•d 

Indcvendent 
Canal and 

ReeP.rvoir 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Muddy River 

·Ferron Creek 

Hunting':;on 
Creek 

l:Ucldy Creek 

TOTP.L 

Project 
Description 

2 miles-canal 
lining 

300 ft.-canal 
realignment 

1-diversion dam 
repair 

0.5 I!'lile-canal 
lining 

155 ft.-flumes 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 

replacement ) 
2-diversion dams} 
3Mcontrol ) 
structu!'es ) 

lo.o milesM ) 
canal lining ) 

2 1000 ft.-canal ) 
realigilr.lent } 

20 miles-canal } 
enlnrgement ) 

7Mcontrol ) 
structures 

0.37 mile-canal 
canal 
realignment 

75 ft. - flume 
3Mcontrol 
structures 

) 

) 
) 
} 
) 
) 
) 

E:ner;,• County SUI!'Jltary 

EstiJ:Iated 
Constr. 

Cost jj 

35.500 

253,700 

20 1ooo 

$382,900 

Status Area to be 
of Benefited 

Invest. Acres 

Prel. 
Est. 

" 

" 

" 

s.ooo 

15,150 

46,450 --
'Emery County's total ~stit!lb.ted cost for the proposed distribution and 

storage dev,1opment. (extJlusive of' major lk!'euu of' Reclamation Projects) • 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - __ -t564
1
ooo. 

( 2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - - - 382,900. 

TOTAL 
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WAYNE COUNTY 

Introduction 

The Wayne County lies wi1h~ the Fremont River drain~g: area. 
major stredlll is the Fremont. River, \'Those head waters orJ.gJ.nate on 
the south slopes of the Fish Lake mountains, located in the southeast 
portion of Sevier County. The river then flows southeast through 
Fremont. Loa, Teasdale, tMn east to Hanksville, making a junction 
with th~ Muddy River approxinately two miles northeast of Hanksville. 

The principal tributaries to tl2 Fremont River from north to South 
are Road, Pine,Pleasant, Sand, and Sweet Water Creeks. Approxinately 
15,000 acres are irrigated in Wayne County, of which an estins.ted 8,500 
acres has a full supply. Supplemental water requirements in this area 
are estimated at 6,600 acre-feet. 

The major storage serves the Fremont Irrigation CCII!pany • Tre 
principal reservoir~~ are Forsyth, Johnson, and Fish tale reservoirs, 
having a combined capacity of ll, 700 acre-feet. A number of small 
reservoirs serving smaller users, have a combined capacity of an esti-
mated 1,850 acre-feet. · 

Proposed Reservoir Pro.jects 

Five reservoir projects are outlined for develop1113nt of the water 
resources in Wayne County. Tl2 proposed storage would supply 5, 500 acre
feet for supplemental requirements, and 3,000 acre-feet to be applied to 
new lands, making possible the irrigation of 6,500 acres of cultivated 
land, lacking a full supply, and 1,000 acres of irrigabl.e lands, requiring a 
full supply. 

The State and the Bureau of Reclamation's estimates of the Fremont 
Project are outlined separately, and three alternate sites for storage 
benefiting the Torrey area are given; om, which has been surveyed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and two, proposed for investigation by the 
local water users. More complete investigations will be required to 
decide on the most feasible site for storage. 

Road Creek Reservoir Pro.lect.- The RPad Creek Irrigation Company 
proposed to impound 577 acre-feet of water, from Road Creek, located 
near Loa. This project would provide supplemental water to approxi
mately 500 acres of inadequately irrigated land, and a .full supply to 
100 acres of new land ;in the vicinity of Road Creek and Loa. 

Approximately 200 people would benefit from this project. Prelimin
ary surveys have been completed by the State Engineer's office, and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, with an estinated construction cost of $34,300. 

Mill Meadow Reservoir Project.- The Fremont Irrigation Company pro
poses to impound 5,322 acre-feet of _water from the Fremont River. The 
rese:rvoir site is located approximately three miles :northeast of Fremont. 
The project would provide supplemental water to 4,000 acres of inadequatel:y 
irrigated land, am a tull supply to 900 acres of new land located in 
the vicinity of Fremont, Loa, ~' and Bicknell. ' 
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. . There are abou~ 500 people that w01ld benefit from this project 
Prelimillary rurveys have. been completed by the State Engineer, and the • 
Bureau of Reclamation, nth an estinated construction cost of $324,700. 

Teasdale Reservoir Projects.- The Teasdale Irrigation Companr 
proposes to complete construction of til ree reservoirs to impound an 
estimated 500 acre-feet, supplied by the waters from Donkey Birch am 
Boulder Creeks. ' ' 

This project will provide supplemmtal. water to 500 acres or inade
quately irrigated land in the vicinity Qf Teasdale,and would bene~ 
appro:x:i!lately 300 people. It is estimated that $15,000 is required to 
complete this project. 

Forsyth Dam Repair and. Enlargement.- The Fremont Irrigation Companr 
proposes to repair existing leaks in the saiiiJ and to enlarge the present 
reservoir capacity. Preliminary investigations have been made by the 
Soil Conservation Service. The extent of enlargement and estimated con
struction costs have net been made. 

(Aldrich) Keel Reservoir Project.- The Torrey and Gainesville Irriga
tion Companies propose to construct a reservoir .to im.-ound 2,000 acre-f'eet 
of' water on the Fremont River. The project ...ould, by exchange, fumisb 
supplemental water to 2,000 acres of' inadequately irrigated land in the 
vicinity ot Torrey. The reservoir water would be released to downstream 
land; in exchange for increased upstream diversions. 

There are about 600 people that would benefit from this project. 
Investigations are in the preliminary stage, and this site is one of three 
alternates to give the sane project benefits. The estimated construction 
costs have net been made. 

U. s. Bureau of Reclamation Pro;!ects (l) 

Fremont Project.- A supplemental water supply for 9,000 acres of 
irrigated land and a full supply for 11000 acres of new land, located 
in the ficinity of the town of Fremont, Loa, Lyman, ard Bicknell! would 
be provided by a 4,000 acre-feet reservoir on Fremont. River or Mill 
Meadows Site• four miles northeast of Fremont, and a 2,000 acre-feet 
reservoir on' Road Creek, a tributary of Fremont River near Loa. 

To~ Pro1ect _ A 2,000 acre-feet reservoir at the Torrey s
2
1
00
te 

~-~~~:::.·.c~~·;;;;; han furnish supplemental water to 1, 
on Fremont River would, by exc ge, t uld be 
acres in the vicinity of Torrey' Utah. e ~~ re~=~!~ :~s:~: divel'
released to downstream lands ~ha~g oximately 600 people will benefit 
sion to the existing Torrey. • p~rwere completed by the U. S. Bure8D 
from this project. Preliminarywisllurvre approxillatel;r the same benefits as 
or Reclamation. This project g v 
the Keel or Aldrich Reservoir Projects. 

-(1) Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River Report, P. 146. -
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Summa:r;r 

Table 53 summarizes the proposed reservoir.projects, showing the 
name of project, source of supply, proposed capac~ty, estima11~ed c~ns~c-tion cost 1 areas to be furnished full and supplemental supp es o ga-
t ion water. 

TABIE 53 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS 

Nama Source Proposed Est ina ted 
of of Ca14city Constr.cost 

Pro.:lect Supply Acre-feet Total Acre-foot 

Road Creek Road Creek 577 34,300 59 

Mill Meadow Fremont River 5,332 324,700 (fJ 

Teasdale Birch Creek 
Boulder Creek 

500 15,000 JO 

Forsyt.he Fremont River 
EnlargeDBnt and 

Investigation Required 

Repair 
Keel Fremont River 2,000 

(Alternate )or 
Aldrich) 

Investigation Required 

TOTAL 8,409 $374,000 

U. s. Bureau of Reclamation Projects 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres* 

500 s 
100 n 
900 n 

4,000 s 
500 8 

1,500 8 

6,500 s 
1,000 n 

Fremont Project -
a. Road Creek 

Same as Ill and #2 above - result 
Road Creek 2,000 

of U. S. B.R. study. 

b. Mill Meadow 

Torrey Project 

Torrey 

Fremont River 4,000 

(Alternate site ani plan to the Keel or Aldrich 
Reservoir Sites) 

Fremont River 2,000 

'IDTAL 8,000 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 
n - Full s.upply to new lands 

Diversion and Convgrance Needs 

1,000 n 
9,000 s 

1,200 8 

10,200 8 
1,000 n 

There are seven irrigation companies in Wayne County serving approxi
mately 15,000 acres of irrigated land. The distribution systems construct
ed to serve this area are estinated at 61 miles of main canals with an average 
intake capacity ot 18 c.r.s., and 6 miles of laterals over 4 c.r.s., with an 
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average intake capacit7 of lS c.r.s. 

Results of the past survey of diversion am conveyance needs in Wayne 
County show that three irrigation Companies have proposed needed diversion 
and conveyance projects. Principa:L4r, the projects consist of canal realign.. 
ment and repair; also, replacement or repair of faulty flumes conveying water 
on the nain distribution systens. 

The tirst project investigated and approved for eonstruction in 
this county was tie Hanksville Diversion Project. The principal features are: 

(1) Reinforc~ and building up the main diversion dam divertirg water from Fremont River. 

(2) River revetlll3nts to protect the canal from floods am unde!'
mining the adjacent canal section. 

(3) Bentoniting 500 feet of the main canal to reduce excessive 
seepage losses. 

This project w.i.ll protect the present diversion facilities, thus 
benefiting 650 acres of irrigated land and appro.xinate1y 150 people 
living in the vicinity of Hanksville, with an estimated construction 
cost of $111 000. 

Summa:r:z 

Table 54 summarizes the proposed diversion and conveyance needs 
in Wa,ne County showing the name of the irrigation company, source of 
supply, proposed project,. esti.nated construction cost, ani areas to be 
benefited. 

TABLE 54 

::F'Rm'OSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS 

AND ESTD!ATED COOT OF IMPROVEMENTS AND ·REPlACEMENTS 

=========·-==== 
Name ot 

Irrigation 
_9ompany 

Gainesville 

Hanksville 

Source 
ot 

supply 

Fremont R1 ver 

Fremont River 

Project 
Description 

.300 !t.- .flume ) 
overshots ) 

6-s1uice gates ) 

1-diversion dam) 
repair ) 

;oo tt.-canal ) 
l.inillg ) 
revetmmt ) 
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Estimated Status Area to be 
Constr. ot Bme.t'J.ted 
Cost f Invest. Acres 

81 000 Prel • 6,000 

650 
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TABLE 54, PROPOSED DIVrn.SION AND CONVEYANCE NEEDS - ( OONT!NUED) 

Name of Source Estimted Status 
Irrigation ot Project Constr, of 

Com;eany suEElz Descri;etion Cost I !IlV'est, 

2.0 miles-canal) (**~ Hanksville Fremont River 7,500 rel. 
Canal (Continued) lining ) Est. 

1.0 mile-canal ) 
realignm:mt ) 

5.0 miles-canal) 
enlargenent ) 

300 ft.-nume ) 
22-control ) 
structures ) 

Torrysville Fremont River 5.5 .miles-canal) S,?OO n 
lining ) 

4.0 miles canal) 
realignment ) 

TOTAL 34,200 

* - Amount approved for the Hanksville Project, 

** - Estimated future needs, 

Wayne Countz SUIIDIB r;y 

Wayne County 1s estimated cost for the proposed distribution 
and storage development, (exclusive of major Bureau of Reclanation 
Projects), 

(1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - - - - $374,000 

{2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects - - 34,200 

TO!'AL $40S 
1
200 

(lTI) 

Area to be 
Benefited 

Acres, 

3,000 

9,650 



MAP 20 

EXI'I.ANAT ION 

- t~f(O l.»C) M~ AO(OUAJ( U l[lt ~ 
1M -TtO LA>C> "'U>w< ~·"- ..... 

D tMIIIC.Aa.t LAHOS 

•-- -- - - ~ CM•Al LOC;&~ 

. -=o ll!lW> >lAIC 
~2!~~ 

~ •nl"VVO'I ~·us 

• -- • - - - .......,. ~ l otATIOHS 

~l .. ' v 
' 

/ 
I 

<'--; ( /1 
1/}. 

l-J 
I 

,....) f"' 
'"-- ) 
('-
'""-? 

~ 
,..) 

('I ---------------------

(118') 

GRAND COUNTY 

UTMf - - I'OOIIIt -

0 

~·-



GRAND COUNTY 

Introduction 

Grand County lies within the drainage area of the Colorado River and its 
minor tributaries, The main irrigation is carried on in the vicinity of Moab, 
utilizing the waters of Mill and Pack Creeks. 

The MOab Irrigation Company, which serves approximately 1,900 acres, owns 
the best water right, but still has a moderate need for supplemental water 
during average water years. Wilson Mesa, Pack Creek, and Valley City Water 
Users are all in dire need of a supplemental supply to insure normal production. 

The total irrigated area in Grand County amounts to about 4,200 acres, of 
which none has an adequate supply during average years. The supplement~l 
requirements for this area are estimated at 5,200 acre-feet. There is only 
one reservoir that is ~ctivsly used for irrigation and is coomonly knovm as 
the Erickson Reservoir with a capacity of 65 acre-feet, located on Cottonwood 

· Creek about six miles west of Cottonwood, The Valley City Reservoir, with the 
original capacity of about 1,700 acre-feet, has for all practical purposes 
become ·useless due to the reservoir area filling up wdth silt, 

Potential Irrigahle Land 

New lands to be brought under irrigation could be developed under the pro
po~ed Cisco-Thompson Project supplying 83,500 acres of new land, and the Pack 
Creek Project supplying 1,200 acres of netv land. These projects are under 
investigation by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Potential new land development in the vicinity of Green River was proposed 
under the Gunnison Valley Pumping Project by the Bureau of Reclamation, which 
would benefit 10,830 acres of new land. Of this total, 3,800 acres are located 
west of the Green River in Emery County. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

Six potential projects are outlined for the development of ·water resources 
in Grand County; four projects being proposed by the Grand County Water Users, 
and two having bee~ submitted by the Bureau of Reclamation in the proposed 
ultimate development of the Colorado River Basin. 

The irrigation of an estimated 370 acres of cultivated ~and lacking a full 
supply, and 500 acres of dry arable land would be possible under the proposed 
state Projects. 

Potential projects reported by the Bureau of Reclamation would make pos
sible the irrigation of 1,200 acres of cultivated land lacking a full supply, 
and 88,200 acres of dry arable land.* 

* All but 3,500 acres are in Utah. 

Warner Reservoir Project,- The Wilson Mesa Irrigation Company proposes to 
increase the·storag~ of an over-night reservoir from six acre-feet to approxi
mately 50 acre-feet capacity from the Mill Creek Waters, The reservoir site is 
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located offstream on the Wilson Mes::... This project 1vould furnish supplemental 
water to 100 acres of inadequately irrigated land in the vicinity of Wilson. 
There are three families that would benefit from this project. Investigations 
are in a reconnaissance stage only. The Soil Conservation Service will aid in 
preliminary engineering. The estimated construction cost is $5,000. 

Clark Lake Reservoir Project.- The Wilson Mesa Irrigation Company and local 
sportsmen propose to increase the capacity of Clark Lake from an estimated 5 
acre-foot capacity to 51 acre-feet. The lower part of the reservoir can be 
used for propagating fish life. 'This project will furnish supplemental water 
to approximately 70 acres of inadequately irrigated land on 11ilson Mesa. There 
are three familia~ that wou~d benefit directly from this project. Preliminary 
surveys and cost estimates were made by the State Engineer. The estimated con
struction cost is $21,000. 

Valley City Reservoir Project (Frank Paxton Dam).- The Valley City Water 
Users propose a reservoir of 1,400 acre-feet capacity using the flood waters 
from Thompson-Crescent and Yellow Cat Washes, The site ie located just below 
the present valley City Reservoir. This project will furnish a new supply to 
arable lands, located below the reservoir site. Preliminary surveys were re
ported by the Utah Emergency Relief AdiDlnistration. The estimated construction 
cost is $24,000. 

Beaver Creek Reservoir Project.- The water users on Beaver Creek propose 
a reservoir of 98 acre-feet capacity at a site on Beaver Creek. The project 
would provide a supplemental supply to 200 acres of inadequately irrigated land 
lying northeast of Moab. There are two families that would benefit directly 
from this project. Preliminary surveys and cost estimates have been made by 
the state Engineer's office with an estimated construction cost of $28,000. 

U. s. Bureau of Reclamation Projects (1) 

(1) Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River Report, P• 131, 135. 

Paek creek Project.- The water users of 1fuab and vicinity propose a reser
voir of 3 000 acre-feet capacity at a site on Mill Creek. Along the lower 
channel of Mill creek and continuing up Pack Creek, its tributary, is a 10 mile 
strip of land which includew 3,150 acres of good soil. Of tbis,_tbere are 1,950 
acres mostly in the downstream p0 rtion near M:lab which are irrigated and require 
supplemental water during some years. This reservoir site is·located upstream 
from all the land and could store '\\-&ter to supplement existing supplies to tb~ 
lower portion of the strip and to replace Pack: Creek'· 11•hicb could hrtbenghbe URe 

d Al bv driving a tunnel 650 feet t ou a 
entirely on the upper lan s. so, • d ld b diverted to augment 
ridge Mill Creek flows above the reservoir an cou e 
the w~ter in Pack creek in' irrigating the upper Pack Creek Valley lands. 

1 ter to 1 950 acres of inade-
This project •.Yould provide suppleme~t\o~ 200 acr;s of new lands. Approxi

~uately irrigated lands, and a full supp 1 j t The gureau of Reclama
mately 1,000 people would benefit from this ~0 e~~eys and cost estimates. 
tion and the state Engineer bas mad:7P7r5e~~ f~ all features of the project. 
The estimated construction cost is ~ • • 

. ses of this project are power, irrigation, 
Cisco-Thompeon Project.- The !n~~ilt retention. scattered tracts of 

flood control, bold over storage • Utah north-eastward across 
1 1 d extend trom Thompson, • 

unoeveloped arab e an s 
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Grand County into Colorado, containing about 87,000 acres of which all but 
3,500 acres are in Utah. are situated below elevation 4,975 feet. 

A gravity diversion canal, 190 miles in length, from the Colorado River 
is proposed; also, ·a replacement storage reservoir at the White Water site, 
six miles above the ll!Outh of the Gunnison River. 

SU!!marY 

Table .55 sUI!IIllllrizes the proposed reservoir projects, showing the.name of 
project, source of supply,. p;r~po.s.ecl. capacity, estimated constructio~(';cost,.and. 
areas to bll furnished full .. and supplemental supplies of' irrigati~ri ~er'. 

· Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are seven irrigation companies in Grand County serving approximately 
4,200 acres of irrigated land.· The distribution systems serving th~s area. con
sist of approximately 5 miles· of main canals with an average intake .capacity of' 
20 c.f.s., and 8 iniles of'. lat-erals· over 4 c.f.s. capacity, .with an average in
take capacity of 8 c.f'.s. · 

Three irrigation companies have proposed needed distribution and convey
ance projects. The major need relative to improvement and repair of the exist
ing distribution systems in Grand County is canal lining to prevent excessive 
seepage losses of available irrigation water, and also to reduce the danger of' 
water logging and seeping the land below leaky canal sections. This need rela
tive to excessive seepage losses lies mostly within the distribution systems 
serving Moab &nd vicinity~ 

Investigations have proved that excessive seepage losses have gradually· 
water logged the land located below existing canals. Certain portions have 
been lined with gratifying results, not only saving the available water, but 
also reclaiming land f'or agriculture, which would gradually become a grazing 
meadow. 

TABU! 55 

PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN GRAND COUNTY 

Name Source Proposed Estimated Area to be 
of of Capacity Constr. Cost $ Benefited 

Project Supply Acre-Feet Total Acre-foot Acres*· 

Proposed-by Grand County Water Users 

Warner Mill Creek 50 5,000 100 100 s 

Clark Lake Mill Creek 51 21,100 410 70 s 

Valley City Flood Water 1.~ 24.ooo 17 500 n 
. ' 

Bea~er Creek BeaTer Creek 98 28.ooo 286 200 s 

TOTAL 1,599 78,100 49 370 8 
=-· 500n 
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GRAND COUNTY 

TABLE 55. PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECTS· (CONTINUED) 

Name 
ot 

Project 

·Source 
ot 

Supply 

Proposed 
. Capacity 
Acre-Feet 

Estimated 
Constr. Cost' t 

Total Acre-toot 

Area to be 
Benef'ited 

Acres* 

Proposed by u. S• Bureau ot Reclamation 

Pack Creek Mill Creek 

. 
Cisco-.Thompson Cplorado River · -~-

775,000 287 

---
1 12>.0 n 
1,250 8 

87,000 n .. 

* ~ea to be benefited: 
irrigated lands, 

s - Supplemental supply to presently 
n - Full supply to new lands • 

. ~ . .' 
** All but 3;500 .acres are in Utah 

. . 
(Diversion and Conveyance Needs, continued) 

)_. A smal:). amount ot realignment', cleaning, and enlargement is necessary 
·,,in· certain sections along the canals,, and also the replacement or repair ot 

two diversion dams; one which serves the Upper Pack Creek users, and the 
other serving the Wilson Mesa Water U!!ers. A general replacement of exist
ing control structures such as take out gates, waste ways, and gravel and 
sand control structures are also needed. . . . 

Sur:mary 

Table 56 summarizes the proposed projects, showing the name of the 
irrigation company; its so~ce ot supply, project description, estimated 
construction cost, and areas to be benefited,· 

TABLE 56 

PROPOSED DIVERSION AND CONVEYANCE NEEW' · 

' 
AND ESTDIJ.TEIY COST OF IMPROVEMKNTS OR REPLACEMENTS· . . 

Name ot 
IrrigatioJJr 

CompanY 

Moab 

Source 
ot 

Slippl.Y 
Project 

Description 

Estimated Status 
constr. 'or 
cost$ Invest. 

Mill creek 4.o·miles-canal 48,700 
lining 

Pre~. 

Sat. 

canal repairs and 
alterations 

43-control 
structures 

(182} 

Area to be 
:Benefited 

Acres 

1,825 



GRAND COUNTY 

TABLE 56. PROPOSED DIVERSION .AND CONVEYANCE NEEt6 ( CONTmuED) 

Name of Source Estimated Status Area to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

Company Su!)ply Description Cost$ Invest. Acres 

Upper Pack Pack Creek 2.8 miles-canal 
Creek lining 27,050 Prel. 2100 

6.0 miles-canal Est. 
repairs and 

alterations 
1 - diversion dam 
2 - measuring 
devices 

Wilson Mesa Mill Creek 0.5 miles-aanal 
lining 3,750 " 1,500 

aanal repairs 
and alterations 

1 - diversion. dam 
3 - aontro1 
struatures· 

TOTAL 79,500 3,625 

SUmmary 

Grand County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribution and 
storage development, (exa1usive of major Bureau of Realamation projeats.) 

(1) Reservoir Projeats - • - - - - - $ 78,100 

(2) Diversion and Co~veyance Projeats - - $ 79
0
500 

TOTAL- - - - - $157 1 600 

(183) 
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SAN JUAN COUNTY 

. Introduction 

San Juan Cou::1ty is divided into two drainage areas: 

(1) Drainage directly into the Colorado Ri~r and its ~inor tribu
taries, the major streams being the La3al 1 jjeaver, Two Mile, Cottonwood, 
South and Chicken Creeks. 

(2) Drainage south into the San Juan River, the major streams being 
the Johnson, Recapture 1 Montezuma, North and Indian Creeks. 

The two drainage areas join together at the junction of San Juan and 
Colorado Rivers. 

The streams ori~inating in the mountains are the only sources of 
water for present lUi potential development, and melting snow in the 
spring provides the major source of run off. Therefore, stream :!'lows 
decrease rapidly after the spring floods, leaving July, August, and 
September critically short. The low flow during the critically short 
period is fully utilized with very minor exceptions, leaving the only 
source for irri_gation. expansion dependent upon s.torage of winter water 
and spring run orr. 

Within San Juan Coullty; approxil:lately 12 1000 acres are no1'1 irrigateg, 
of which, 3 1500 acres. have an adequate supply during an average water year, 
leaving 8 1500 acres needing a supplemental supply estimated at 13,700 
acre-feet. 

. serving San Juan County are five res~rvoirs, with a combined capacity 
of approximately 21100 acre-feet, serving ~ands adjacent. to Montezuma, 
Deep and Vega Cree.k;s. 

Potential Irrig~ble Land Development 

The Hatch Creek Project, located on East Canyoh and Coyote Creeks, 
would provide a full supp::.y to an estimated 4,000 acres which is-irrigated 
partially by the natural flow. · This pr.oject was reported in the Bureau 
of Reclamation's Colorado River Report, based. upon surveys of_ the reservoir 
sites; made b;v the state Engineer's Office. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

,Si.JI: potential project_s. are· outlined for development of water resources 
in San Juan County,_ five projects beinr.proposed by the San Juan County 
Water Users, and one project listed as ~.potential by the Bureau· of Recla• 
mation. · · 

. - ~e ~roposed reservOir projects woula supply approximately 2,490 
acre-feet for supplemental water requirements, 11,000 acre-feet to be · 
applied to ~rigable lends. Irrigation of l 1 560,acres' of cu1tivated land 
troJI.l.d be possible if projects were found feasible end constructed · 

• • 



SAN JOOI COUNTY 

·Bull Dog Canyon Reservoir Pl:'oject.- D. J. B111ck proposed a res,rvoir 
of 162 acre-feet capacity, at .a site on Bull Dog Canyon Creek· •. This pro
ject would supply supplemental water to 300 acres of inade~uately irri
gated land southwest of N.onticello, Preliminary engineering has been 
CO!I\Pleted by the Soil Conservation Service, with an estimated construction 
cost of $24 1000, · 

Dry VTash Ditch and Reservoir Project.- The Blanding Irrigation Com
pany proposes two small reservoirs with a combined cap11city of 150 a:cre• 
~eet, located on an offstream site and supplied by a feeder canal from 
D:t•y Wash. This project. would provide supple.'ll8ntal water to 600 acres of 
inadequately irrigated land in the vici~ity of Blanding, and would benefit 
approximatel; 300 people, PrelLrninary surveys have been made by the Soil 
Conservation Service, with an estimated construction cost of $23 1000, 

Joe Redd Reservoir Project.- \iater Users on VJest Coyote Creek prow 
pose a reservoir of 79 acre-feet c~:~pacity at a site on Vleet Coyote Creek. 
This project would provide supplemental ~~ter to 150 acres of inadequately 
irrigated land, Preliminary surveys have been made by the Soil Conserva
tion Service, ·with an estimated construction cost of $26 1000, 

Keller Reservoir Project,- Water users on Vega Creek propose to 
enlarge the existing reservoir froc 200 to 500 acre-feet capacity. This 
reservoir is located on an offstream site, and supplied by a feeder canal 
from Vega Creek. The- proposed. capacity would provide supplemental v:ater 
to· an additional 600 acres of' inadequately ir:rigated land in the vicinity 
of' Honticello, Prelimir.ary surveys have been nade by the Soil Conserva
tion Service, with an estimated construction cost of $34 ,ooo. 

Vega Reservoir Project.- Dalton and Frost propose a reservoir of 
1,600 acre-feet capacity at a site on North Creek. This project would 
provide a supplemental supply to· 500 acres of new I.md· located along 
Vega Creek, southeast of' Monticello, approximately 15 miles downstream 
from the proposed site, and would benefit approximately twelve people.· 
Prelin~inary surveys and cost estimates have been made by the Soil Conser
vation Service, with ~~ estimated construction co~ of $56,000. 

. .P. j t .(1) 
Proposed .. Potential'.Bureai!l t;f ·Recla.mat!on. ro ec • 

Hatch creek Reservoir Project.- LaSal Irrigc.tion_ Company proposes 
two res.tJrvoirfP • ~ne reservoir to be loc'lted on Coyote Cr~ek with t a Canyon 
capacity of 8,500 acre-feet, and th~ second toi:e ;~c:!: w~~l =~pplernent 
C~eek with a capacity of 2,500 ac~e-~e~~~ate~do~st;eam ~~d adjacent to 
natural flows for 4,000 acres of an d timates have been made by the 
the channel. Preliminary surveys. :Oima::d construction cost of #4<)o,ooo. 
State Engineer's office, with an es 

· Colorado Ri V'lr Report • P • 134 • -(1) Bureau of Reclamation, - -
SUmmary 

Table 57 
project, source 
and areas to be 

irs showing the name or 
siJll!Dlll.rizes the proposed reserV:st~ted vonstruction cost, 
of supply, proposed capacity, 1 lies of irrigation water. 
furnished full and supplements supp 
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TABLE 57 

========:==~=----::::::===== 
Proposed Estimated Area to be N<l!'le 

of 
Project 

Source 
of 

Supply 
Capacity Gonstr. Cost Benefited 
Acre-fe~t ~otal Acre-root Acres* 

Bull Dog Canyon . 

Dry Wash Ditch 
Joe Redd 
Keller 
Vega 

Bull Dog Canyon 
Creek 

Dry Wash 
West Coyote Creek 
Vega Creek 
North Creek 
Spring Cre-ek 

162 

150 
79 

500 
1.600 

24,000 148 300 s 

2:5 ,ooo 153 600 s 
26,000 330 150 a 
34,000 68 500 5 

56,000 35 500 n 

-·500 n 
TO'!'J.L 2 1491 163,000 65 1,550 s 

U, S, Bureau of Reclamatic-n Pro;ects 

Hatch Creek 
(a~.Rattle~nake Coyote Creek 
b. East eanyon Ea'3t C&~·on Creek 

8,500 ) 
2,500 ) 

400,000 

"' s - Supplemental sttpply to presently irrigated J<.nds. 
n - Full supply to ~ew arable lands. 

Diversion and Conveyance Needs 

There are oieht organi~ed irrigation co~panies, and an undetermined 
nu.'Uber of unorganized water users in San Juan County, with an irrigated 
area of approximately 11 1 900 ~cres. The distribution systems consist of 
an estil!lated 43 miles of muin canals, with an "'verage intake cap~tcity of 
26 c.f.s,. and 11 ITliles of laterals over 4 c.t.s., v·ith an average intake 
capacity of 10 c.f.s, 

Results of the survey shot• that three irrigatjon cowpanies have 
proposed needed diverRion a:1d conveyal!.ce. projects. The lllB.jor distribu-· 
tion and conveyance needs in Lan Juan County 

1 
consht of constructirig 

feeder canals, and a tunnel to increase the available water· supply to 
presently inadequately irrigated lands. 

The· first project approved by the Utah \'later and Power .l:loard in 
San Juan County was the Blanding Tunnel Project, which con::;ists of 
completing 3 1 324 linear feet of tunnel, and a feeder ca~l to divert 
surplus waters from Indian Creek through the mount~in.into the Blanding 
area. Th~ ~dditional water will benefit approximately 5

1
000 acres of 

inadequately irrigated land, and ~~uld benefit about 260 families. The 

(187) 
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S..~ JUAN COUNTY 

:Soard approved $75,000 for this project, &.nd construction was initiated 
during the sum:ner of 1.948. 

Table 58 swnmarizes tl:e proposed projects; shov1ing the name of the 
irrigation company, its source of supply, project description, esttm~ted 
construction cost, and areas to be'benefited. 

TiJ3LE 58 

PROPOSED DIVERSION A![.l C0NVEYAi~CE NEEDS 

A1"D ESTTIL\TED COST OF nPRO'ffii,Sl\1TS OR REPLACEMENTS 

Name of 
Irrigation 
Company 

Blanding 

Blue Mountain 

Cottonwood 
Ditch 

Source 
of 

Supply 

Johnson and 
Recapture Creeks 

South Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 

TOTAL 

Project 
Description 

0.63 mile- ) 
tu!l!lel feeder) 
canal ) 

3,0 miles- ) 
canal lining ) 

6.0 miles-new ) 
canal 

1-diversion ) 
dam ) 

Estimated Status 
Constr, of 
Cost $ Invest, 

15,000 Prel, 
Est, 

26 ,ooo " 

116,000 

* - Project approved ·~or construction; 
completion of the project. 

$75,000 allocated towards 

San Juan County S~Y 

Area to be 
Benefi t'ld 

Acre3 

900 

San Juan County's total estimated cost for the proposed distribujtiton) 
f j B u of Reclamation Pro ec s • and storage development, (exclusive o ma or urea 

' - - - -$163 ,ooo (1) Reservoir Projects - - - - - - - -

( 2) Projects . _ - - - 116,000 Diversion and Conveyance · 

'l'OTAL 
t279,000 

(188) 
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KANE COUNTY 

Introduction 

Kane County lies within the Colorado River - Minor Tributaries and 
the V.irgin River Drainage Areas. The present development of water resources 
is outlined under each drainage area. 

Colorado River - Minor Tributaries Drainage Area 

This area includes the drainage of Kanab Creek on the west, drain
ing the south slopes of the Dixie National Forest in Kane County. Kanab 
Creek flows in a general southernly direction through Kanab into Arizona. 
The principal tributary to Kanab Creek is Johnson Creek, which is located 
approximately ten miles east, and paralleling Kanab Creek, running south 
through Kane County, forming a junction with Kanab Creek in Arizona. 

Moving east, the Paria River drains from north to south with its 
head waters originating in Garfield County in the Tropic and Cannonville 
area. This river flo\~· in a southeast direction, ultimately forming a 
junction with the Colorado River at Lee's Ferry in Arizona. 

It is noted that the Paria River Drainage covers a large part of 
the county where agriculture is not developed extensively, and where 
the land lends itself mostly to grazing. 

, The presently irrigated area is approximately 3,900 ac~es, of 
which none has a full supply. Supplemental water requirements are 
estimated at 4,700 acre-feet, which is necessary to stabilize their 
agricultural economw. 

Irrigation in this area has been expanded to its l~t~ of natural 
free flow with shortages resulting during the low ~low ~rr1gation 

·season. Present storag~ development is practical~ negligible. 

Virgin River Drainage 

This area includes the drainage on the head water~ of.~he east 
fork of the Virgin River located in the northwest port~on °~ Kaneand 
County. The river flows southwest through Glendale, OrderVJ.lle, 
Mt. Carmel, and then flows due west through the southern part of 
Zion's National Park into Washington County. 

• · t 1 1 300 acres requiring 
The irrigated area amounts to appro~ma e r ' I igation in this 

a supplemental supply estimated. a~ 730f a~~e-f:iiabler::atural free now 
area has also expanded to it~ lJ.mts o e a. tion season •. The 
with shortages resulting dur1ng the low ~or J.~~ga and high spring run off 
major part of the flow during the early J.rr ga ~on 
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KANE COUNTY 

periods escapes from the area unused. Storage regulation, therefore, is 
necessary for the maximum utilization of water. Present storage devel
opments in this area is practically negligible. 

Proposed Reservoir Projects 

One reservoir project is outlined to assist in developing the 
water resources within Kane County. 

·Elbow Reservoir Project.- Y.anab Creek \'later Users propose a reser
voir of 5,140 acre-feet capacity at a site on Kanab Creek. This project 
would provide a supplemental supply to 1,500 acres of inadequately· 
irrigated land, and 500 acres of new irrigable land in the vicinity 
of Kanab, 

Appro.xirr.ately 500 people .would benefit from this project. The 
State Engineer's office, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Soil Con
servation Service have made investigations on this proposed project. 

Excessive erosion with possible excessive silting of the reservoir 
may cause this project to become hazardous, and until the drainage area 
becomes replanted and controlled grazing is followed religiously, stor~ 
age on the main streams seem impracticable. The estimated cost of this 
project is $210,000. 

Summary 

Table 59 s~arizes the proposed reservoir project in Kane County, 
showing the name of the reservoir site, source of water supply, pro
posed capacity, estimated construction cost, and areas to be benefited. 

Name 
of 

Project 

Elbow 

TABLE 59 

PROPOSED RES~~VOIR PROJECTS IN KANE COUNTY 

Source 
of 

SupplY 

Kanab Creek 

Proposed 
Capacity 
Acre-feet 

5,140 

TOTAL 

Est. Constr. 
Cost 

Total Ac.-Ft. 

210,000 

210,000 

Area to be 
benefited-l:

acres 

500 n 
1.500 s 

1,500 s 
500 n 

* s - Supplemental supply to inadequately irrigated lands. 

n ~ Full supply to new lands. 
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;ANE COffi\lTY 

Diversion ~~d Conveyance Needs 

There are seven irrigation,companies in Kane County serving approxi
mately 5,200 acres of irrigated land, The distribution systems serving 
this area consist of approximately 28 miles of main canals with an average 
intake capacity of 14 c.f,s, No informati~n is available on the extent and 
capacities of existing laterals, 

Seven irrigation companies have proposed needed distribution and 
conveyance projects. These projects consist mainly of canal ~ining 
to stabilize t·he existing canal sections by reducing erosion, and also 
reducing excessive seepage losses, Available data regarding the extent 
of seepage losses from canals in this county are very little, However, 
due to th~ small natural flow available during .the growing season, efficient 
conveyance and distribution facilities are necess&ry, although the initial 
cost may seem excessive in comparison to the water saved, 

Summary 

Table 60 summarizes the proposed projects, sho~ing the name of the 
irrig~tion company, its source of supply, project description, estiroated 
construction cost, and areas to be benefi+,ed, 

T!\Ilill 60 

PROPOSED DIVERSION .\liD CON11EYANCE NEEnS 

AND ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS OR REPLACEII.EN'l'S 

Name of Source Estimated Status Arlla to be 
Irrigation Of Project Constr. of Benefited 
Company Supply Description Cost ! Invest. Acres, 

Alton Farmer's Y.anab Creek 5,0 miles-cle~n-) 3,500 Prel, 600 
ing and enlarg-) Est. 
ement ) 

Glendale E9-st Fork 80 ft • -flume ) 2,800 " 434 
Virgin River 2-diversion ) 

.dams ) 
10-control ) 
structures ) 

) Investigation 200 Johneon 3 J:IileS""PiPe Johnson Creek 
400 ft.-concrete) reoluired 

Water Users Creek 
core 
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KANE COUNTY 

TABLE 60. PROPOSED DIVER~!ON AND CONVEY..'WCE NEEDS - ( CONTH111ED) 

~TEome of Source Estiillated Status A.rea to be 
Irrigation of Project Constr. of Benefited 

CO:t!tl!l.ny ourrlr Descr1;rt1on Cost $ Invest. Acres 

Kanab Kanab Creek 2 miles-canal ) 30,000 Prel. 1~500 
lining ) Est. 

Siphon Replac•) 
ement ) 

V.t. Carmel East For!!: 1-di version ) 41,400 " 400 
dam ) 

Virgin River 5 miles canal· ) 
lining ) 
4 Control ) 
stru<!tures ) 

Muddy M.tddy Creek 2.5 miles call3l) 2,000 " 158 
repairs &: ) 
alterations ) 

Orderville East Fork 2.5 miles canal) 20,000 " 300 
Virgin R1 ver lining ) 

'IOTAL !99.700. 3,592 
1\cres 

Kane County SU!lli:Iary 

Kane County~s total estimat~d cost for the proposed distribution and 
storage development, (~xclusive of major Bure~u of Raclsmation Projects.) 

(1) Reservoir Projects-·------- -- - -$ 210,000. 

( 2) Diversion and Conveyance Projects- - -- - 99,700. 

TOTAL $ 309.700. 

(19~) 
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STAT!~·~!!A~T o~· GROUND :{;LT}:R. DEVZLOPKi.mTS 
IN THE STA'.CE OF U'i'AH 

In the State of Utah, the amount of water diverted from the ground 
and its value is increasing each year. Not many years ago the greatest 
portion of ground water used was that which came from flm·ling well~. In 
t:~a past few years new and better pwr.ps, ·ana the gradual decrease J.n the 
cost oi' electrical enera has made it possible to utilize additional 
ground ;1ater for irrig-c~tion purposes. 

There are a fe11 ground-;1ater areas that may be considered completely 
developed under the present set ol' conditions. Hm1ever, these areas could 
produce more water if the ~;round-water levels ;'{ere lo11ered. Certain inter
pretation of the Ground ~vater law, anci t11e old idea that if a well does 
net flm·: ther.eis no water, prevents some areas from being developed to a 
greater extent. 

Immediately ~ft~~ t~e Ground Water law became effective, ~ffirch 22, 
1935, >"f. P. A. money was obtained and used to conduct a general state
wide survey. \'l'i thcut t.his fundamental infonna tion it would have been 
impo.osible to administer the Ground \'l'ater law. This survey has also 
furnished info=tion absolutely necessary for the few detailed investi
gations that huve been conducted. 

The State Eh,sineer' s of i'ice 4!USt keep ahead of the ground-water 
development in order that such development ~~y be intelligently controlled. 
It take:; a number of years to study in detail each grounrl-11ater area. This 
work can only be done by engineers ~~d geologists, qualified by training 
and years of experience. 

Cincc the Ground \vater law went into effect there has been a steady 
increase in the demanC: for ground water. Bet\\aen July of 1946, and July 
of 1948, there were filed, in the State Engineer's office, a total of 1711 
applications to appropriate ground water and a total of 367 applications to 
appropriate surface water. 

There are many areas in the state where additional ground water may be 
developed and where detailed investip,<-.tions must be conducted~ Because of 
the lack of funds in recent years, investip;ations have not teen able to keep 
pace with the developments and 11ith the need for information. 

It is believed that a.~y additional funds apjJropriated for ground-water 
investigations will pay rich dividends to the State of Utah in that it will 
permit controlled development of valuable ground-water resources that would 
otherwise be undeveloped, or, if developed, without proper control would 
lead to endless litigation and hardships ~one the water users. ' 
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