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FINAL SHEET 
22 AUG 02 

2050 Utah County 
Planning Population Projections 

--
Census Official Projections 

Municipality 2000 oO's 2010 10's 2020 20's 2030 30's 
AARC AARC AARC AARC 

Alpine 7,146 3.3% 9,874 1.8% 11 ,752 2.9% 15,675 1.9% 

American Fork 21,941 2.4% 27,787 1.6% 32,573 0.9% 35,583 2.6% 

Cedar Fort 341 3.9% 500 2.4% 632 1.6% 738 2.4% 

Cedar Hills 3,094 8.2% 6,807 3.6% 9,663 0.5% 10,132 2.0% 

Draper 0 na 4,758 5.1% 7,833 2.9% 10,448 3.0% 

Eagle Mountain 2,157 16.3% 9,758 5.6% 16,756 3.1% 22,770 5.3% 

Elk Ridge 1,838 5.3% 3,093 3.6% 4,391 1.4% 5,024 1.8% 

Genola 965 5.0% 1,565 4.3% 2,392 7.1% 4,744 9.2% 

Goshen 874 3.6% 1,249 3.0% 1,682 1.6% 1,970 2.9% 
Highland 8,172 6.2% 14,940 3.0% 20,120 1.6% 23,564 1.8% 

Lehi 19,028 5.1% 31,302 3.6% 44,437 1.0% 48,975 3.5% 

Lindon 8,363 2.5% 10,711 1.1% 11,919 0.9% 13,020 4.9% 

Mapleton 5,809 4.9% 9,403 4.7% 14,928 3.5% 20,990 2.7% 

Orem 84,324 1.3% 96,039 0.4% 100,020 0.3% 103,000 0.4% 
Payson 12,716 4.9% 20,606 3.0% 27,750 1.0% 30,583 6.2% 

Pleasant Grove 23,468 1.5% 27,334 1.1% 30,415 0.9% 33,226 2.0% 

Provo 105,166 1.2% 118,607 1.0% 130,814 0.3% 134,687 0.8% 

Salem 4,372 5.3% 7,351 5.1% 12,101 3.5% 17,016 3.6% 

Santaquin 4,834 7.3% 9,822 5.6% 16,865 3.7% 24,263 6.0% 

Saratoga Springs 1,003 24.5% 8,993 7.2% 18,005 2.7% 23,450 5.1% 

Spanish Fork 20,246 3.2% 27,693 1.7% 32,745 0.9% 35,771 3.6% 

Springville 20,424 3.5% 28,866 1.7% 34,132 0.9% 37,286 4.8% 

Utah County 11,164 7.6% 23,121 1.3% 26,253 0.11% 26,469 8.1% 
Goshen Valley Area 415 4,129 4,278 4,787 

Cedar Valley Area 510 5,075 5,258 5,884 -
West Mountain Area 2,026 5,065 7,598 8,357 

West Shore Area 44 438 45-1 508 -
Giller Unincolporated Areas 8,169 8,414 8,665 6,933 

Vineyard 150 20.5% 968 15.4% 4,056 3.5% 5,703 3.4% 

Woodland Hills 941 7.2% 1,891 5.6% 3,247 2.1% 4,014 1.8% 

North County 99483 5.0% 162,643 2.8% 215,321 1.5% 248,891 3.5% 

Central County 189,640 1.3% 215,614 0.9% 234,889 0.4% 243,389 0.7% 

South County 79,413 4.6% 124,782 2.8% 165,269 1.8% 196,821 5.0% 

GOPB County Control Total 368,536 3.2% 503,039 2.0% 615,480 1.1% 689,102 3.1% 
Notes . 
1. GOPB County Control Totals for 2010 - 2030: produced by the Govemo~s Office 01 Planning and Budget and Is official dala. 
2. GOPB County Control Total for 2040: a range between 710,000 and 1,025,398 was used. GOPB produced Ihe range for planning only. 
3. GOPB County Control Totals for 2050: a range between 820,000 and 1,276.351 was used. GOPB produced Ihe range for planning only. 
4. AARC = Annual Average Rate of Change 
5. Unincorporated Utah County data for 2040 - 2050 is divided between North County (43%) and South County (58%) . 
6. Build-out Population 1.0.700 I 
7. Final - 22 August 2002 
Prepared by Shawn Eliot - 8011229-3841 - sellot@mountainland.org 

/)\/\ 
~ 

M21!!,!!~,i,n,l9.!J~ 

Planning Projections 

2040 40's 2050 50 Year 
AARC AARC 

18,900 0.0% 18,900 2.0% 

46,008 2.1% 56,433 1.9% 
932 1.9% 1,127 2.4% 

12,300 0.0% 12,300 2.8% 

14,000 0.0% 14,000 5.1% 

38,207 3.5% 53,644 6.6% 

6,000 0.0% 6,000 2.4% 

11,467 4.7% 18,191 6.0% 

2,611 2.2% 3,251 2.7% 

28,163 0.0% 28,163 2.5% 

69,036 2.6% 89,098 3.1% 

21 ,000 0.0% 21 ,000 1.9% 

27,507 2.1 % 34,024 3.6% 

107,000 0.0% 107,000 0.5% 
55,673 3.8% 80,763 3.8% 

40,700 0.0% 40,700 1.1% 

145,906 0.7% 157,125 0.8% 

24,212 2.6% 31,409 4.0% 

43,442 3.7% 62,621 5.3% 

38,606 3.4% 53,762 8.3% 
50,900 2.6% 66,028 2.4% 
59,658 0.0% 59,658 2.2% 

57,467 6.8% 111,177 4.7% 
17,581 48,114 -

2 1,609 33,666 -

10,865 - 14,525 -

1,866 13,061 -
5,546 1,811 -

8,000 0.0% 8,000 8.3% 

4,793 0.0% 4,793 3.3% 

352,405 2.9% 436,627 3.0% 
260,906 0.6% 272,125 0.7% 

319,177 4.0% 430,415 3.4% 

932,488 2.5% 1,139,167 2.3% 
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OrIginal 
Wa .... 
Right 

Number 

Segregated 
Water Right 

Number 
Owner of Record 

Appendix iteR 
Summary of Utah Lake Water Rights 

OrIginal 
Water Righi 
Amount acoft 

UNAP UnappI'OII8d 
APP A!lIlrOved 
NC NoChange 

NOF No change on File 

Segregated Reduction In Change 
Amount Original Righi Application 

Number 

Change Volume Volume 
Application OrIginal Righi Diverted Diverted 

Statu. Reduced Upstream Downstream 

~~~.~i~~;!;H~i~~tfjf~t'Nf;·~ip:K}F j$.~,t6'.~6~'''~''~.i~l·~.r.~i,#t'~~~1-~~·~~~?f.2t~~~if%~t~sA~tff~~t~ff~t~!:,q~f:; ;?*:if;g#~;;+~{g·~X~ .;:~1{%~:/;~~~~*~~~i~( ·;~h+ji:f.~W?~~;·0>:<f}4i::~~~j~~~{~*t~~{f..~~({~f£'~? 
51·7534 Woodland Hills 1.09 1.09 825517 APP Y 1.09 0 
51·7331 Spanish Fork City 44.46 44.46 823773 APP Y 44.46 0 
51·7271 Elk Ridge Town 103.74 103.74 a23014 APP Y 103.74 0 
51·7204 Woodland Hills 16.20 16.20 822429 APP Y 16.2 0 
51·7196 Payson City 224.77 0.00 NOF NCO N 0 0 
51·7182 Southern Utah Valley Municipal Assoc. 133.80 133.80 a21820 APP Y 133.8 0 
51·7045 Santaquin City 224.77 224.77 a20673 APP Y 224.77 0 
51-6786 South Jordan Canal ConllSny 479.18 479.18 a18786 APP Y 479.18 0 
51-6794 South Jordan Canal Conllany 148.20 146.20 al8629 APP Y 1482 0 
51-6793 South Jordan Canal COfIl)BIlY 138.32 138.32 al8828 APP Y 138.32 0 
53-1356 South Jordan Canal CoI'rpIny 464.36 464.36 a22231 APP Y 464.36 0 
54·1021 South Jordan Canal Conllany 1.95 1.95 a22750 APP Y 1.95 0 
54·1020 South Jordan Canal ConllSny 1.95 1.95 a22749 APP Y 1.95 0 
54·1018 South Jordan Canal CoIrpany 3.55 3.55 a22688 APP Y 3.55 0 
55-9708 South Jordan Canal COIIll8fIY 728.65 0.00 a27167 UNAP N 0 0 
55-9S09 Cedar Hills Town 44.46 44.46 a24320 APP Y 44.46 0 
55-9109 South Jordan Canal ConllSnY 74.10 74.10 a2OO22 APP Y 74.1 0 
55-9108 South Jordan Canal CooT1lanv 96.80 96.80 a2OO21 APP Y 98.8 0 
55-9107 South Jordan Canal ConllSnY 148.20 148.20 820020 APP Y 1482 0 
55-9101 South Jordan Canal Conllany 523.64 523.64 al9988 APP Y 523.64 0 
55-90S4 Soulh Jordan Canal Conllany 19.76 19.76 819613 APP Y 19.76 0 
59-5380 Soulh Jordan Canal Conllany 74.10 0.00 al6881 lAP N 0 0 
59-S659 JordanVaileyWaterConservancyDiStricl 1.205.35 1,205.35 823622 APP Y 0 1205.35 
53-1031 HIgh Country Umited Partnership 789.00 0.00 .,3634 LAP N 0 0 
53-1032 High Country Umited Partnership 331.38 0.00 813635 LAP N 0 0 
59-5270 South Jordan Canal Conllany 5,384.60 5,384.60 a15OO4 APP Y 0 5384.6 
S5-8873 South Jordan canal Company 526.11 526.11 al9096 APP Y 526.11 0 
55-8925 South Jordan Canal Company 18.89 18.89 al8896 APP Y 18.887 0 
S5-9055 South Jordan Canal Company 14.82 0.00 NOF NC' N 0 0 
55-9087 South Jordan canal Company 24.70 24.70 a2oo78 APP Y 24.7 0 
55-9113 South Jordan Canal Conllany 4.94 4.94 820049 APP Y 4.94 0 
51·7052 South Jordan Canal Company 29.64 29.64 a20788 APP Y 29.64 0 
51·7082 South Jordan Canal Company 0.45 0.45 a20899 APP Y 0.45 0 
51·7093 South Jordan canal Company 4.49 4.49 a20901 APP Y 4,49 0 
53-1406 South Jordan Canal Conllany 2,642.90 2,642.90 a23104 APP Y 2642.9 0 
53-1414 South Jordan irrigation Co, 9.88 9.88 a22276 APP Y 9.88 0 
51·7244 Payson City 4.94 4.94 822723 APP Y 4.94 '() 
51·n51 Payson City 51.87 51.87 822766 APP Y 51.87 0 
51·7250 Payson City 103.74 103.74 822765 APP Y 103.74 0 
51·n54 Alice Zelihuber 9.88 9.88 822796 APP Y 9.88 0 
54·1076 John Herr & E. Johnson 9.88 0.00 822797 WO N 0 0 
53-1447 South Jordan Irrigation Co, 9.88 9.88 a23015 APP Y 9.88 0 
55-9500 Cedar Hills Town 89.16 69.18 a24196 APP Y 89.18 0 
51·7405 South Shore Farms 83.96 83.98 824305 APP Y 83.98 0 

55-9707 
South Jordan Canal CorI1:Jeny & Highland 

Water Company 

Original Righi Reduced By: 
Water Righi Remaining w/PaNnt 

U:llBll 80211 B02029\OocUmaniationlUl Water Rights.xlS 

AI1ach:U:I...DocumentationIWaler Rights Memo.doc 

303.81 

12,855.93 
11,778.82 

0.00 a27166 UNAP N o o 

o 16778.923 



OrIginal 
Water 
Right 

Segregated 
Water Right 

Number 
Owner of Record 

Original 
Water Right 

Amount ac-ft 

Change 
Segregated Reduction In Application 

Amount Original Right Number 

Change 
Application Original Right 

Statue Reduced 

Volume 
Diverted 

Upstream 

Volume 
Diverted 

Downstream 
Number 

iY.~)~:) !:'\~:~+1.1f(:g~~~m~~i;;:~~~f~~;~~¢·~~:~Jsif.l~1R __ i~~~}~~~it~~1l*~~~~'Jtlt~:0:il~~YL>h~:~:Eig~~~Mtg:2W1.~t:?\)~}i~:;9~:;.;1;·~:?g~~¥¥%'tR~~i1s\E:~:~Q;·f· ~>t.;0i({~~W~~~~1.~#i·~t~1~:t~~~¥~f}Xt~;! 
55-9653 Kennecott Utah Copper Corporation 10.00 0.00 a26233 UNAP N 0 0 
59-5513 JVWCD 5,000.00 5,000.00 a23590 APP Y 0 5000 

Original Right Reduced By: 
Water Right Remaining wlParent 

5,000.00 
8,750.00 

·~4f,~~tP1. .. ~2~t!~:~~ij~t~~~~~~~i/'~J~:~~ti~;~t(~:*?-t~.~~ff~~~~:~~;~~?fg.wf,ff~~jfI&W~~*~f~~r~J.{J1#btt?'~l~~Mr~:g~t:+i~~:'~~;~~{i't~%t}gM~~~;~~fi;~Ht*:~}$;~i~,*ij~~#ij~~~t?,i~ 
51-7580 Payson City and East Jordan Irrigation Co. 4.84 4.84 a25513 APP Y 4.84 0 
51-7551 Payson City 212.96 212.96 825118 APP Y 212.96 0 
51-7461 Spanish Fork City 193.60 193.60 824500 APP Y 193.6 0 
51-7336 Payson City 203.28 203.28 823774 APP Y 203.28 0 
51-7332 Spanish Fork City 6O.SO 60.50 823772 APP Y 60.5 0 
51-7315 East Jordan Ilrigation CoI1lJIIny 203.28 203.28 a23464 APP Y 203.28 0 
51-7314 Payson City 53.24 53.24 a23441 APP Y 53.24 0 
51-7303 Payson City 9.68 9.68 a23349 APP Y 9.68 0 
51-7294 Payson City 9.68 9.68 823259 APP Y 9.68 0 
51-7268 Payson City 4.84 4.84 823129 APP Y 4.84 0 
51-7247 Patterson Construction CoI1lJIIny 72.60 72.60 822725 APP Y 72.6 0 
51-7197 Payson City 163.35 0.00 NOF He" N 0 0 
51-7192 Payson City 135.52 135.52 821935 APP Y 135.52 0 
51-7169 8k Ridge Town 31.46 0.00 NOF He" N 0 0 
51-7160 SaiemCity 140.00 140.00 821662 APP Y 140 0 
51-7123 RE. Development 2.42 2.42 821168 APP Y 2.42 0 
51-7122 RE. Development 2.42 2.42 821167 APP Y 2.42 0 
51-7121 RE. Development 2.42 2.42 821166 APP Y 2.42 0 

51-7120 
51-7119 
51-7118 
51-7114 
51-7113 
51-7131 
53-1460 
53-1375 
54-1023 
54-1001 
55-9581 
55-9511 
55-9508 
55-9490 
55-9473 
55-9442 
55-9404 
55-9270 
55-9263 
55-9243 
55-9233 
55-9224 
55-9213 
55-9490 

57-10261 
57-10187 
57-10186 
59-5644 
59-5395 
59-5268 
53-1378 
53-1391 
51-7170 
55-9284 
55-9285 
55-9319 
51-7203 
55-9341 
55-9344 
55-9343 
51-7224 
53-1425 
55-9356 
51-7237 
51-7241 
51-7242 
55-9390 
53-1440 
51-7278 
55-9396 
55-9426 
51-7317 
54-1045 
55-9499 

R.E. Development 
RE. Development 
RE. Developmenl 

Payson City 
Payson City 

RE. Development 
South Shore Farms 

East Jordan Irrigation ~ny 
LuiS & Donna AWt 
Claudia Ruttrell 

Lehl City 
Lehi City 

Cedar Hills Town 
Lake Hills Development Co. Ue 

LehiCity 
East Jordan Irrigation ~ny 

LehiCity 
Lehi City 
Lehi City 
Lehi City 
Lehi City 
Lehi Clly 
Lehi Clly 

Lake Hills Development Co. Lie 
Salt Lake City 

Sandy City Corporation 
Salt Lake City Corporation 

East Jordan Irrigation Company 
East Jordan Ilrigation Company 
East Jordan Irrigation Company 
East Jordan Irrigation Company 
East Jordan Irrigation Company 

Southern Utah Valley Municipal Assoc. 
Alpine Valley Llc. 

Lehi City 
Lehl City 

Payson City and East Jordan Irrigation Co. 
East Jordan Irrigation ~ny 
East Jordan Irrigation ~ny 
East Jordan Irrigation ~ny 

Payson City 
Evan Johnson 

Pleasant Grove City 
Preston Peterson 

Payson City 
Springville City 

East Jordan Irrigation Col1lJllny 
East Jordan Irrigation ~any 

Mountain View Ranches Uc. 
Lehi City 

Patterson Constnuction Company 
East Jordan Irrigation Company 

EvanJoilnson 
Cedar Hills Town 

U:\ 18\1 B02I1802029\OocumentationIUL Water Rights.xIs 
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2.42 
2.42 
2.42 

101.64 
186.34 
9.68 

508.20 
1.011.56 

42.35 
24.20 
314.60 
217.80 
43.56 
48.40 
79.86 
101.64 
101.64 
4.84 

121.00 
333.96 
50.82 

503.36 
101.64 
48.40 

200.08 
2,330.46 
11,953.59 

435.80 
726.00 

7,935.18 
58.08 

425.92 
226.20 
450.12 
14.52 

309.76 
48.40 
121.00 
111.32 
401.72 
48.40 
87.12 
101.64 
116.16 
48.40 
48.40 

208.12 
1.294.70 
401.74 
341.22 
89.54 
101.64 
130.68 
372.68 

2 

2.42 
2.42 
2.42 

101.64 
186.34 
9.68 

508.20 
1,011.56 

42.35 
24.20 
314.60 
217.80 
43.56 
48.40 
79.86 
101.64 
101.64 
0.00 

121.00 
333.96 
50.82 

503.36 
0.00 
48.40 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

435.60 
726.00 

7,935.18 
58.08 

425.92 
226.20 
450.12 
14.52 
309.76 
48.40 
121.00 
0.00 

401.72 
48.40 
87.12 
101.64 
116.16 
48.40 
48.40 
208.12 

1,294.70 
401.74 
341.22 
89.54 
101.64 
130.68 
372.68 

821165 
821622 
821164 
821163 
821053 
821052 
a21336 
a24499 
a19561 
a22865 
821159 
a25446 
a24340 
824319 
824096 
a23899 
823618 
823154 

NOF 
821611 
a21453 
821327 
821188 

NOF 
824096 

NOF 
NOF 

824006 
816037 

al5002 
a 19664 
a20795 
821684 
821958 
822214 
822101 
822131 
822460 

NOF 
822549 
822496 
a22505 
822615 
822674 
822703 
822702 
823027 
023105 
a23095 
023106 

23.642.00 
a23485 
824306 
824195 

APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
NC' 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
NC· 
APP 
NC· 
NC· 

UNAP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
He" 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
N 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 
N 
N 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
N 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

2.42 
2.42 
2.42 

101.64 
186.34 
9.68 
508.2 

1011.56 
42.35 
24.2 

314.6 
217.8 
43.56 
48.4 
79.86 
101.64 
101.64 

o 
121 

333.96 
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503.36 
o 

48.4 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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425.92 
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48.4 
121 
o 
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48.4 
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101.64 
116.16 

48.4 
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208.12 
1294.7 
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341.22 
89.54 
101.64 
130.68 
372.68 
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o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

435.6 
726 

7935.18 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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55-9504 East Jordan lITigation Company 62.92 0.00 NOF NC' N 0 0 
51·7403 East Jordan Irrigation Company 48.40 48.40 a24258 APP Y 48.4 0 
55-9503 East Jordan Irrigation Company 62.92 0.00 NOF NC' N 0 0 
51·7412 East Jordan Irrigation Company 217.80 217.80 a24339 APP Y 217.8 0 
55-9578 East Jordan lITigation Company 9.68 9.68 825347 APP Y 9.68 0 
55-9810 Pleasanl Grow Clly 212.96 212.96 a25852 APP Y 212.96 0 
51·7614 Payson City 24.20 2420 a25944 APP Y 24.2 0 
55-9633 Alpine City 67.76 67.78 a26110 APP Y 67.76 0 
54-1088 East Jordan IlT1gaIlon Company 19.36 0.00 UNAP N 0 0 
51·7665 Neil Holbrook 4.84 0.00 UNAP N 0 0 

57·10296 Kent & Marsha Johnson 2.42 0.00 UNAP N 0 0 

Original Right Reduced By: 20,291.29 
Water Right Remaining wlParent 28.108.71 

U:llB11B02I1B02029IOocumenIationlUl Water RlghtsJdS 
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Original 
Water 
Right 

Segregated 
Water Right 

Number 
Owner 01 Record 

Original 
Water Right 
Amount ac·ft 

Change 
Segregated Reduction In Application 

Amount Original Right Number 

Change 
Application Original RIght 

Status Reduced 
Number 
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OrIginal 

51·7191 Payson City 41.31 0.00 NOF' He' 
54-1086 Utah and Salt Lake Canal Company 201.96 201.96 a26292 APP 
54·1065 Utah and Salt Lake Canal Company 270.81 270.81 829293 APP 
59-5269 Utah and Salt Lake Canel Company 10,355.04 10,355.04 .15003 APP 
54-624 Waldo Company 399.33 0.00 al5836 LAP 
59-5385 West Valley City 748.17 748.17 .17201 APP 
53-1377 Utah and Salt Lake Canal Company 454.41 454.41 .19623 APP 
54·982 Ronald & Marsha Paskett 9.23 9.23 a20646 APP 
54·981 Ronald & Marsha Paskett 9.23 9.23 a20645 APP 
54·980 Ronald & Marsha Paskett 7.50 7.50 a20694 APP 
54·979 Ronald & Marsha Paskell 19.94 19.94 820643 APP 

53-1439 

59-5601 

59-5619 

Utah and Salt Lake Canal Company 

City of Riverton 

Utah and Salt Lake Canal Company 

Original Right Reduced By: 
Water Right Remaining w/Parent 

1,940.59 

757.35 

2,882.52 

17,551.75 
28,116.55 

1,840.59 

757.35 

2,882.52 

123189 
824879 
823048 
126617 
823711 

APP 

APP 

APP 

Y 
Y 
Y 
N 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Segregated Original Change Change 
Water Segregated Reduction In Original Right 

Waler RIght Owner of Record Water Right AppHc:atlon Application 
Right Amount 

Humber 
Number Amountac..ft 

Original Righi 
Humber Status 

Reduced 

c;;'\.1'~7"<': / , \ vi: "_~~ .. ~::\::;.: ~jl,;i4iIdl;llIitdIiiittil9\eOii'iPa!ili 
54·1024 Louis & Donna Ault N 
54·1015 Utah Lake Distributing Co. 1.95 1.95 822680 APP Y 
54-716 Utah Lake Distributing Co. 10.22 0.00 NOF NC' N 
59-5257 Utah Boys Ranch/Child & Youth Svc. 27.16 0.00 .14669 LAP N 
59-5271 Utah Lake Distributing Co. 3,439.03 3,439.03 al5005 APP Y 
59-5603 City of Riverton 457.86 457.86 823047 APP Y 
55-9655 Utah Lake Distributing Co. 20.44 0.00 NOF NC' N 
55-9572 Utah Lake Distributing Co. 633.64 633.64 825275 APP Y 
53-1496 E. Johnson 807.38 807.38 825719 APP Y 
55-9629 Pleasent Grove City 235.06 235.06 a28032 APP Y 
54·1090 E. Johnson 495.67 495.67 826402 APP Y 
53-1510 JLC 153.30 153.30 828638 APP Y 
51·7680 NL Topham 20.44 20.44 a26872 APP Y 
55-9693 Mountain View Ranches 919.80 919.80 a26962 APP Y 
51·7705 Robert Goodrow 15.33 0.00 a27057 UNAP N 

OrIginal Right Reduced By: 7,1&4.13 
Waler Righi Remaining w/Parent 36,001.77 
, See Technical Memo<andum for explanation 

Original 
Water 
Right 

Segregated 
Water Right 

Number 
Owner of Record 

Original Segregated Reduction In Change 
Water Right Amount Original Right Application 

Change 
Application OrIginal Right 

Slatus Reduced 
Humber 

···:~~:,.,~/X/::~: ,~r~t.:.:: 
54-1044 
55-9661 

57·10191 
59-5273 

Amount ac..ft Number 

,:C'~illIY'iIf.~AA,fil"ltjatl!i.lj1:ill~Iiy»C '.J~;~f!I!'.;":'c; c;·sci. '.'."'" ,··;·.5<: '';OC' "''''.'., '.' x>'·''-;;,c,,, ';·c'·"';' ........ ~,.'; •• :: .. :.> ... c.·· 
Oraper lITigation Company·c~:~7;r·c ... ' 0.00 823069 Cart 

Hig,land City & Pleasent Grove City 6,004.40 0.00 a26382 APP 
Oraper lITigation Company 4,674.28 0.00 al6627 APP 

lraper lITigation Company & Sandy Canal Co. 2,000.00 2,000.00 815007 APP 

Original Right Reduced By: 
Weter Right Remaining w/Parent 
, See Technical Memo<andum for explanation 

2,000.00 
10,500,00 

N 
N 
N 
Y 

OrIginal 
Water 
RIght 

Segregated 
WlterRight 

Number 
Owner of Record 

Original 
Water Righi 
Arnountac..ft 

Change 
Segregated Reduction In Application 

Amount OrIginal Right Number 

Change 
Application Original RIght 

Slatus Reduced 
HOOIIIer 
:'$~;":2':;~":'\:); .. t: ;.:;;~~:#cI:~iJ~tIp!i <;'ciiI'i"I1Y.; }.;;>t5; .... ~!l··· ·';""'L, ··/i .;,;'.';;?<;. 

59-5379 '498.60 498.60 
59-5272 10,000.00 10,000.00 

Original Right Reduced By: 
Water Right Remaining wlParent 

U:ll8\ 1802\1 B02029IDocumentationlUL Water Righls.x/s 

Attach:U:I ..• DocumentationIWater Rights Memo.dOC 

10,498.10 
5349.40 

:·:~·;~:~·:5'· . 
a15OO6 Y 

Volume 
Diverted 

Upstream 

201.96 
270.81 

0 
0 
0 

454.41 
9.23 
9.23 
7.5 

19.94 

1940.59 
0 

0 

Volume 
Diverted 

Upstream 

1.95 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

633.64 
807.38 
235.06 
495.67 
153.3 
20.44 
919.8 

0 

Volu_ 
Diverted 

Upstream 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Volun. 
Diverted 

Upstream 

10000 

Volun. 
DIverted 

Downstream 

0 
0 

10355.04 
0 

748.17 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
757.35 

2882.52 

Volu_ 
Diverted 

Downstream 

0 
0 
0 

3439.03 
457.86 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Volume 
Diverted 

Downstream 

o 
o 
o 

2000 

Volume 
Diverted 

Downstream 

o 



OrIginal 
Water 
Right 

Owner of Record 

Water RIghi Remaining wlParents 

Original Righi Reduced By: 
Water Righi Remaining wlParent 

Total Primary StOl8ge Rights 
Total Secondary Storage Rights 
Total All StOl8ge Rights 

Total Rights Segregated from OrIginal 
(Secondary and Prirrery) 
Tolal Rights Remaining wiParenl 

Total Delivery Diverted UpsIreem 
Total Delivery Diverted Oownstream 

Primary Deliveries 
Secondary Deliveries 

U:ll Bll 80211 802029IDocumen1a1ion1UL Water RightsJds 

Altach:U:I. .. OocumenIaUonIWater Rights Memo.doc 

57,073.00 

Segregated Reduction In 
Amount Original RIghi 

25,000.00 
14,600.00 

192,906.15 
112,736.90 
305,645.05 

100,311.70 
205,271.35 

34,040.00 
271,605.05 

Upstream Downstream 
30,772.7' 162,133.39 
3,2'7.24 101,471.11 

5 

Original Righi 
Reduced 

57073 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Files (ULS) 

Mark A. Breitenbach, P.E. 
Project Manager 

DATE: March 20, 2000 

SUBJECT: Updated Demands Model For Period 1950-1998 

The purpose of this memorandum is to document changes made in the demands model of the 
Spanish Fork-Nephi Irrigation (SFN) system to update it from the hydrologic period 1930-1973 
to the period 1950-1998 that will be used in the Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery 
System (ULS). This model is a spreadsheet format. As information becomes available for 1999, 
it will be incorporated into the model. 

Project Lands 

The amount of Project lands remains unchanged from the SFN system plan. Attachment 1 is 
Table 3-8 from the Draft Water Supply Appendix that shows a total of75,570 acres of Project 
lands served, including 10, 835 acres 0 f dryland farmed area and 64,735 of irrigated area. The 
amount shown for the Spanish Fork Area (45,688 acres, rounded to 45,690) included 515 acres 
of land in the Southshore area. This area was not included in the water supply allocation of the 
SFN system. The updated model does not include the Southshore area, reducing the Spanish 
Fork Area acreage to 45,173 acres and the total Project acreage from 75,570 to 75,053 acres. 

Consumptive Use and Diversion Requirements 

Consumptive use, irrigation cropping pattern, water conveyance and application efficiency, and 
overall unit irrigation diversion requirement is the same as developed for the SFN system (See 
Attachement I). A technical committee comprised of various local, county, state and federal 
agencies developed the water use values used for the SFN system planning. Attachment 2 is 
Tables 3-9 and 5-5 and Figure 5-3 from the Draft Water Supply Appendix which show the 
distribution of CUP water under the SFN system for the hydrologic period 1930-1973. 
Information on the development of irrigation diversion requirements can be found in an 
unpublished report entitled "Preliminary Water Requirements Report and Appendices, South 
Utah and East Juab Counties, I&D System, May 1994" 

Surface Water Diversions 

Historical surface water diversion data was obtained from the State database. It included Spanish 
Fork River Commissioner data for the Spanish Fork River and USGS gaging records for local 
streams. 

Meters.wpd 1 I.Y.21.l83.TO.43S 



Spanish Fork River Diversions - The river commissioner data was continuous for the period 
from 1950 through 1998. In the last decade, historical diversions have included interim CUP 
water deliveries. The historical diversion data was reduced by the amount of reported CUP 
deliveries. Some discrepancies occur between the River Commissioner Report records and the 
State database, particularly rounding discrepancies. The State database data was used for the 
entire period 1950-1998. The river commissioner reports the diversions from the Spanish Fork 
River under direct diversion rights and the diversions of Strawberry Valley Project (SVP) water. 
The SVP water is mostly supplied from storage in Strawberry Reservoir under a credit system. 
The SVP supply is an average of 61,500 acre-feet per year. The historical supply for the period 
1950-1998 averaged acre-feet per year. All values were therefore increased by_ 
percent so that the average used in the ULS demands model matched 61,500 acre-feet. 

Local Streams - USGS gaging records exist for the following streams: 

• Salt Creek at Nephi, 1951-1980, 1994-present 
• Salt Creek below Nephi Powerplant Div., near Nephi, 1994, 1996-present 
• Summit Creek Near Santaquin, 1955-1966 
• Hobble Creek Above Diversions, Near Springville, 1945-1974 
• Currant Creek near Goshen, 1954-1960 
• Currant Creek near Mona, 1979-present 

The water supply for the period 1950-1998 for each of the SFN subareas that divert local supplies 
was detennined as discussed following 

Nephi- Historical flows in Salt Creek were used. The Salt Creek record was extended in the 
same manner as under the SFN system by correlation with the Chicken Creek record. 

Mona - Local water supply was detennined by using 17.2 percent of the Nephi supply, the 
same procedure as used in the SFN system reports. 

Peteetneet - The historical flows of Summit Creek for the period 1955-1966 were used. A 
correlation by month was made with the extended Salt Creek supply to fill in the missing years: 

January 
February 
March 
April 

48.73 percent 
48.07 percent 
40.92 percent 
42.35 percent 

May 
June 
July 
August 

59.75 percent 
48.35 percent 
45.98 percent 
55.70 percent 

September 
October 
November 
December 

63.24 percent 
65.72 percent 
54.98 percent 
50.75 percent 

Highline Canal- The USBR estimates of the flow ofPeteetneet Creek and other local water 
supplies was use for the period 1950-1973. The record was extended by monthly correlation 
with the extended Salt Creek record to fill in the missing years: 

January 
February 
March 
April 

percent 
percent 
percent 

46.26 percent 

May 
June 
July 
August 

76.70 percent 
42.44 percent 
59.87 percent 
77.17 percent 

September 77.99 percent 
October 20.56 percent 
November 
December 

percent 
percent 

Mapleton - The recorded flow of Hobble Creek was used for the period 1950-1974. The record 
was extended by monthly correlation with the extended Salt Creek record to fill in the missing 
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years: 

January 
February 
March 
April 

percent 
percent 
percent 

17.42 percent 

Elberta - (incomplete) 

May 
June 
July 
August 

32.34 percent 
28.72 percent 
27.11 percent 
37.18 percent 

September 42.84 percent 
October 42.81 percent 
November 
December 

percent 
percent 

Groundwater Supply - Records on groundwater pumping are not readily available because most 
wells are privately owned and operated. The Nephi Irrigation Company operates 5 wells. Power 
records were collected for those wells during the planning ofthe East Juab Water Efficiency 
Project. The Highline Canal company also operates two large wells. According to the USGS, 
the first irrigation well in Juab County was drilled in 1947. Further irrigation well drilling in that 
county did not occur until after the extremely dry year of 1961. In south Utah County, well 
development was not fully developed until the early 1980's. Historical well pumping is therefore 
not a good indication of present day pumping capability or practice. 

The USGS prepared two reports for the CUWCD. The first, UDNR Technical Publication No. 
111, entitled "Hydrology and simulation of groundwater flow in southern Utah and Goshen 
Valley, Utah" reported the historical groundwater pumping for south Utah County for the period 
1930-1991. The second report, UDNR Technical Publication No. 114, entitled "Hydrology and 
simulation of ground-water flow in Juab Valley, Juab County, Utah" reported the historical 
groundwater pumping for Juab County for the period 1930-1993. The USGS collected power 
records of wells that were operated for irrigation and other uses. The monthly power records 
were used to compute annual groundwater pumped by each well. The annual values for each 
well were entered into 40 acre model cells. In some areas, the USGS used stress periods of 
several years rather than a single year. In these areas, the pumpage in the model represents the 
average pumping for the entire stress period. 

The boundaries of the irrigation canal companies that would be served by the ULS were 
overlayed on the USGS groundwater model and the annual pumping for each area was extracted. 
The results are shown in Attachment 3. Attachment 3 shows the SFN model groundwater 
pumping (developed by the USBR), the USGS reported historical pumping (power records) and 
the amount of potential pumping to attempt to meet computed remaining demand in the ULS 
model assuming the maximum pumping capacity identified by the USBR for each canal 
company. 
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TABLE 3-8 
SUMMARY Of ANNUAL IRRIGATION DIVERSION REQUIREMENTS BY SfN SYSTEM AREA 

Item 
Spanish Peteetneet Elberta Mona Nephi 

Fork Area Area Area Subarea Subarea 

Irrigated Lands (Supplemental Water) 45,690 

Non-irrigated Lands 0 

':;'(JE, "'(2 i\~''- ~ r ~ Ac.· 'S.ouTI-i <: lWluTOTAL 45,690 4,630 

!}R~q~.i~~Dienr~~~~~i~Y,~~~~~!f::,:~~1J}{ !.~l~:~~~t~%.' 
Consumptive Use Required for Irrigation 

Effective Precipitation 

Usable Groundwater in Root Zone 

II Unadjusted Net Crop Water Requirement 
Net Irrigation Requirement (95% of above) 

On-Farm Losses 
Farm Delivery Requirement 

Conveyance Loss 

Remaining Demand for Bonneville Unit Water 

For Irrigated Lands 

For Non-irrigated Lands 

TOTAL 

2.41 

0.54 

0.26 

1.61 

1.53 

1.11 

2.64 

0.22 

2.86 

130,700b 

o 

29,500 

0 

29,500 

2.42 

0.54 

0.00 

1.88 

1.77 

1.21 

2.98 

0.15 

3.13 

14,500 

o 

7,100 

0 

7,100 

0.55 

0.00 

1.87 

1.74 

1.13 

2.87 

3,700 
0 

3,700 

0.37 0.37 

0.00 0.00 

2.00 2.00 

1.90 1.90 

1.08 1.16 

2.98 3.06 

6,600 4,600 

8,300 20,200 

14,900 24,800 

0 51,500 

6,100 34,600 

6,100 86,100 

I In the Elberta area, 6,270 acres have historically been irrigated with an inadequate water supply. The supply of Bonneville Unit water available to the Elberta area is insufficient to 
provide a full supply for all these acres. The 1,890 acres shown on this table represents the acreage that could be provided with a water supply on par with the acreage In the 
other agricultural areas of the SfN System. 

b These amounts are reduced from those estimated for the tolal irrigated lands shown in the irrigation demand model (140,400 acre-feet shown In Table 3-15) because these amounts 
are the amounts required for acreage served by the SFN System and exclude acreage served exclusively from other sources. 

• Amount shown is a pro rata share of the existing Elberta area water supply. 
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TABLE 3-9 
AVERAGE ANNUAL IRRIGATION WATER DEMAND, SUPPLY, AND RESULTING SHORTAGES 

Area 

Modeled 
Acreage· 

(acres) 

Total Demand 
(acre-feet) 

I 

225,800 

• Based on 75,570 acres used in the water supply analysis. 

Existing 
Supply" 
(acre-feet) 

SFN System 
Remaining 

Demand 
(acre-fect) 

Bonneville 
Unit Supply 

(acre-feet) 

Supply 
Shortage 
(aae-feet) 

13,000 

b The existing water supply is based on the amounts presently used to meet demands on lands to be served by the SFN System. 

Shortage as 
Percentage 

of Total 
Demand 

4.8 

6.6 

5.1 

C This area consists of the Santaquin area served with water from Summit Creek, and the Goosenest area along the High Line Canal near Payson. 
d In the Elberta area, 6,370 acres would be irrigated with Bonneville Unit water. The 1,890 acres was used in Illodeling to account for limited Bonneville Unit water 

supplies that could be diverted to the area. 
e Provided by return flow collected in Mona Reservoir. 
f Provided by return flows collected in Mona Reservoir and 4,400 acre-feet of water from Strawberry Reservoir released to Mona Reservoir. 
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SFN SYSTEM WATER OPERATION 

TABLE S-S 
COMBINED BONNEVILLE UNIT AND SVP WATER DELIVERIES FROM TIiE SFN SYSTEM 

Water from Strawberry Reservoir 

In Diamond 
Purpose In Main Fork Creek Bonneville 

Conveyance and Spanish Unit Return 
Aqueduct Fork River Subtotal Flows Total 

(I)" (2) (3) (4) (S) 

IRRIGATION WATER 
Southern Utah County 

Mapleton to Santaquin 21,600 6,100 27,700 0 27,700 
SVP Delivery 50,900 10,600 61,500 0 61,500 
Elberta a 0 0 3,400 3,400 

Eastern Juab County 
Mona 13,700 0 13,700 0 13,700 
Nephi 22,600 0 22,600 0 22,600 
West Mona Area 4,400 0 4,400 1,300 5,700 

Irrigation Subtotal 113,200 16,700 129,900 4,700 134,600 
(SVP Water) (50,900) (10,600) (61,500) (0) (61,500) 

(Bonneuille Unit Water) (62,300) (6,100) (68,400) (4,700) (73,100) 

UTAH LAKE, hom: 
Spanish Fork River ll,101Y' 22,400c 33,500 a 33,500 
Southern Utah County 0 0 0 13,800 13,BOO 
Eastern Juab County a 0 0 7,000 7,000 

Utah Lake Subtotal 11,100 22,400 33,500 20,800 54,300 

TOTALS 124,300 39,100 163,400 25,500 188,900 
(SVP Water) (50,900) (10,600) (61,500) (0) (61,500) 

(Bonneville Unit Water) (73,400) (28,500) (101,900) (25,500) (127,400) 

• The amoun:ts shown in Column (1) for the Main Conveyance Aqueduct do not include 4,000 acre-feet of 
river water conveyed in the aqueduct to the High Line Canal water users by exchange. With the river 

water the total amount carried in the aqueduct is 128,300 acre-feet. 
b Includes 8,000 acre-feet exchanged for groundwater pumped for M&I use in southern Utah County. 
c Includes 3,200 acre-feet exchanged for groundwater pumped for M&I use in southern Utah County. 

The 101,900 acre-feet of deliverable Bonneville Unit water from Strawberry Reservoir will 
be divided between the Main Conveyance Aqueduct (73,400 acre-feet) and Spanish Fork 
River (28,500 acre-feet). These totals are shown at the bottom of Table 5-5 in colunms one 
and two of the row labelled "(Bonneville Unit Water).",. 

The 25,500 acre-feet shown at the bottom of column four is the total return flow to Utah 
Lake estimated from the use of SFN System Bonneville Unit water on Table 4-1. 'This return 
flow is also part of the Bonneville Unit water supply. The 25,500 acre-feet consist of 11,700 
acre-feet of return flow to Mona Reservoir and 13,800 acre-feet of return flow to Utah Lake 
from irrigation and M&I deliveries in southern Utah County. Part of the return flow to 
Mona Reservoir is used for irrigation in the Elberta and west Mona areas and the balance 
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Inigation 1,500 A.F.6 

In'igation 800 A.F6 

In'jgalion 11,900 A.F.o 

lnigation 29,300 A.F. 

Utah County 
Irrigation 6,000 A.F. 

Juab County 
lnigation 1,500 A.F. 

Inigation 2,000 A.F. 

Inigation 2,200 A.F. 

Mona 
Inigation 2,100 A.F. t RHe.vo" 

liTigation 7,200 A.F. 1 

Irrigation 3,100 A.F. 

Irrigation 2,400 A.F. 

Inigation 2,600 A.F. 

Irrigation 1,600 A.F. 

lnigation 1,200 A.F. 

Irrigation 1,100 A.F. 

lnigatioll 3,900 A.F. 

Irrigation 5,000 A.F. 

Irrigation 4,800 A.F. 

F ebntary 1998 

~.~ 

c 
l·g ~.,..., 
f,fo~~ 
]~;::-
c":-: 
So": 
{~.8 
I":C\'" 
~ 

SUI 

.. ', ·.;'.T()talWater in SFN System 

:::"i~t;i\~~berryReservoir WIller 163,400 A.F. 
'::"Nat~i~~111 Floh.;", ,.. . ':'98,700 A.F. 

; ..... Total Inflow ... 262,100 A.F. 

ST = Strnwbel'l'Y Resen'oir \Vatt'I' 
NF= Natul'al Sh'enmflow 

SVP River 'Vater in the Main 

",000 A.F. 
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Juab County 

MONA 
AREA 

NEPHI 
AREA 

NEPHI 
CITY 

'" Strawberr-y Reservoir 'Vater 
Diverted 

Bonnc\'iIIc Unit Water 
Irrigation 
M&IJ 
Utah Lake Delivcl), 

•..... ... ' Subtotal 
SVP Water 

. hTiglltion 
. Total Di\'crted 

68,400 A.F. 
11,200 A.F. 
22,300 A.F. 

lIll,90tl A.F. 

61.500 A. F. 
163,·mll A.F . 

. Strawberry Reservoir Water in the 
Main <;onveyance Aqueduct 

".. :.<.:. '. 

Strawberry Reservoir Water in the 
Spanish Fork River. 

B()l~Ae~jlleUI~i~M&I Release 
B()nn~vi1le Unit Irrigation Water 
BOl1rieville Unit Utah I..uke pelivery 
SVP In'igationWater 

Total in Rh'cr" 

NOTES 

3,200 AF. 
6,100 A.F. 

19,200 A.F. 
10,600 A.F. 
39,10(1 A.F. 

1. Includes 14,300 A.F. inflow below Monks 
Hollow. 

2. Includes 4,400 A.F delivery to Mona Reservoir. 
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3. Includes water conveyed to Utah Lake for exchange 
with ground water pumped for M&I supply. 

4. Includes 4,000 A.F. ofBOIU1eville Unit water under an 
exchllnge with SVP river water. 

5. SVP river wllter delivered in aqueduct by 
exchange. 

6. Includes SVP liver waler under exchange. 

Figure 5-3 
Strawberry Reservoir Water and 
Natural Flow in the SFN System 
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Summary Sheets 

Maximum Pumplnq Capacity f:\ IT 1\ C.1r .... M.I:.N'l 3.. 0 f ~ 
~~~~~~~?N~e~ph~i~-----------'----------~~M~on~a~~~~~----' 

De"mands USGS Pumping Demands USGS Pumping 
Model Model Cap~ity Model Model Ca!city 

<::3480 :::> C 2~0 ::J 
YEARS acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet 

1950 9130 628 13080 5360 517 11192 
1951 9770 628 14439 5740 517 11636 
1952 5910 628 4761 3470 517 8105 
1953 8470 628 12170 4980 517 11463 
1954 11340 628 16837 6660 517 11792 
1955 13230 4352 15865 7770 676 11907 
1956 10100 4352 15002 5930 676 11664 
1957 8070 4352 9140 4740 676 10523 
1958 7590 4352 11272 4460 676 10224 
1959 13230 4352 18144 7770 676 12179 
1960 13230 4352 15491 7770 676 11747 
1961 14460 7818 19767 8490 4442 12385 
1962 8150 7818 11628 4790 4442 10805 
1963 9850 7818 13913 5780 4442 11644 
1964 9850 7818 13540 5780 4442 11549 
1965 8470 7818 10516 4980 4442 11055 
1966 10440 7818 16539 6130 4442 11744 
1967 9500 7818 12988 5580 4442 11728 
1968 8530 7818 10523 5010 4442 10997 
1969 7240 8230 11254 4250 5293 10194 
1970 8400 8230 10845 4930 5293 11311 
1971 9450 13260 11222 5550 5867 11030 
1972 13230 13260 17261 7770 5867 12035 
1973 7470 13260 9774 4390 5867 9730 
1974 13260 8520 5867 10716 
1975 13260 15838 5867 11811 
1976 13260 19901 5867 12422 
1977 13260 9487 5867 10095 
1978 13260 12913 5867 10989 
1979 8787 6587 4501 8708 
1980 8787 17858 4501 11944 
1981 8787 11797 4501 10090 
1982 8787 2225 4501 6002 
1983 8787 3707 4501 7080 
1984 3657 10329 909 9908 
1985 3657 10901 909 9624 
1986 3657 19465 909 12322 
1987 3657 18908 909 12237 
1988 13325 19114 3903 12188 
1989 13325 20141 3903 12449 
1990 13325 16407 3903 11882 
1991 13325 20308 3903 12478 
1992 13325 14214 3903 11166 
1993 13325 18999 3903 12268 
1994 8872 10947 
1995 13475 11333 
1996 12930 10835 
1997 9376 10118 
1998~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ______ ~9~37~6~ ________ -L ________ ~~ ____ ~10~1~1~8 

Total 235110 352849 
Average 9796 10231 

Time Pe riod 1950-1973 1971-1990 

647623 
13217 

138080 149257 538368 
5753 4322 10987 

1950-1 998 1950-1973 1961-1993 1950-1998 



Summary Sheets 

YEARS 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1 

195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
1960 
196 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

Total 
Average 

Time Period 

umpmQ et to averaqe 1969-1993 USGS Model P . S 
Nephi 

Demands USGS Pumping 
Model Model ® 2950 

acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet 
9130 628 11050 
9770 628 11723 
5910 628 4761 
8470 628 10001 

11340 628 12573 
13230 4352 12484 
10100 4352 11896 
8070 4352 7675 
7590 4352 9047 

13230 4352 13978 
13230 4352 12278 
14460 7818 14906 
8150 7818 9164 
9850 7818 10980 
9850 7818 10787 
8470 7818 8951 

10440 7818 12328 
9500 7818 10396 
8530 7818 8656 
7240 8230 9132 
8400 8230 8807 
9450 13260 8955 

13230 13260 13325 
7470 13260 7859 

13260 7830 
13260 12117 
13260 14910 
13260 7710 
13260 10419 
8787 6587 
8787 13520 
8787 9524 
8787 2225 
8787 3707 
3657 7924 
3657 8965 
3657 14474 
3657 14318 

13325 14524 
13325 14794 
13325 12254 
13325 14863 
13325 11204 
13325 14498 

7769 
10788 
10241 
7855 
7855 

235110 352849 512587 
9796 ~ ('10297 

1950-1973 1971-19~ 1971-1990 

2 of c., 

Mona 
Demands USGS Pumping 

Model Model Ca~acity 

~ acre-feet acre-feet acre- eet 
5360 517 4282 
5740 517 4517 
3470 517 3320 
4980 517 4487 
6660 517. 4516 
7770 676 4646 
5930 676 4504 
4740 676 4459 
4460 676 4202 
7770 676 4680 
7770 676 4521 
8490 4442 4779 
4790 4442 4150 
5780 4442 4642 
5780 4442 4691 
4980 4442 4370 
6130 4442 4510 
5580 4442 4629 
5010 4442 4467 
4250 5293 4150 
4930 5293 4618 
5550 5867 4236 
7770 5867 4629 
4390 5867 4064 

5867 4679 
5867 4614 
5867 4770 
5867 4150 
5867 4292 
4501 3551 
4501 4505 
4501 4126 
4501 2490 
4501 3320 

909 4150 
909 3792 
909 4650 
909 4707 

3903 4584 
3903 4722 
3903 4719 
3903 4725 
3903 4415 
3903 4735 

4635 
4413 
4226 
4180 
4180 

138080 149257 21~ 
D 5753 ~ C4352 ) 
1950-1973 1961-1993 1961-1993 



Summary Sheets 
Pumprnq Set to average 1950-1973 Demands Model 

® 3. ofG:. 

Mona 

Demands 
Model 

Nephi 
USGS 
Model 

Pumping Demands USGS Pumping 

2670 c~~ 
arl~ Model Model C~ 

YEARS acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet 
1950 9130 628 10210 5360 517 5657 
1951 9770 628 10921 5740 517 5892 
1952 5910 628 4761 3470 517 4420 
1953 8470 628 9441 4980 517 5862 
1954 11340 628 11733 6660 517 5891 
1955 13230 4352 11644 7770 676 6021 
1956 10100 4352 11056 5930 676 5879 
1957 8070 4352 7115 4740 676 5834 
1958 7590 4352 8487 4460 676 5450 
1959 13230 4352 13138 7770 676 6055 
1960 13230 4352 11438 7770 676 5896 
1961 14460 7818 13786 8490 4442 6154 
1962 8150 7818 8604 4790 4442 5525 
1963 9850 7818 10140 5780 4442 6017 
1964 9850 7818 10227 5780 4442 6066 
1965 8470 7818 8391 4980 4442 5745 
1966 10440 7818 11488 6130 4442 5885 
1967 9500 7818 9836 5580 4442 6004 
1968 8530 7818 8096 5010 4442 5842 
1969 7240 8230 8572 4250 5293 5418 
1970 8400 8230 8247 4930 5293 5993 
1971 9450 13260 8395 5550 5867 5611 
1972 13230 13260 12485 7770 5867 6004 
1973 7470 13260 7299 4390 5867 5164 
1974 13260 7439 5867 6054 
1975 13260 11277 5867 5989 
1976 13260 13790 5867 6145 
1977 13260 7150 5867 5525 
1978 13260 9859 5867 5667 
1979 8787 6430 4501 4651 
1980 8787 12622 4501 5880 
1981 8787 8964 4501 5226 
1982 8787 2225 4501 3315 
1983 8787 3707 4501 4296 
1984 3657 7364 909 5318 
1985 3657 8405 909 4892 
1986 3657 13350 909 6025 
1987 3657 13408 909 6082 
1988 13325 13397 3903 5959 
1989 13325 13674 3903 6097 
1990 13325 11414 3903 6094 
1991 13325 13721 3903 6100 
1992 13325 10364 3903 5790 
1993 13325 13478 3903 6110 
1994 7285 6010 
1995 10098 5788 
1996 9681 5601 
1997 7295 5555 
1998~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ______ ~7~29~5~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ______ ~5~5~5~5 

Total 235110 352849 
Average C9796::> 10231 

Time Period 1950-1973 1971-1990 

479202] 138080 149257 278009 
('9813"'0 CS75D 4322 ('5762 D 

1950-1973 1950-1973 1961-1993 1950-1973 



Summary Sheets 
Pumpings ella Averaae 1950-1973 Demands Model 

YEARS 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
1958 
1959 
1960 
196 
1962 
196 
1964 
1965 
1966 
196 
1968 
196 
1970 
197 
1972 
1973 
197 
197 
197 
19n 
197 
1979 
1980 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
198 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
199 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 

1 

3 

7 

9 

1 

4 
5 
6 

8 

1 

5 

1 

DemandS 
Model 

acre--feet 
1900 
2100 
1700 
2200 
2700 
2300 
2600 
1500 
2500 
2700 
2700 
3300 
2700 
3100 
2100 
2200 
2700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1900 
2200 
2500 
1900 

a 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

South Canal 
USGS 
Model 

acre-feet 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
a 
6 
8 
9 
7 
3 
5 

216 
218 
228 
233 
215 
215 
218 
219 
243 
249 
245 
237 
215 
200 
205 
205 
218 
231 
205 
209 
208 

Total 54600 4722 
Average 2275 221 

Pumptng Demands 
Capacily Model 

783 
acre·'eet acre*'eet 

1566 1900 
2059 3000 
1553 1100 
1892 3200 
2412 6200 
2485 3800 
2272 5700 
1579 1100 
1792 5100 
2864 6300 
2367 7200 
3644 10000 
2629 7200 
2740 8800 
3091 3700 
2357 3400 
2646 6200 
2066 1100 
3211 1200 
1566 1200 
1625 1800 
2085 3500 
2241 5200 
1866 2000 
1691 0 
2430 0 
1566 0 
3561 0 
3139 0 
2385 0 
2231 0 
2818 0 
1911 0 
2649 0 
2720 0 
1866 0 
2516 0 
2913 0 
2515 0 
2921 0 
2388 0 
3344 0 
3996 0 
2981 0 
3352 0 
2649 0 
2389 0 
2173 0 
2368 0 

120081 99900 
2275 4163 

Highline Mapleton 
USGS Pumping Demands USGS PumpIng Demands 
Model Capacily Model Model Capacity Model 

1021 111 
acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre·feel acre-feet acre-feet 

a 3163 0 100 222 2000 
a 4184 200 100 251 2200 
a 2406 0 100 222 1700 
a 2931 200 100 111 2200 

39 4446 600 100 222 2700 
39 4184 300 100 259 2300 
39 4265 400 100 333 2700 
39 5173 0 100 222 1500 
39 4051 400 100 210 2500 
39 4184 600 100 457 2700 
39 4487 700 100 333 3000 
39 5105 1000 49 655 3400 
39 5205 700 169 333 3000 

143 4926 800 696 537 3300 
65 4110 300 273 274 2100 
0 S025 200 178 333 2300 

253 4219 600 614 288 2700 
60 2706 0 176 222 1700 
52 4284 0 235 445 1700 
57 3617 0 263 333 1700 
0 3815 0 380 333 2000 

44 4260 200 230 222 2300 
15 5205 400 670 444 2600 
14 3947 0 630 322 2000 
26 4943 0 719 573 0 
4 4382 0 642 666 0 
0 4228 0 999 666 0 

81 6226 0 1067 SOl 0 
44 4715 0 1120 666 0 
23 4825 0 801 573 0 
2 4907 0 619 666 0 
0 4892 0 567 666 0 
0 4288 0 594 555 0 
0 6274 0 523 n7 0 
1 6127 0 564 666 0 
0 6226 0 523 666 0 
4 6426 0 523 576 0 
4 5605 0 523 359 0 
4 5555 0 741 327 0 
4 4714 0 n8 666 0 

208 5732 0 911 555 0 
5658 0 525 0 
6226 0 555 0 
4551 0 666 0 
5405 0 666 0 
5736 0 715 0 
3842 0 666 0 
5139 0 777 0 
4384 0 7n 0 

1459 230904 7600 17883 23053 56300 
40 4162 317 559 316 2346 

lakeshore Eastbench Salem 
USGS PumPIng Demands USGS Pumping Demands USGS Pumping Oemands 
Model Capadty Model Model Capacity Model Model Capacity MOdel 

439 150 900 
acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-Ieet acre-Ieet acre-teet acre-Ieet 

0 1815 500 0 151 500 0 405 150 
a 2195 500 a 300 700 a 438 175 
a 2217 500 0 386 500 a 341 ISO 
0 2219 500 a 600 700 a 293 175 
0 2744 600 0 600 1100 0 1243 200 
a 2135 500 a 586 800 0 670 188 
0 2166 600 0 450 1000 a 375 200 
0 2213 500 0 591 500 0 321 138 
0 2368 500 0 453 900 30 356 188 
a 2622 600 a 828 1200 30 1464 200 
0 2634 700 0 600 1200 30 758 213 
a 2634 900 a n3 1700 376 2400 225 
a 2195 700 513 869 1200 376 1013 213 
a 2583 700 644 7SO 1500 340 1175 225 
a 2741 500 343 623 800 342 926 175 
0 2195 500 355 7SO 700 286 445 175 
0 2552 600 547 617 1100 891 645 200 
0 2013 500 264 365 500 696 713 ISO 
0 2798 500 384 600 500 523 1330 ISO 
0 2251 500 449 600 500 542 451 ISO 
0 2141 500 528 750 500 531 291 ISO 
0 2274 500 1235 300 700 670 160 175 
0 2224 600 1289 600 1000 981 477 188 
0 ·Z395 500 920 367 500 786 300 ISO 
0 2834 0 1061 354 a 1041 S07 0 
0 2672 0 683 S05 0 230 1497 0 
0 2294 0 1465 300 0 744 724 0 
a 2634 0 1231 7SO 0 919 2841 0 
0 2809 0 945 696 0 305 160 0 
0 2834 0 1129 4SO 0 941 180 0 
a 2422 0 804 4SO a 187 294 0 
0 2587 0 507 300 0 204 864 0 
1 '?387 0 S05 329 0 185 117 0 
1 2593 0 505 600 0 278 1100 0 
1 2395 0 551 450 0 255 890 0 
1 :2263 0 72 4SO 0 385 789 0 
1 2460 0 459 4SO 0 389 572 0 
1 2634 0 459 450 0 568 1095 0 
1 2571 0 459 S04 0 599 701 0 
1 2595 0 459 600 0 954 815 0 
1 2634 0 436 736 0 859 1258 0 

2708 0 600 0 1362 0 
2634 0 900 0 2153 0 
2634 0 4SO 0 738 0 
2634 0 600 0 1713 0 
2612 0 750 0 2030 0 
2727 0 450 0 740 0 
2834 0 600 0 461 0 
1579 0 450 0 699 0 

9 120502 13S00 19202 26685 20300 16471 41294 4301 
o 2347 563 662 563 846 546 708 179 

Time Period 1950-1973 1970-1990 1950-1973 1950-I 973 1963-1990 1950-1973 1950-1973 1961-1990 1950-1973 1950-1973 1968-1990 1950-1973 1950-1973 1962-1990 1950-1973 1950-1973 1961-1990 19SO-1973 1950-1973 

Sp_Fk_ Southeast 
USGS Pumping 
Model Capacity 

55 
acre-teet acre-feet 

110 
110 
220 
165 
165 
227 
167 
165 
139 
275 
161 
275 
220 
212 
172 
175 
137 
178 
220 
110 
190 
220 
110 
220 
113 
165 
165 
204 
220 
110 
165 
220 
220 
275 
165 
220 
167 
220 
239 
220 
216 
220 
198 
183 
220 
202 
220 
220 
220 

o 9332 
o 181 

1950-1973 

Spfk_ Westfield 
Oemands USGS PumPIng 

Model MOdel CapaCIty 
446 

acre-feet acre-feet acre-feet 
1050 a 446 
1225 a 
1050 0 
1225 0 
1400 a 
1312 a 
1400 a 
962 a 

1312 a 
1400 a 
1487 a 
1575 125 
1487 265 
1575 260 
1225 255 
1225 367 
1400 357 
10SO 347 
10SO 387 
10SO 378 
10SO 388 
1225 359 
1312 349 
10SO 339 

0 329 
0 320 
a 310 
0 301 
0 291 
0 233 
0 228 
0 50 
0 SO 
0 SO 
0 SO 
0 SO 
0 SO 
0 so 
0 51 
0 51 
0 51 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

30099 6671 
1254 222 

1950-1973 1961-1990 

892 
892 

1526 
1172 
757 

1015 
1338 
892 

1586 
896 

2076 
1567 
1411 
1784 
1576 
1413 
1116 
2084 

961 
949 

1336 
1230 
1312 
1022 
915 
962 

2019 
1139 
997 

1115 
1497 
1382 
2084 
1638 
1192 
1376 
1203 
1282 
1499 
1196 
2084 
2084 
1706 
1985 
1638 
1796 
1340 
1192 

66567 
1259 

1950-1973 

19SO 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
19B8 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
199B 



Summary Sheets 
Ito Pumping se A 

YEARS 

1 

7 

9 
a 
1 

3 

5 

7 

9 
0 
1 

3 
4 
5 

8 
9 
0 
1 

19SO 
195 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
196 
196 
1962 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
1988 
196 
197 
197 
1972 
197 
197 
197 
1976 
19n 
197 
197 
198 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

verage USGS Model 
South Canal 

Demands USGS 
Model Model 

acr.'eet acre-feal 
1900 4 
2100 4 
1700 4 
2200 4 
2700 4 
2300 4 
2600 4 
1500 4 
2500 4 
2700 4 
2700 4 
3300 4 
2700 4 
3100 a 
2100 6 
2200 8 
2700 9 
1700 7 
1700 3 
1700 5 
1900 216 
2200 218 
2500 228 
1900 233 

0 215 
0 215 
0 218 
0 219 
0 243 
0 249 
0 245 
0 237 
0 215 
0 200 
0 205 
0 205 
0 218 
0 231 
0 205 
0 209 
0 208 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2275 221 

Pumping 
Capacily 

53 
acre-Ieet 

106 
212 
106 
159 
212 
251 
191 
119 
159 
265 
233 
265 
212 
265 
265 
265 
265 
265 
265 
106 
159 
212 
265 
159 
184 
212 
106 
318 
305 
235 
265 
265 
159 
212 
265 
159 
212 
265 
265 
212 
265 
265 
318 
265 
318 
212 
265 
212 
212 

10953 
224 

J 54600 4722 

1950-1973 1970·1990 1970-1990 

Total 
Average 

Time Period 

Highline 
Demands USGS 

Model Model 

acre-feet acre-feet 
1900 0 
3000 0 
1100 0 
3200 0 
6200 39 
3800 39 
5700 39 
1100 39 
5100 39 
6300 39 
7200 39 

10000 39 
7200 39 
8800 143 
3700 65 
3400 0 
6200 253 
1100 60 
1200 52 
1200 57 
1800 0 
3500 44 
5200 15 
2000 14 

0 26 
0 4 
0 a 
0 81 
0 44 
0 23 
0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 4 
0 4 
0 4 
0 4 
0 208 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

99900 1459 
4163 40 

1950·1973 1963·1990 

Mapleton Lakeshore 
Pumping Demands USGS Pumping Demands USGS Pumping 
Capacily Model Model Capacity Model Model Capacily 

7 126 0 
acre-feel acre-feet acre-feet acre-Ieet acre-feet acre-feet acre·feel 

28 0 100 252 2000 0 
35 200 100 266 2200 0 
28 0 100 252 1700 0 
35 200 100 126 2200 0 
42 600 100 252 2700 0 
35 300 100 274 2300 0 
42 400 100 378 2700 0 
42 0 100 252 1500 0 
35 400 100 225 2500 0 
35 600 100 517 2700 0 
42 700 100 378 3000 0 
35 1000 49 730 3400 0 
42 700 169 378 3000 0 
35 800 696 597 3300 0 
42 300 273 304 2100 0 
42 200 178 378 2300 0 
42 600 614 318 2700 0 
28 0 176 252 1700 0 
42 0 235 505 1700 0 
35 0 263 378 1700 0 
35 0 380 378 2000 0 
42 200 230 252 2300 0 
42 400 670 504 2600 0 
42 0 630 352 2000 0 
42 0 719 648 0 0 
42 0 642 756 0 0 
42 0 999 756 0 0 
49 0 1067 561 0 0 
42 0 1120 756 0 0 
42 0 801 648 0 0 
42 0 619 756 0 0 
42 0 567 754 0 0 
49 0 594 630 0 1 
56 0 523 882 0 1 
56 0 564 756 0 I 
49 0 523 756 0 1 
56 0 523 651 0 1 
49 0 523 404 0 1 
56 0 741 357 0 1 
42 0 n8 756 0 1 
56 0 911 630 0 1 
56 0 585 0 
49 0 625 0 
49 0 756 0 
49 0 756 0 
56 0 805 0 
49 0 756 0 
56 0 882 0 
42 0 882 0 

2121 7600 17883 26001 56300 9 
44 317 559 559 2346 0 

1963·1990 1950-1973 1961·1990 1961-1990 1950·1973 1968·1990 1968·1990 

Eastbench Salem 
Oemands USGS Pumping DemandS USGS Pumping Demands 

Model Model Capacity Model Model Capaclly Model 
190 260 

acre-Ieet acre-feet acre·feet acre-Ieet acre·feet acre-feet acre·feel 
0 500 a 191 500 a 260 150 
0 500 0 380 700 0 361 175 
0 500 a 466 500 0 341 ISO 
0 500 0 760 700 0 293 175 
0 600 0 760 1100 0 598 200 
0 500 0 706 800 0 519 188 
0 600 0 570 1000 0 260 200 
0 500 a 711 500 0 321 138 
0 500 a 533 900 30 356 188 
0 600 a 1007 1200 30 781 200 
0 700 a 760 1200 30 478 213 
a 900 0 966 1700 376 907 225 
a 700 513 1069 1200 376 645 213 
a 700 644 950 1500 340 589 225 
0 500 343 783 800 342 836 175 
0 500 355 930 700 286 445 175 
0 600 547 743 1100 891 398 200 
a 500 264 445 500 696 613 ISO 
0 500 384 760 500 523 819 ISO 
0 500 449 729 500 542 451 ISO 
0 500 528 950 500 531 291 ISO 
0 500 1235 380 700 670 160 175 
0 600 1289 760 1000 981 449 188 
0 500 920 447 500 786 300 ISO 
0 0 1061 434 0 1041 456 0 
0 0 683 626 0 230 820 0 
0 0 1465 380 0 744 658 0 
0 0 1231 950 0 919 1297 0 
0 0 945 856 0 305 160 0 
0 0 1129 570 0 941 180 0 
0 0 804 570 0 187 294 0 
0 0 507 380 0 204 537 0 
0 0 505 409 0 185 117 0 
0 0 505 760 0 278 560 0 
0 0 551 570 0 255 652 0 
0 0 72 570 0 385 620 0 
0 0 459 570 0 389 554 0 
0 0 459 570 0 568 720 0 
0 0 459 624 0 599 558 0 
0 0 459 760 0 954 602 0 
0 0 436 896 0 859 720 0 
0 0 760 0 862 0 
0 0 1140 0 928 0 
0 0 570 0 709 0 
0 0 760 0 929 0 
0 0 950 0 1080 a 
0 0 570 0 624 0 
0 0 760 0 461 0 
0 0 570 0 560 0 

0 13500 19202 33333 20300 16471 271~1 4301 
0 563 662 670 846 546 547 179 

19SO·1973 1962·1990 1962·1990 1950·1973 1961·1990 1961·1990 1950·1973 

Sp.Fk. Southeast 
USGS Pumping 
Model Capacily 

0 
acre·feel acre·feet 

0 
0 

1950·1973 

Sp.Fk. Westfield 
Demands USGS Pumping 

Model Model capacily 
58 

acre-feet acre-feel acre-feet 
0 1050 0 58 
0 1225 0 116 
0 10SO 0 116 
0 1225 0 232 
0 1400 0 174 
0 1312 0 116 
0 1400 0 174 
0 962 0 174 
0 1312 0 116 
a 1400 0 232 
0 1487 a 120 
0 1575 125 290 
0 1487 265 232 
0 1575 260 232 
a 1225 255 232 
0 1225 367 232 
0 1400 357 263 
0 1050 347 231 
0 1050 387 290 
0 10SO 378 174 
0 1050 3S8 173 
0 1225 359 290 
0 1312 349 232 
0 10SO 339 232 
0 0 329 174 
0 0 320 139 
0 0 310 174 
0 0 301 290 
0 0 291 232 
0 0 233 174 
0 0 228 216 
0 0 SO 232 
0 0 so 218 
0 0 SO 290 
0 0 SO 232 
0 0 SO 174 
0 0 SO 232 
0 0 50 185 
0 0 51 232 
0 0 51 304 
0 0 51 178 
0 0 290 
0 0 290 
0 0 290 
0 0 322 
0 0 232 
0 0 290 
0 0 232 
0 0 174 

o 30099 6671 1052~j 
o 1254 222 226 

1950-1973 1961·1990 1961-1990 

19SO 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
19n 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 



Summary Sheets 

YEARS 

1 
2 

19SO 
195 
195 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
1965 
1966 
196 
196 
196 
197 
197 
1972 
1973 
197 
197 
1976 
1977 
197 
1979 
1980 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
198 
1988 
1989 
1990 
199 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

7 

9 

1 
2 
3 

7 
8 
9 
0 
1 

4 
5 

8 

1 

7 

1 

Demands 
Model 

acre-feet 
1900 
2100 
1700 
2200 
2700 
2300 
2600 
1500 
2500 
2700 
2700 
3300 
2700 
3100 
2100 
2200 
2700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1900 
2200 
2500 
1900 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

South Canal 
USGS 
Model 

acre·feet 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
0 
6 
8 
9 
7 
3 
5 

216 
218 
228 
233 
215 
215 
218 
219 
243 
249 
245 
237 
215 
200 
205 
205 
218 
231 
205 
209 
20B 

Total 54600 4722 
Average 2275 221 

Time Period 195C).1973 1970-1990 

Hiqhline Mapleton lakeshore 
Pumping Demands USGS Pumping DemandS USGS Pumping Demands USGS PumPIng 
Capacily Model Model Capacity Model Model Capacity Model Model Capacily 

1000 5800 600 t400 
acre .. feet acre-feel acre-feet acre-feet acr~feet acre-feet acre-feet acre-Ieel acre-feer acre·feet 

1903 1900 0 8670 0 100 653 2000 a 3311 
2493 3000 0 12391 200 100 480 2200 0 4970 
1770 1100 0 5970 0 100 845 1700 0 3767 
2159 3200 0 10539 200 100 200 2200 0 4399 
2846 6200 39 14053 600 100 1047 2700 0 6020 
2919 3800 39 13661 300 100 407 2300 0 5207 
2706 5700 39 13299 400 100 741 2700 0 4789 
2013 1100 39 14S03 0 100 800 1500 0 4057 
2009 5100 39 10062 400 100 529 2500 0 4758 
3515 6300 39 14966 600 100 1481 2700 0 6624 
2801 7200 39 14528 700 100 1281 3000 0 6125 
4461 10000 39 21913 1000 49 2498 3400 0 6976 
3063 7200 39 19462 700 169 1600 3000 0 5537 
3391 8800 143 21257 800 696 2070 3300 0 6052 
3742 3700 65 14814 300 273 1192 2100 0 6135 
2791 3400 0 14788 200 178 927 2300 0 5151 
3080 6200 253 13657 600 614 1067 2700 0 5951 
2500 1100 60 9921 0 176 735 1700 0 4712 
3860 1200 52 11758 0 235 921 1700 0 5529 
2000 1200 57 10861 0 263 1144 1700 0 4582 
2059 1800 0 13068 0 380 801 2000 0 5032 
2519 3500 44 11866 200 230 954 2300 0 4616 
2675 5200 15 16882 400 670 1411 2600 0 5194 
2300 2000 14 10113 0 630 1013 2000 a 5363 
2125 0 26 14086 0 719 1962 0 0 7476 
3081 0 4 14365 0 642 2700 0 0 5934 
2000 0 0 14044 0 999 2717 0 0 4689 
4212 0 81 19947 0 1067 2185 0 0 6957 
3614 0 44 11356 0 1120 2593 0 0 5316 
2819 0 23 11842 0 801 2222 0 0 5643 
2448 0 2 11039 0 619 2955 0 0 4324 
3469 0 0 17190 0 567 2577 0 0 6929 
2186 0 0 13426 0 594 2299 0 1 4295 
3300 0 0 23728 0 523 3449 0 1 5653 
3154 0 1 23788 0 564 2788 0 1 S071 
2300 0 0 15828 0 523 2216 0 1 3544 
2950 0 4 18083 0 523 2208 0 1 5285 
3347 0 4 16464 0 523 1644 0 1 6600 
2949 0 4 15197 0 741 793 0 1 6031 
3572 0 4 1m2 0 778 2101 0 1 6699 
2822 0 208 18657 0 911 2335 0 1 6847 
3792 0 20273 0 1981 0 6898 
4521 0 18678 0 2114 0 6640 
3613 0 16189 0 2664 0 6271 
4003 0 19286 0 2354 0 6035 
3300 0 20882 0 2963 0 5633 
2823 0 13979 0 2892 0 '<734 
2607 0 16604 0 3700 0 4890 
2802 0 16498 0 3247 0 33t4 

143386 99900 1459 742216 7600 17883 86456 56300 9 267566 
2926 4163 40 15147 317 559 1764 2346 o 5461 

1950-1998 1950-1973 1963-1990 1950-1998 1950-1973 1961-1990 19SO-1998 1950-1973 1968-1990 19SCH998 

Eastbench 
Demands USGS 

Model Model 

acre-feet acr&-feet 
500 0 
500 0 
500 0 
500 0 
600 0 
500 0 
600 0 
500 0 
500 0 
600 0 
700 0 
900 0 
700 513 
700 644 
500 343 
500 355 
600 547 
500 264 
500 384 
500 449 
500 528 
500 1235 
600 1289 
500 920 

0 1061 
0 683 
0 1465 
0 1231 
0 945 
0 1129 
0 804 
0 S07 
0 505 
0 505 
0 551 
0 72 
0 459 
0 459 
0 459 
0 459 
0 436 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13500 19202 
563 662 

1950-1973 1962-1990 

Pumping 
Capacity 

600 
acre·feet 

599 
414 
886 

2081 
1794 
1138 
1337 
966 
953 

2335 
1909 
2606 
2623 
2435 
1493 
1610 
1720 
1096 
1366 
1288 
16SO 
873 

2222 
767 
989 

1071 
800 

2738 
1471 
1010 
846 

1200 
605 

1711 
1107 
1022 

764 
1298 
1575 
2041 
2330 
2030 
3500 
1700 
2300 
2411 
1700 
1900 
1300 

75581 
1542 

Salem 
DemandS USGS Pumping Demands 

Model Model CapaClly Model 
900 

acre·feel acre·feet acre-feet acre-feel 
500 0 405 150 
700 0 438 t75 
500 0 341 150 
700 0 293 175 

1100 0 1243 200 
800 0 670 188 

1000 0 375 200 
500 0 321 138 
900 30 356 188 

1200 30 1464 200 
1200 30 758 213 
1700 376 2400 225 
1200 376 1013 213 
1500 340 1175 225 
800 342 926 175 
700 286 445 175 

1100 891 645 200 
500 696 713 ISO 
500 523 1330 ISO 
500 542 451 150 
500 531 291 ISO 
700 670 160 175 

1000 981 477 188 
500 766 300 ISO 

0 1041 S07 0 
0 230 1497 0 
0 744 724 0 
0 919 2841 0 
0 305 160 0 
0 941 180 0 
0 187 294 0 
0 204 864 0 
0 185 117 0 
0 278 1100 0 
0 255 890 0 
0 385 789 0 
0 389 572 0 
0 568 1095 0 
0 599 701 0 
0 954 815 0 
0 859 1258 0 
0 1362 0 
0 2153 0 
0 738 0 
0 1713 0 
0 2030 0 
0 740 0 
0 461 0 
0 699 0 

20300 16471 41294 4301 
846 546 843 179 

1950-1998 1950-1973 1961-1990 19SO-1998 1950-1973 

Sp.Fk. Southeast 
USGS 
Model 

acre·feet 

o 
o 

Pumping DemandS 
Capacity Model 

70 
acre· feet acre·feet 

140 1050 
140 1225 
280 1050 
210 1225 
210 1400 
287 1312 
212 1400 
210 962 
169 1312 
338 1400 
188 1487 
3SO 1575 
270 1487 
242 1575 
217 1225 
208 1225 
167 1400 
208 1050 
280 1050 
140 1050 
235 1050 
280 1225 
140 1312 
280 1050 
143 0 
210 0 
210 0 
249 0 
280 0 
140 0 
210 0 
280 0 
280 0 
350 0 
207 0 
280 0 
212 0 
268 0 
296 0 
277 0 
261 0 
280 0 
243 0 
213 0 
280 0 
247 0 
271 0 
280 0 
280 0 

116SO 30099 
238 1254 

1950-1998 1950-1973 

Sp.Fk. Westfield 
USGS Pumping 
Model Capacity 

525 
acre-feet acre-feet 

0 525 
0 995 
0 10SO 
0 1763 
0 1330 
a 836 
0 1173 
0 1575 
0 10SO 
0 1823 
0 1054 

125 2392 
265 f725 
260 1569 
255 2100 
367 1734 
357 1571 
347 1274 
387 2400 
378 1119 
368 1107 
359 1494 
349 1388 
339 1470 
329 1180 
320 1073 
310 1120 
301 2335 
291 1297 
233 1155 
228 1273 

SO 1734 
50 1619 
50 2400 
50 1875 
SO 13SO 
50 1534 
50 1361 
51 1440 
51 1657 
51 1354 

2400 
2400 
1864 
2143 
1875 
2033 
1498 
1350 

6671 75834 
222 1548 

1961-1990 1950-1998 

19SO 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1966 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 



1950 
195 
1952 
1953 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
196 
196 
196 
1966 
196 
1968 
196 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
198 
198 
198 
198 
1984 
198 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
199 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

1 

5 

7 

9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 

9 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
0 
1 
2 
3 

5 

1 

Water Delivery Comparisons 
old model 

STRAWBERRY DELIVERY ~OTAL 
VALLEY FROM SVP& 

PROJECT SPANISH FORK RIVER TOTAL 
WATER RIVER RIGHTS DELIVERY DELIVERY 

40,839 8,234 49,073 48,925 
35.936 10,380 46,316 46,464 
35.121 11.682 46,803 46,824 
43,251 3,428 46.679 46,680 
40,229 233 40.462 40,461 
37,103 1,547 38.651 38,652 
39.618 1,679 41,297 41,478 
28,994 6,055 35,049 35,142 
35,977 8,405 44,382 44,382 
39,020 307 39,326 39,328 
40,765 0 40,765 40,764 
27,477 952 28,429 28,727 
21,414 12,462 33,876 33,937 
22,859 2,374 25,233 25,234 
29,331 4,623 33,954 33,953 
24,882 17,661 42,543 42,542 
37,480 1,357 38,837 38,837 
33,022 13,729 46,750 46,752 
30,922 11,333 42,255 42,258 
35,372 13.450 48,822 48,822 
32,573 9,330 41,903 41,903 
34,237 9,299 43.536 43,536 
36,047 1,848 37,895 37,894 
32,725 8,486 41,212 41,211 
36,888 8,392 45,280 
33,084 11,851 44,935 
41,030 2,273 43,302 
35,962 0 35,962 
34,662 12,262 46,924 
37,695 11.441 49,135 
34,231 15,154 49,385 
38.844 934 39,778 
31.011 12,971 43,982 
14,208 15,905 30.113 
21,720 8,995 30,714 
33,209 7,188 40,395 
31,707 5,980 37,686 
38,190 64 38,253 
41,722 0 41,722 
40,587 281 40,848 
36,558 0 36,558 
29,518 2,481 31,999 
36,605 0 36,605 
29,928 8,155 38,082 
37,696 156 37.852 
24,526 2,954 27,480 
31,474 8.384 39,858 
29,375 9.595 38,970 
32,528 10,610 43,138 

HIGH LINE CANAL 
D~MAND MET OEMAN~ Mp HEADOF REMAINING 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET DIV. REO. PROJ. LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGE/MO BY WELLS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE ~ DEMAND: 

1,022 19,940 18,514 
9.200 3,166 1.900 57.700 7.266 8.998 
6.100 4.188 3,000 57.700 7,173 9.138 

14,500 2,408 1,100 57,700 3,308 4,892 
7.400 2,933 3,200 57,700 7.063 7,604 
5.700 4,450 6,200 57,700 11,472 10.160 
8.500 4.188 3,800 57,700 8,796 9,433 
·5,700 4.268 5,700 57,700 10.572 9,261 
9.000 5,177 1,100 57,700 8,215 12,545 

10.400 4.054 5,100 57,700 6,212 5,994 
4.000 4,188 6.300 57.700 12,629 10,945 
5,900 4,491 7,200 57,700 11,402 9,072 
3,100 5,110 10.000 57,700 20,213 16,395 
8.500 5,210 7,200 57.700 17,080 15,898 
5,700 4,930 8,800 57,700 22,434 19,118 
5,800 4,113 3,700 57,700 13,664 14,177 

10.300 5,029 3,400 57,700 10,829 12,527 
7,300 4,223 6;200 57,700 11,858 10,267 
7,600 2,708 1,100 57,700 7,815 9,771 
8,300 4,288 1,200 57.700 6.492 10,857 

12.500 3,620 1,200 57,700 6.834 10,081 
8,100 3,818 1,800 57,700 8,588 11,867 
8,900 4,263 3,500 57,700 7,059 8,525 
7,400 5,210 5,200 57,700 12.226 12,828 
9,500 3,950 2,000 57,700 5,185 7,914 

12,300 3,605 57,700 5.774 
5,300 3,985 57,700 5,738 
2,400 4,188 57,700 9,537 

14,100 5,210 57,700 7,802 
9,900 3,010 57,700 4,250 

21,900 2,301 57,700 2.889 
4.500 4,131 57.700 4,092 

15,100 3,166 57,700 7,439 
51,700 2,440 57,700 1,696 
73,000 4,188 57,700 3,073 
15,500 4,310 57,700 10,309 
19,500 4,230 57,700 6,390 
1,900 6,232 57,700 11,311 
2,300 5.499 57,700 11,220 
2,200 5,259 57,700 8,373 
1,400 4.718 57,700 12,593 
4,900 4,552 57,700 10,598 
1.000 5,363 57,700 17,511 
8.400 5.210 57,700 11,431 
2,700 4,188 57,700 12,651 

11.300 4,188 57.700 5,892 
7.900 4,839 57.700 16,966 

10.000 3.166 57.700 10,741 
13,900 4,188 57,700 7.251 
13,900 3,166 57,700 4,989 

Ave~~sLI ____ ~33~,6~36=-______ ~6,~426~ __ ~4~0~,06~I ____ 4~0~,6~1~3 ______ ~1~0~,5~39=_ ______ ~4,~I~90=_ ______ 4~,~I63~ ______ ~5~7~.7~00~ ____ ~9~.2~84~ ____ ~1~0.~7~61~1 
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195 
195 
195 
195 
1954 
1955 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
196 
196 
196 
1963 
196 
196 
1966 
196 
1968 
196 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
1977 
197 
197 
1980 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
199 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

0 
1 
2 
3 

7 

9 
0 
1 
2 

4 
5 

7 

9 

° 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

B 
9 

1 

1 

STRAWBERRY 
VALLEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

10.3B9 
9.389 
4.565 

10,885 
11,260 
10.471 
10,583 
B.767 
9,084 
9.669 

10,277 
7.290 
6.684 
5,632 
7.516 
4.757 
9.864 
B.254 
7,405 
8,404 
8,492 
9.143 

10.005 
7,880 
9.323 
6.308 

10,447 
9,766 
8,706 
9,695 
7,045 

10.739 
6.758 
2.572 
5.440 
7,865 
8,486 

12.038 
12.697 
10.295 
10,194 
8,198 

10,127 
6,836 

10,194 
4.454 
6.894 
5.080 
4.760 

DElIVERY 
FROM 

SPANISH FORK 
RIVER RIGHTS 

~~~ 
1.519 

127 
0 
0 

151 
280 
684 

0 
0 
0 

979 
52 

759 
2.128 

87 
1,904 
1,138 
2,877 
1,041 
2,115 

104 
2.958 
2,476 
1.132 

0 
0 

1.508 
1,536 
2.136 

129 
1,866 
2.994 
2.459 
1.652 
1.590 

0 
0 

756 
0 

508 
0 

1.414 

° 754 
1.075 
1.271 
1,582 

TOTAL 
SVP& 
RIVER TOTAL 

DELIVERY DELIVERY 

lu.814 lu.Bl~ 
10.160 10,161 
6.083 6,084 

11.011 11.012 
11,260 11.240 
10.471 10.474 
10.734 10,735 
9,047 9.044 
9,768 9,769 
9.669 9,668 

10,277 10,278 
7.290 7,289 
7.662 7,662 
5,684 5.683 
8.275 8,275 
6.885 6,885 
9.951 9,951 

10,158 10,158 
8,543 8,542 

11,281 11,280 
9,533 9,573 

11,258 11,258 
10.109 10,095 
10.B38 10,838 
11.799 
7.440 

10,447 
9.766 

10,214 
11,231 
9.181 

10,868 
8,624 
5.566 
7.899 
9.516 

10.075 
12.038 
12,697 
11,051 
10,194 
8.706 

10,127 
8,249 

10.194 
5.208 
7.969 
6.351 
6.342 

MAPLETON CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMAND MET HEADu~ REMAINING 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET DIV. REO. PROJ. LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGE/MO BY WELLS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE: DEMAND: 

112 3.825 3.673 
4.600 ~~; 0 12.Boo 136 627 
4,700 200 12,800 21B 422 
B.4oo 224 0 12.800 4B8 830 
4.Boo 112 200 12.800 0 0 
2.800 224 600 12.800 799 726 
3,300 260 300 12.Boo 142 391 
4.200 336 400 12.800 358 519 
5,200 224 0 12.800 1.099 1.398 
5,300 211 400 12.800 305 464 
1.900 461 600 12.800 1,042 1,234 
2.100 336 700 12.800 1,109 1,121 
1.000 660 1,000 12,800 3,725 3,485 
4.100 336 700 12,800 1.569 1,784 
4,100 541 800 12.800 2.844 2.626 
3.000 276 300 12.800 2,303 2.472 
6,300 336 200 12,800 973 1,285 
3,300 290 600 12,800 1,198 l,lB8 
4,300 224 0 12.800 443 707 
4.500 449 0 12,800 285 0 
6.200 336 0 12,800 735 0 
4,300 336 0 12,800 114 ° 4,000 224 200 12.800 447 916 
3.100 448 400 12.800 881 1,300 
4.500 324 ° 12.800 289 877 
6.200 336 12.800 171 
2.900 436 12,800 2,640 
1.300 660 12,800 1,098 
6.800 258 12,800 127 
4.900 180 12,800 242 

10.400 50 12,800 0 
2.400 491 12,800 1,750 
6,900 165 12,800 10 

25.400 112 12,800 121 
33,100 0 12,800 0 

7,600 112 12,800 370 
8.900 212 12.800 1.340 
1,300 374 12,800 1,696 
1,200 224 12,800 379 
1,100 112 12.800 0 

700 578 12.800 700 
2,400 436 12.800 1,113 

500 517 12,800 3,741 
3,700 336 12,800 1.454 
1.400 548 12,800 2,808 
5.700 170 12,800 0 
3.900 560 12.800 3.356 
4.800 428 12.800 1.140 
6.800 448 12.800 1.120 
6.800 448 12.800 1,055 

AveragesIL ___ ;:;B."'400==-____ ...:9::::5:o:B ___ 9;:; . .::;35::,:7 __ -=:9"',44::;9=--___ 5;:;,.:.24.:.;7 _____ 3=:2::::3'--___ ....;3=-1"'7 ___ ......:1:;2,"'B:=;00=--____ 9::.;7..:8 ___ ",,1 . .::,01.:.;5,-,1 
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195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
195 
1956 
195 
195 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
1963 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
1968 
196 
1970 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
1976 
197 
1978 
1979 
1980 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1988 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 
8 
9 

1 
2 

5 

7 

9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 

1 

STRAWBERRY 
VALLEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

2,a~ 
2,638 

871 
2,844 
3,325 
2,843 
2,887 
2,700 
2,949 
2,734 
2,812 
1,801 
2,093 
1,428 
2,484 

864 
2,488 
1,904 
1,816 
1,494 
1,995 
2,120 
1,527 

366 
24 

1,717 
3,095 
2,514 
1,961 
1,712 
1,833 
2,792 

787 
0 
0 

1,779 
54 

3,119 
2,530 
2,931 
2,834 
1,922 
3,450 
1,519 
2,514 

676 
1,726 

372 
3,154 

DELIVERY TUTAL 
FROM SVP & 

SPANISH FORK RIVER TOTAL 
RIVER RIGHTS DELIVERY DELIVERY 

6,380 9,238 9,238 
5,138 7,775 7,776 
9,291 10,162 9,160 
4,6G6 7,510 7,509 
1,260 4,585 5,016 
3,745 6,588 6,587 
4,985 7,752 7.752 
5,917 8,617 a,617 
5,045 7,994 8,014 
1,883 4,616 3,640 
2,554 5,366 5,365 
1,284 3,088 3,088 
4,496 6,589 6,589 
4,594 6,022 6,020 
2,778 5,262 5,262 
6,967 7,831 7,832 
3,596 6,Oa4 6,084 
5,274 7,178 7,180 
4,665 6,481 6,481 
6,351 7,845 7,845 
5,490 7,484 7,484 
5,950 8,070 8,070. 
4,616 6,143 6,142 
6,702 7,06a 7,069 

0 24 
4,409 6,126 
3,795 6,890 

976 3.490 
3,333 5,294 
4,190 5,902 
5,851 7,684 
1,514 4,306 
7,784 a,570 
6,230 6,230 
7,741 7,741 
6,927 8,706 
6,690 6,744 

972 4,091 
2,534 5,064 
1,976 4,908 

611 3,446 
1,589 3,511 

0 3,450 
3,834 5,354 
1,741 4,255 
4,192 4,888 
5,359 7,085 
6,400 6,772 
6,813 9,967 

LAKESHORE CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMANuMET HEADO~ REMAININ\,; 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET DIV. REO. PROJ. LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGEIMO BY WELLS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE = DEMAND: 

439 4,274 4,207 
0 1,8!~ 2,000 12,800 2,840 2,411 
0 2,195 2,200 12,800 3,632 3,069 
0 2,217 1,700 12,800 1,733 1,601 
0 2,219 2,200 12,800 3,092 2,483 
0 2,744 2,700 12,aoo 5,385 3,904 
0 2,135 2,300 12,800 4,424 3,397 
0 2,166 2,700 12,800 3,863 2,668 
0 2,213 1,500 12,800 2,543 2,145 
0 2,368 2,500 12,800 3,211 2,144 
0 2,622 2,700 12,800 6,111 5,617 
0 2,634 3,000 12,800 4,930 3,254 
0 2,634 3,400 12,800 7,687 5,573 
0 2,195 3,000 12,800 4,951 3,333 
0 2,583 3,300 12,800 5,997 4,010 
0 2,741 2,100 12,800 4,723 4,002 
0 2,195 2,300 12,800 3,994 3,005 
0 2,552 2,700 12,800 5,237 3,755 
0 2,013 1.700 12,800 3,752 3,403 
0 2,798 1,700 12,800 3,406 0 
0 2,251 1,700 12,800 3,585 0 
0 2,141 2,000 12,800 3,806 0 
0 2,274 2,300 12,800 2,842 l,a14 
0 2,224 2,600 12,800 4,978 3,916 
0 2,395 2,000 12,800 3,388 2,754 
0 2,834 12,800 9,750 
0 2,672 12,800 3,879 
0 2,294 12,aOO 3,559 
0 2,634 12,800 7,218 
0 2,809 12,800 4,623 
0 2,834 12,800 3,978 
0 2,422 12,800 2.750 
0 2,587 12,800 6,135 
0 2,387 12,800 2,246 
0 2,593 12,800 3,855 
0 2,395 12,800 2,577 
0 2,263 12,800 1,742 
0 2,460 12,800 3,540 
0 2,634 12,800 6,183 
0 2,571 12,800 5,417 
0 2,595 12,800 5,685 
0 2,634 12,800 6,590 
0 2,708 12,800 6,418 
0 2,634 12,800 7,504 
0 2,834 12,800 4,480 
0 2,634 12,800 6,029 
0 2,612 12,800 5,177 
0 2,727 12,800 2,881 
0 2,834 12,800 3,084 
0 1,579 12,800 2,090 

Ave~~sLI ______ ~1,~9~76~ ______ ~4~,2~65~ ____ ~6,~2~41~ __ ~6~,8~2~6 __________ 0~ ______ ~2,~4~59~ ______ 2~,~346~ ______ ~1~2~,8~00~ ______ ~4,~44~0~ ____ =2,~644~1 
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1950 
195 
195 
195 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
195 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
196 
196 
197 
197 
1972 
197 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

1 
2 
3 

5 

7 
8 
9 

1 
2 
3 

5 

7 
8 
9 
a 
1 

3 

1 

STRAWBERRY 
VALLEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

7,193 
3,110 
6,734 
7,092 
8,176 
7.373 
6,662 
6,247 
6,607 
6,798 
6,515 
5,423 
4,749 
4,086 
5,963 
3,736 
6,832 
5,373 
5,872 
6,001 
6,326 
6,782 
7,468 
5,567 
5,896 
6,559 
8,650 
6,862 
6,056 
7,436 
6,397 
8,961 
5,799 

0 
a 

6,341 
4,651 
8,862 
8,932 
7,283 
7,063 
6,292 
6,473 
5,069 
6,645 
2,830 
5,019 
2,458 
4.831 

DELIVERY 
FROM 

SPANISH FORK 
RIVER RIGHTS 

6,961 
12,375 
6,772 
6,092 
3,271 
5,110 
6,190 
6,653 
8,235 
2,252 
4,467 
2,184 
6,587 
5,886 
4,344 
9,176 
5,436 
7,742 
7,314 
9,883 
6,917 
8,934 
5,741 
9,177 
9,559 
6,319 
6,284 
1,880 
6,756 
8,785 

10,352 
3,461 

10,542 
13,581 
13,798 
10,490 
11,966 
3,164 
5,089 
3,362 
3,240 
5,482 
1,644 
7,937 
3,526 
7,717 
8,134 
9,725 
8,859 

TOTAL 
SVP& 
RIVER TOTAL 

DELIVERY DELIVERY 

14,154 13,052 
15,485 14,154 
13,505 15,484 
13,184 13,503 
11,447 11,994 
12,483 12,484 
12,852 12,875 
12,900 12,898 
14,843 14,842 

9,050 9,049 
10,982 10,981 

7,607 7,606 
11,336 11,336 

9,972 9,973 
10,307 10,304 
12,913 12,913 
12,268 12,268 
13,115 13,116 
13,186 13,184 
15,885 15,885 
13,243 13,223 
15,716 15,717 
13,209 13,209 
14,744 14,744 
15,455 
12,878 
14,934 
8,742 

12,811 
16,221 
16,749 
12,422 
16,341 
13,581 
13,798 
16,831 
16,616 
12,026 
14,021 
10,845 
10,303 
11,775 

8,116 
13,007 
10,171 
10,546 
13,153 
12,183 
13,691 

EASTBENCH CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMAND MET HEAD OF REMAINING 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET ON. REa. PROJ LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGElMO BY WELLS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE = DEMAND: 

150 4,251 4,169 
0 151 500 12,800 439 2,116 
0 300 500 12,800 0 881 
0 386 500 12,800 757 308 
0 600 500 12,800 2,212 1,382 
0 600 600 12,800 1,605 2,489 
0 586 soo 12,800 592 1,366 
0 450 600 12,800 1,559 2,430 
0 591 500 12,800 319 1,243 
0 453 soo 12,800 647 1,337 
0 828 600 12,800 2,936 4,454 
0 600 700 12,800 1,871 3,161 
0 773 900 12,800 5,220 6,404 
0 869 700 12,800 2,744 ·4,215 
0 750 700 12,800 3,824 5,161 
0 623 500 12,800 1,761 3,051 
a 750 soo 12,800 1,018 2,292 
a 617 600 12,800 2,000 3,287 
a 365 500 12,800 1,341 2,464 
a 600 500 12,800 359 a 
a 600 500 12,800 489 0 
a 750 500 12,800 728 a 
a 300 500 12,800 334 1,116 
a 600 600 12,800 1,472 2,782 
a 367 500 12,800 0 752 
0 354 12,800 991 
a 505 12,800 1,495 
a 300 12,800 548 
a 7SO 12,800 3,657 
0 696 12,800 367 
a 450 12,800 456 
0 4SO 12,800 324 
a 300 12,800 1,814 
a 329 12,800 0 
0 600 12,800 1,617 
a 4SO 12,800 252 
0 450 12,800 168 
0 4SO 12,800 75 
0 4SO 12,800 1,998 
0 504 12,800 858 
0 600 12,800 3,523 
0 736 12,800 2,636 
a 600 12,800 1,634 
0 900 12,800 4,257 
0 4SO 12,800 1,339 
0 600 12,800 2,586 
0 750 12,800 2,450 
0 4SO 12,800 1,712 
0 600 12,800 1,290 
a 450 12,800 1,439 

Avera~LI ______ ~5~,96~0 ______ ~6~,9=2~6~ __ ~12~,=886~ __ ~1~2~,7=00~ _________ 0~ ______ ~54~5 ________ ~56~3 ______ ~1~2~,8=00~ ____ ~I~,46~3 ____ ~2~,~19=5~1 
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1950 
195 
195 
1953 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
195 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
1968 
1969 
1970 
197 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

1 
2 

5 

7 
8 
9 

1 
2 
3 

5 

7 

I 

STRAWBERRY 
VALLEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

0 
390 

0 
306 
518 
409 
508 
439 
395 
490 
323 
389 
297 
201 
404 

16 
395 
163 

0 
0 

360 
13 

465 
0 

287 
14 

507 
217 
569 
506 

18 
446 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

310 
629 
538 
483 
605 
985 
416 
514 

0 
0 
0 

75 

DELIVERY TOTAL 
FROM SVP& 

SPANISH FORK RIVER TOTAL 
RIVER RIGHTS DELIVERY DELIVERY 

7,705 7,705 7,706 
7,398 7,788 7,788 
7,634 7,634 7,673 
8,005 8,311 8,311 
5,231 5,749 5,750 
5,911 6.319 6,321 
7,103 7,611 7,610 
6.980 7,419 7.329 
7,503 7,898 7,896 
4,504 4,994 4.974 
5,691 6,014 6,015 
3,151 3,540 3,540 
6,136 6,433 6,431 
6.523 6.724 6,722 
4,710 5,115 5,111 
7,415 7,432 7,430 
6,001 6,396 6,396 
6,620 6,984 .6,985 
6,304 6,304 6,196 
8,069 8,069 8,180 
6,242 6.602 6,602 
7,050 7,063 7,062 
6,719 7,184 7,183 
7,674 7,674 7,675 
8,209 8,496 
5,586 5,601 
6,135 6,641 
2,724 2,940 
6,320 6,889 
6,372 6,878 
6,883 6,901 
5,451 5,897 
8,457 8,457 
5,798 5,798 
7,579 7,579 
6.197 6,197 
6,430 6,430 
5,151 5,462 
5,476 6,104 
5,038 5,576 
4,766 5,249 
4,047 4,652 
3,150 4,135 
6,261 6,677 
4,438 4,952 
5,262 5,262 
6,320 6,320 
6,632 6,632 
6,416 6,490 

SALEM CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMAND MET HEAD OF REMAINI,...G 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET DIV. REO. PROJ. LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGEIMO BY WELLS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE = DEMAND: 

300 2.035 1.936 
0 300 500 5,900 100 290 
0 401 700 5,900 35 131 
0 341 500 5.900 0 134 
0 293 700 5,900 0 0 
0 678 1,100 5,900 537 537 
0 559 800 5,900 106 201 
0 300 1,000 5,900 71 71 
0 321 500 5.900 0 115 
0 356 900 5,900 0 0 
0 864 1,200 5,900 595 572 
0 518 1.200 5,900 228 187 
0 1,027 1.700 5,900 1,555 1,080 
0 685 1.200 5,900 313 408 
0 669 1,500 5,900 482 356 
0 876 800 5,900 46 197 
0 445 700 5,900 0 141 
0 438 1,100 5,900 197 154 
0 653 500 5,900 57 487 
0 899 500 5,900 410 0 
0 451 500 5,900 0 0 
0 291 500 5,900 0 0 
0 160 700 5,900 0 109 
0 477 1,000 5,900 0 180 
0 300 500 5,900 0 190 
0 496 5,900 11 
0 900 5,900 568 
0 724 5,900 0 
0 1,457 5,900 1,497 
0 160 5,900 0 
0 180 5,900 0 
0 294 5,900 0 
0 593 5,900 258 
0 117 5,900 0 
0 600 5,900 476 
0 692 5,900 189 
0 660 5,900 123 
0 572 5,900 0 
0 800 5,900 281 
0 598 5,900 98 
0 642 5,900 165 
0 800 5,900 436 
0 942 5,900 400 
0 1,008 5,900 1,273 
0 738 5,900 0 
0 1,049 5,900 631 
0 1,200 5,900 790 
0 664 5,900 72 
0 461 5,900 0 
0 600 5,900 94 

Aver~esLI ______ ~2~7~8 ______ ~6~.1~5~5~ __ ~6.~43~2~ __ ~6~.7~87~ _________ 0~ ______ ~5~97~ ______ ~846~ ______ ~5.~9OO~ ______ ~2~47~ ____ ~2~3~1 I 
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1950 
195 
1952 
1953 
195 
195 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
196 
196 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
1980 
198 
1982 
198 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
199 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

1 

4 
5 

7 

9 

1 
2 
3 

5 

7 
8 
9 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1 

3 

1 

STRAWBERRY 
VALLEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

3,100 
3,469 
1,719 
4.760 
4,508 
4,337 
3,981 
3,528 
4,050 
3,843 
4,562 
3,146 
2,658 
2,304 
4,052 
1,405 
3,B19 
2,539 
2,713 
3,274 
2,726 
3,176 
3,811 
1,663 
2,835 
3,606 
4,420 
4,346 
2,866 
2.620 
1,570 
3,054 
1,514 

0 
0 

2,583 
1,830 
4,647 
5,698 
4,769 
4,698 
3,616 
4,387 
1,460 
4,012 
1,440 
2,199 
1,428 
1,996 

DELIVERY TOTAL 
FROM SVP& 

SPANISH FORK RNER TOTAL 
RIVER RIGHTS DELIVERY DELIVERY 

12,298 15,397 17,100 
10,157 13,626 17,100 
14,843 16,562 17,100 
10,952 15,712 17,100 
7,373 11,881 17,100 
8,076 12,412 17,100 
9,907 13,888 17,100 

12.495 16,024 17,100 
11,386 15,436 17,100 
6,714 10,557 17,100 
7,943 12,505 17,100 
4,453 7,599 17,100 
8,710 11,368 17,100 
8,715 11,019 17,100 
6,520 10,572 17,100 

11,311 12,716 17,100 
8,623 12,442 17,100 

10,453 12,992 17,100 
9,418 12,131 17,100 

12,243 15,518 17,100 
10,526 13,252 17,100 
10,905 14,081 17,100 
10,312 14,123 17,100 
12,429 14,091 17,100 
11,794 14,629 
9,349 12,955 
9,529 13,949 
5,128 9,473 
8,730 11,596 
9,629 12,249 

12,092 13,682 
8,460 11,514 

12,786 14,300 
11,367 11,367 
12,601 12,601 
12,440 15,023 
12,342 14,172 
7,884 12,531 
8.298 13,996 
7,124 11,893 
7,612 12,310 
7,308 10,923 
4,696 9,082 
9,121 10,581 
6.403 10,415 
7,696 9,136 

10,049 12,248 
11,638 13,067 
11,658 13,655 

SOUTH CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMAND MET HEAD OF REMAINING 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMANOMET ON. REO. PROJ. LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGEIMO BY WELLS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE: DEMAND: 

783 515 515 
a 1,566 1,900 17,100 2,684 3,370 
a 2,059 2,100 17,100 2,628 3,219 
a 1,553 1,700 17,100 1,454 2,266 
a 1,892 2,200 17,100 2,149 2,660 
a 2,412 2,700 17,100 3,725 3,892 
a 2,485 2,300 17,100 2,360 3,027 
a 2,272 2,600 17,100 3,091 3,448 
0 1,579 1,500 17,100 1,366 2,194 
0 1,792 2;500 17,100 1,780 2,018 
0 2,864 2,700 17,100 4,492 4,922 
0 2,367 2,700 17,100 3,140 3,713 
0 3,644 3,300 17,100 6,137 6,393 
0 2,629 2,700 17,100 3,673 4,192 
0 2,740 3,100 17,100 5,069 5,on 
0 3,091 2,100. 17,100 3,604 4,824 
0 2,357 2,200 17,100 2,769 3,488 
0 2,646 2,700 17,100 3,323 3,708 
0 2,066 1,700 17,100 3,140 3,947 
0 3,211 1,700 17,100 2,228 0 
0 1,566 1,700 17.100 2,880 0 
0 1,625 1.900 17,100 3,135 0 
0 2,085 2,200 17,100 2,280 2;941 
0 2,241 2,500 17,100 3,140 3,574 
0 1,866 1,900 17,100 2,349 3,239 
a 1,691 17,100 2,640 
0 2,430 17,100 3,385 
0 1,566 17,100 2,731 
0 3,561 17,100 5,242 
0 3,139 17,100 2.366 
0 2,385 17,100 2,863 
0 2,231 17,100 1,882 
0 2,818 17,100 3.997 
0 1,911 17,100 1,612 
0 2,649 17,100 3,646 
0 2,720 17,100 2,316 
0 1,866 17,100 1,804 
0 2,516 17,100 891 
0 2,913 17,100 2,925 
0 2.515 17,100 2.162 
0 2,921 17,100 3,427 
0 2,388 17,100 3,697 
0 3,344 17,100 3,669 
0 3,996 17,100 4,881 
0 2,981 17,100 3,584 
0 3,352 17,100 3,490 
0 2,649 17,100 6,403 
0 2,389 17,100 2,587 
0 2,173 17,100 2,378 
0 2,368 17,100 2,391 

Aver~esLI ______ ~J~,O~76~ ______ ~9~,64~3 ____ ~12~,7~1~9~ __ ~1~7,~100~ ________ ~0~ ____ ~2~,~45~1~ ____ ~2~.2~7~5~ ____ ~17~,~I00~ ______ ~3~,05~2~ ____ ~3~,1~7~1 I 
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195 
195 
195 
195 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
1960 
196 
1962 
196 
1964 
1965 
1966 
196 
1968 
196 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
197 
1979 
1980 
198 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1984 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

0 
1 
2 
3 

5 

7 

9 

1 

3 

7 

9 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

1 

STRAWBERRY 
VAllEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

169 
249 
(95) 
206 
217 

26 
158 
134 
39 
0 

238 
197 
161 
138 
195 
206 
250 
229 

16 
208 
229 
208 
188 
161 
157 
229 
171 
219 
229 
229 
208 
252 
229 
252 
221 
221 
243 
276 
267 
391 
195 
221 
276 
221 
208 
187 
221 
221 
220 

DELIVERY TOTAL 
FROM SVP& 

SPANISH FORK RIVER TOTAL 
RIVER RIGHTS DeliVERY DELIVERY 

2,705 2,875 2,659 
2.203 2,452 2,204 
1,998 1,903 2,047 
2,622 2,829 2,622 
2,024 2,241 2,024 
1,865 1,891 1,864 
2,031 2,189 2,028 
1,815 1,946 1,816 
2,235 2,274 2,251 
1,623 1,624 1,623 
1,878 2,116 I,B77 
1,173 1,370 1,174 
1,605 1,765 1,606 
1,579 1,717 1,578 
1,493 1,688 1,494 . 
1,855 2,061 1,854 . 
2,063 2,313 2,062 
1,678 1,907 1,679 
1,521 • 1,537 1.538 
2,121 2,328 2,122 
1,718 1,947 1,719 
1,904 2,113 1,905 
2,047 2,235 2,046 
1,777 1,938 1,778 
2,269 2,426 
1,823 2,052 
2,069 2,240 
1,135 1,354 
1,684 1,893 
2,015 2,244 
1,793 2,001 
1,730 1,982 
1,746 1,975 

540 792 
1,603 1,824 
1,581 1,802 
1,781 2,024 
1,555 1,831 
1,684 1,951 
1,682 2,073 
1,745 1,939 
1,385 1,605 
1,916 2,192 
1,639 1,860 
1,684 1,872 
1,322 1,509 
2,160 2,381 
1,863 2,084 
1,359 1,579 

SOUTHEASTFIELD CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMAND MET HEAD OF REMAINING 

BY LOCAL BY WELLS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET DIV. REO. PROJ.LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVERAGE/MO BY WEllS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE = DEMAND: 

55 947 914 
0 110 150 2,500 377 434 
0 110 175 2,500 470 516 
0 220 150 2,500 694 734 
0 165 175 2,500 446 521 
0 165 200 2,500 600 639 
0 227 188 2,500 526 609 
0 167 200 2,500 480 543 
0 165 138 2,500 964 1,068 
0 139 188 2,500 434 472 
0 275 200 2,500 787 884 
0 161 213 2,500 298 526 
0 275 225 2,500 1,185 1,274 
0 220 213 2,500 666 732 
0 212 225 2,500 763 811 
0 172 175 2,500 714 975 
0 175 175 2,500 549 612 
0 137 200 2,500 495 549 
0 178 150 2,500 675 750 
0 220 150 2.500 736 0 
0 110 150 2,500 591 0 
0 190 150 2,500 696 0 
0 220 175 2,500 497 601 
0 110 188 2,500 530 564 
0 220 150 2,500 634 689 
0 113 2,500 400 
0 165 2,500 458 
0 165 2,500 440 
0 204 2,500 1,299 
0 220 2,500 431 
0 110 2,500 285 
0 165 2,500 427 
0 220 2,500 804 
0 220 2,500 605 
0 275 2,500 1,383 
0 165 2,500 572 
0 220 2,500 855 
0 167 2,500 654 
0 220 2.500 835 
0 239 2,500 557 
0 220 2,500 634 
0 216 2,500 711 
0 220 2,500 876 
0 198 2,500 685 
0 183 2,500 729 
0 220 2,500 628 
0 202 2,500 1,035 
0 220 2,500 285 
0 220 2,500 517 
0 220 2,500 1,014 

Ave~~sIL ______ ~I~94~ ______ ~I~.7~8~1 ____ ~I~.9~7~4 _____ ,~,8~9~9~ ________ ~0~ ______ ~19O~ ________ ~17~9~ ____ ~2~,5~00~ ______ ~6~51~ ____ ~6~04~1 
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19SO 
195 
195 
1953 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
1958 
195 
1960 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
1968 
1969 
1970 
197 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1966 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

1 
2 

5 

7 

9 

1 
2 
3 

5 

7 

1 

STRAWBERRY 
VAllEY 

PROJECT 
WATER 

2,175 
2,808 
3,815 
(821) 

2,657 
3,152 
2,711 
1,491 
2,275 
2,083 
3,132 
2,279 
2,067 
1,368 
2,582 
2,760 
2,985 
3,030 
3,066 
3,067 
3,067 
3,091 
3,068 
3,067 
3,040 
3,067 
3,354 
3,029 
3,067 
3,067 
3,296 
3,272 
3,087 
3,374 
3,067 
3,067 
3,374 
3,872 
3,710 
3,471 
3,105 
3,063 
3,072 
3,075 
3,127 
2,576 
3,067 
3,067 
2,793 

DEliVERY 
FROM 

SPANISH FORK 
RIVER RIGHTS 

15,500 
15,529 
15,847 
15,527 
12,372 
14,493 
15.281 
13,852 
15,234 
12,266 
12,972 
8,391 

12,488 
11,71B 
7,667 

12,590 
12,982 
13,911 
11,245 
16,185 
14,459 
14,257 
13,058 
14,341 
16,646 
12,486 
13,534 
9,279 

12,744 
13,814 
12,945 
12,587 
13,451 
7,956 

10,366 
13,988 
14,451 
15,147 
14,401 
13,257 
13,843 
8,9SO 

11,754 
12,138 
12,566 

9,165 
10,636 
13,918 
13,997 

TOTAL 
SVP& 
RIVER TOTAL 

DEliVERY DELIVERY 

17,674 15,590 
18,337 15,538 
19,662 15,791 
14,706 15,537 
15,030 12,381 
17,645 14,506 
17,993 15,289 
15,343 13,863 
17,S09 15,244 
14,349 12,276 
16.104 12,981 
10,670 8,400 
14,555 12,497 
13,086 11,937 
10,249 10,147 
15,350 12,679 
15,967 12,991 
16,941 13,922 
14,311 11,255 
19,252 16,195 
17,526 14,488 
17,348 14,267 
16,125 13,059 
17.408 14,351 
19,686 
15,553 
16,887 
12,308 
15,811 
16,881 
16,242 
15,858 
16,538 
11,329 
13,433 
17,055 
17,825 
19,020 
18,111 
16,728 
16,948 
12,012 
14,826 
15,214 
15,692 
11,741 
13,703 
16,984 
16,791 

WESTFIELD CANAL 
DEMAND MET DEMAND MET HEADuF REMAINING 

BY lOCAl BY WEllS CANAL DEMAND: 
SURFACE DEMAND MET DIV. REO. PROJ.LANDS REMAINING 
SUPPLIES AVE RAG ElMO BY WEllS TOTAL ACRES ACREAGE· DEMAND: 

446 6,628 5,323 
0 446 1,050 17,100 1,041 2,287 
0 892 1,225 17,100 1,068 2,694 
0 892 1,050 17,100 1,432 2,309 
0 1,526 1,225 17,100 1,311 2,648 
0 1,172 1,400 17,100 2,219 4,043 
0 757 1,312 17,100 556 2,814 
0 1,015 1,400 17,100 1,328 3,463 
0 1,338 962 17,100 2,223 3,520 
0 892 1,312 17,100 931 2,303 
0 1,586 1.400 17,100 2,819 4,7SO 
0 896 1,487 17,100 2,159 3,602 
0 2,076 1,575 17,100 5,989 6,514 
0 1,567 1,487 17,100 2,947 3,372 
0 1,411 1,575 17,100 3,647 4,581 
0 1,764 1,225 17,100 4,409 5,382 
0 1,576 1,225 17,100 2,784 3,345 
0 1,413 1,400 17,100 3,126 3,513 
0 1,116. 1,050 17,100 2,571 2,999 
0 2,064 I,OSO 17,100 3,291 0 
0 961 1,050 17,100 2,240 0 
0 949 1,050 17,100 2,717 0 
0 1,336 1,225 17,100 2,306 2,759 
0 1,230 1,312 17,100 3,222 3,674 
0 1,312 I,OSO 17,100 1,568 2,166 
0 1,022 17,100 1,616 
0 915 17,100 2,378 
0 962 17,100 2,276 
0 2,019 17,100 5,566 
0 1,139 17,100 1,622 
0 997 17,100 2,039 
0 1,115 17,100 2,365 
0 1,497 17,100 3,562 
0 1,382 17,100 2,333 
0 2,084 17,100 3,502 
0 1,638 17,100 3,303 
0 1,192 17,100 2,482 
0 1,376 17,100 1,663 
0 1,203 17,100 2,440 
0 1,282 17,100 2,362 
0 1,499 17,100 2,531 
0 1,196 17,100 3,428 
0 2,064 17,100 5,375 
0 2,084 17,100 3,779 
0 1,706 17,100 2,945 
0 1,985 17,100 2,530 
0 1,638 17,100 5,840 
0 1,796 17,100 4,002 
0 1,340 17,100 2,205 
0 1,192 17,100 2,024 

Av~~e.~I ______ ~2~.860~ _______ 1~2~,98~3 ____ ~15~,~84~3~ __ ~1~3,~5~49~ ________ ~0~ ______ ~I,=35~9~ ______ ~I~.2=54~ ____ ~1~7,~1~00~ ____ ~2~.6~9~5 ____ ~3~,0~3~1~1 
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Water Delivery Comparisons 
old ........ 

PETEETNET 
MEAD OF HISTORICAL HISlO ICAl WELL OEMAN REMAINING REMAI MAl SURPLUS CIIIl,RSIONS SU PLUS OlVER IONS 

CANAL DiVERSIONS DIVERSIONS WATER MeT DEMAND: DEMAND: OEMANC: DEMAND: HISTORICAL HISTORICAL 
CIV, REO TOTAL TOTAL PROJECT LANCS- PROJECT LANDS-

TOTAL ACRES- AREA AREA ACREAGE-
4.130 4.630 

uso 14.500 9.1" 10, 00 2.916 7,360 8, 7,030 5,794 7,030 5,794 2.68 3, 
1951 14.500 6,936 UOO 2,916 6,80. 7,576 7,586 '6,894 7,586 6,894 1,717 2,140 
1952 14,500 25.0IU 22,900 2,916 1t.8I9 tt,077 2.57t 3,393 2,571 3,313 13,814 12,160 
1953 14,500 10.713 1,000 2,911 8.<02 7,171 5,918 6.794 5.918 6,m 1,709 1,140 
195' 14,500 6,515 ',300 2,916 5,910 0,596 '.&00 9,n. 1.400 9,71' ',1lot 120 
HIS5 '4,500 7.1711 ,7,200 2,916 6,105 7;078 7,085 7,394 7.015 7,394 1,634 1,140 
1951 14.SOD U07 6,100 2,916 6.300 6,478 1,090 7,914 1,090 7,_ t.511 ' ". 1,740 
1957 14,500 13,023 13,000 2.916 9,805 '9,177, 4.545 ',593 ',S05 ',593 4,094 ',360 
1951 , ... sao 12,083 12,000 2,916 1,133 '8,178 6,257 6,2M 6.257 6.29' ',225 ·",'740 
1159 14.500 5,ln 5,200 2,916 5,276 5,396 11.114 9,074 9,114 9,07, 507 120 
lHO 14.500 6.181 6,200 2,916 6.2!5& 6,376 1,1:14 I,DI' 8,130 8,094 1.460 , ... 0 
1161 '4,500 3.657 3,500 2.916 4,826 4,796 9.514 9,87' 9.564 ,,9,67' 331 520 
1162 1.,500 1,937 ',200 2,916 7,9'5 5,396 6,475 1.074 6.'75 ',074 3.'38 '20 
1163 14.500 6.116 8,000 2.916 6",7 1,176 8,213 8,214 8,273 1,294 700 940 
1964 14.500 8.064 1,100 2.916 7.653 7,676 6.737 6,794 6,737 6,794 1.193 2,140 
1165 14,500 9,139 1,900 2.916 8,"" 8,478 5,979 5,994 5.979,' . '5,9!14 2.175 2.~40 
1966 '4.500 7.349 7,300 2.916 6.073 6,176 1.317 8,214 1,317 1,294 1.921 2,240 
1967 14.500 8,270 7.500 . 2.916 8.022 7,176' 6,368 7,294 6,368 7,294 1,330 1,640 
1968 '4.500 10,726 10,300 2.916 1.918 8,176 5.4n "6,2M 5.412 0;294 2,736 2.140 
'969 14.500 15.451 \5,700 2.916 8.582 ,10,253" 5,808 ',217 5,1OS 4,217 7.010 .-4,940 
1970 14.500 1t.150 10.100 2,918 8,739 8,376 5.651 6,094 5.651 6,094 2,222 3,1UO 
1971 14.500 11,321 1t.,400 2.916 1,577 " 8.578, 5,a13 5,894 , 5,113 5,194 2,823 ' 3,340 
1972 14.500 6.321 4~IOC" 2,916 5.B91 6,176 11.499 8,294 ',-499 1,294 " SO. 640 
1973 14.500 14.713 14,100' 2.916 9,210 9,976 5,100 ';494 5,100 4,-494 6,851 ',740 
1974 14,500 12,073 2,916 10,119 4,271 4.271 3,132 
1975 14,500 1.112 UI. 6,101 8.212 8,212 1.281 
1976 '4.500 3,200 2,916 ',627 9,763 9.163 191 
1977 14.500 13,532 2,916 1,595 ',795 4.795 $.37t 
1978 14,500 10,561 2,916 7.'55 6,935 U35 3,608 
1171 14,SOD 20.914 2,91& 10,997 3,393 un 10,017 
1980 14,500 5,311 2.916 5.762 8,621 1,828 1.9 
1981 14.500 15,099 2,118 1.230 6.160 6.160 7,137 
1982 14,500 4 •• "0 2,91. 12.772 1.611 1.61' 34.052 
1113 14.500 14,800 2,918 12,15' 2,236 2,236 49.929 
leu 14,500 1&.117 2,118 1,054 5.331 5,lJI 7,021 
lias 14.500 19,167 2,111 1.74. 5,142 5,642 10.502 
11M 14,500 2,117 UI. 3,"" 10.'92 10,492 413 
ItII7 14,500 2,211 2,91. ',532 1,151 9,158 353 
11M 1'.500 2,2$1 2,116 .,133 10,257 10,257 858 
ItIIt 14.$00 1,'$1 2.916 3,839 10,551 10.551 31S 
lHO ' •• 500 4.l75 2,916 5.738 1.651 1,851 1,219 
1181 ' •• 500 1,41' Uti 3,"'" 10.'42 10,942 301 
1182 ",500 7,70. 2,918 Utt 7.771 7,77t 3,30. 
1183 14.500 3,117 2,918 4,767 9.123 9.623 282 
1194 '4,500 ".1.3 2,118 9,878 4.514 ,.514 2.513 
1195 '4,500 8,280 2.111 U3. 7,'56 7,'5& 2,587 
11M '4.500 10,435 2,918 7,215 7,175 7.175 '.1" 
tlI7 14.500 13,581 2.91S 1,83' 4,752 4,752 5,100 
1998 '4,500 13.511 2.I1S 9.631 ".752 ',752 5,100 

Averagn I 14.500 11.273 9.204 2.916 7510 7520 6,810 6950 6.110 6.950 ",649 2.7721 



MONA 

HEADDF SURFACE SURFACE GROUND GROUND, HISTORICAL HISTORICAL DEMAND DEMAND, DEMAND DEMAND' DEMAND ,DEMAND REMAINING ReMAINING REMAINING REMAINING 
CANAL WATER WATER WATER WATER DIVERSIONS DIVERSIONS MET BY MET BY, MET BY , MET BY MET MET, DEMAND: DEMAND: DEMAND: DEMAND: 

DIV. REQ. DIVERSION 'DIVERSION DIVERSION , DIVEi'lSION" (S&G) , ,:(S&G). SURFACE ,SURFAce GROUND GROUND TOTAL TOTAL PROJ. LANDS· PROJ. LANDS· 
TOT, ACRES- 830 WATER ~WATER WATER WATER AREA • AReA ACREAGE' ACREAGE· 

4.675 17.20% pelklmo 4.675 
Icre·faal acre·'eet ecr.'eet acre.'ee! acre-feel acre-feet acre·feel Icre-feet le",-'eel "aCre-feel 

1950 lUOO 3.027 3.000 4.282, 5,360 7,310 8.360, 2,374 2.400 4.282 " 5.350 6,656 " ' . 7,750 8,044 6,950 8.044 8,950 
1951 14,700 2,337 , . 2,800 4,517 , 5.740, 6,854 • ":, ::8,340 1,848 ' 2.000 4,517 5.730 6,364 : 7,730 8.336 6,970 8.336 6,970 
1952 14.700 8.248 8,300 3.320 3.470' 11,588 ' ",11,710, 8,174 8.000 3,320 , , 3,470. 9,494 9,470 5,206 5,230 5.206 5.230 
1953 14,700 3,581 3,800 4,487 4,980 8,068 ,8,580 2,409 2.900 4,487 ; '--4,970 6,898 ' 7,870 7,804 6,830 7,804 6,830 
1954 14,700 2,161 2.200 4,516 6,660 6,676 ' 8.660 1,391 1,700 4,516 :' B.650 5,907 . 8,350, 8.793 6,350 8.793 6.350 
1955 14,700 2,007 2,100 4,646 7;710 6,653 9,870 1,451 1,600 4.646 7.770 6,097 ,9,370 8.603 5.330 8.603 5.330 
1956 14,700 2,395 " 2.400 4,504 5,930 6,899 8,330 1,731 . 1,_ 4,504 5,930 6,235 ,7,830 8.465 6.570 8,465 6,570 
1957 14,700 4,035 4,000 4,459 4,740 8.495 8,740 3,457 3,200 4,459 '4.740 7.916 7,940 6,784 6,760 6.784 6.760 
1958 14,700 4.674 4,800 4,202 4,460 8,875 ,,9,060 3,654 3.800 4.202 4,460 7,856 8,060 6,844 6,640 6.844 6.640 
1959 14,700 1,733 1,800 4,680 7,770 8,413 .9,570 984 1,400 4.660 '7,770 5,664 9,170 9,036 ' 5,530 9.036 5,530 
1960 14,700 2,108 2.100 4,521 7,770 6,629 9,870 1.614 1,600, 4,521 " 7,770 6,135 9,370, 8,565 5,330 8,565 5,330 
1981 14,700 1.051 '1.000 4.719 8.490 5.829 9,490 588 900 4,779 ' '. , 8,480: 5,367 9,380 9,333 5,320 9,333 5,320 
1962 14.700 3.955 3,900 4,150 ,4,790 8.105 ,,' ·8,690 3,063 3,100 4.150 . . 4,780: 7,213 ' 7,880 7,487 ·6.820 7,487 6.820 
1963 14,700 2,544 2.500 4,642 .. 5.780 7.185 8,280 1,791 '., 1.900' 4,642 '. 5;780' 6.432 , 7.680 8.268 7.020 8.268 7.020 
1964 14,700 2.555 2,500 4,691 5,780 7,247 8.280 2.075 • 1._ 4.691 5,780 6.766 ':': 7,680 7,934 7,020 7,934 7.020 
1985 14,700 3,603 ' 3,600 '.370 ' 4,980 7,972 ' 8,580 2.920 2,900 4,370 4.970: 7,290 7,870 7,410 6,830 7,410 6,830 
1966 14.700 2,206 "2.100 4.510 ',6,130 6,716 B.230 1,407 1,500 4,510 6.130 5,917 7,630 8,783 ,7,070 8.783 7,070 
1967 14,700 2,758 2.800 4.629 "5,580 7,387 8,380 2,133 2,200 4,629 ''', ':,: 5.570 6,761 , "7,770 7,939 6,930 7.939 6,930 
1966 14,700 3.555 3.500 4.467 5,010 8,021 ' 8,510 2,878 2,800 4,467 5,000" 7,345 . 7:800 7,355 8._ 7.355 6.900 
1969 14,700 5,167 5.200 4.150 4.250 9,317 ~,450 3,690 3,900 4,150 4,250 7,840 8,150 6.860 ,6,550 6,860 6,550 
1970 14,700 3,663 3,700, 4.618 '4,930 8.280 , 8,63(} , 2.633 3.000 4.618 '4.930 7,251 7,930 7,449 6,770 7,449 6,770 
1971 14,700 3,824 3,800 4.236 5,550 8,061 ' 9.350 2.852 ,.,2,900 4,236 5,550 7.089 ,8,450 7,611 6;250 7,611 6,250 
1972 14,700 2.103 1,900 4,629 7.770 6,732 9,870 1,164 1.300 4.629 7,770' 5,793 9,070, 8,907 5,630 8,907 5,630 
1973 14,700 4.798 4,800 4,064 ,4,390 8,662 9,190 4,198 3,800 4,064 4,390 8,262 7,990 6.438 6,710 6.438 6,710 
1974 14,700 3.977 4,679 8,656 3,453 4,879 8,132 6,568 6,568 
1975 14,700 2.233 4,614 6.846 1,460 4,614 6,074 8,626 8.626 
1976 14,700 1,062 4.770 5.832 633 4,770 5,403 9,297 9,297 
1977 14,700 4,554 4,150 8,704 3.881 4,150 8,031 6,669 6.669 
1978 14.700 3,472 4.292 7,764 2.675 4,292 6,967 7,733 7,733 
1979 14,700 6.926 3.551 10.477 5,468 3,551 9.019 5.681 5,681 
1980 14,700 1,785 4.505 6,290 1,243 4.505 5,748 8.952 8,952 
1981 14.700 5,016 4.126 9,143 3,762 4,128 7,888 6.812 6.812 
1982 14,700 15,991 2,490 18,481 8,560 2,490 11,050 3,850 3.650 
1983 14,700 20.584 3,320 23,904 7,323 3.320 10,643 4,057 4.057 
1984 14.700 5,623 4.150 9.773 3,980 4,150 8.130 8,570 6,570 
1985 14.700 6,803 3.792 10,595 4.276 3,792 8,068 6.632 6,632 
1986 14,700 958 4.650 5,606 505 4,650 5.155 9.545 9,545 
1987 14.700 723 4.707 5,429 843 4.707 5,350 9,350 9.350 
1988 14,700 788 4.584 5,371 639 4.584 5,223 9,477 9,477 
ID89 14,700 497 4,722 5,219 420 4.722 5,142 9,558 9,556 
1990 14,700 1,390 4,719 8,109 1,285 4.719 6,004 8.698 8,698 
1991 14,700 488 4,725 5.212 290 4,725 5,015 9.685 9,685 
1992 14,700 2.540 4,415 6,955 2,274 4,415 6,689 8.011 8.011 
1993 14,700 1,033 4.735 5.769 686 4,735 5,421 9,279 9,279 
1994 14.700 3.705 4.635 8,340 3,183 4.835 7.818 6,882 6,882 
1995 14.700 2,718 4.413 7,131 2,158 4,413 6,571 8.129 8.129 
1998 14,700 3.486 4,226 7,712 2,772 4.226 6,999 7,701 7,701 
1997 14,700 4,543 4,180 8,724 3,928 4.180 8,107 6,593 6,593 
1998 14700 4,543 4180 8724 3926 4.180 8.107 6,593 6,593 

A\lerages I 14,700 3,745 ' 3,250 4.355 5,753 8.100 9,003 2,610 2,508 4,355 5,750 6,965 8,258 _, __ 72~_ 6.!..3Cl 7.735 8,430 I 



Water Delivery Comparisons 
old model 

NEPHI 

HEAD OF SURFACE: SURFACE GROUND GROUND'·· HISTORICAL . HISTORICAL DEMAND DEMAND. DEMANO-:-tlEIAANlJ DEMARO I:lElfAND .-REMAINING REMAINING REMAINING 
CANAL WATER .. WATER WATER WATER DIVERSIONS DIVERSIOIoIS MET BY . MET BY MET BY MET BY MET MET DEMAND: DEMAND: DEMAND: 

DIV. REO. DIVERSION DIVERSION DIVERSION DIVERSIOt!, (S&G) : (S&G)' SURFACE SURFACE·: GROUND GROUND TOTAL TOTAL. PROJ.I.ANDS-
TOT. ACRES- 2,950 '. '. WATER WATER WATER WATER AREA AREA ACREAGE-

7.850 . pelklmo . . . . . ' 7.850 

REMAINIH 
DEMAND: 

PROJ.I.ANDS
ACREAGE -

leta·feel acre-feet ·~-feel acre-teet acre-feel acre-fee1 lCte-feel acre-feet lett-feet acr •• " Kfe.f •• 1 I 
1950 25.300 17.600 17.600 11.050". 9,130 28.850... 211.730 11.600 11.600 11.050 8.Il00 22.650 :. 20.500: 2.850 4.790 2.650 .' 4,790 
1951 25.300 13.590 15.000 11,723' ':0.770 25.312 .••. : .. ·24,710 9.904 10,000; 11.723 '.:.9,800. 21.621 . .- 19,BOO 3.613 5.530' 3.613 5.530 
1952 25.300 41.952 :48.000 4,181 5.910 52.113 53,910 20.539.:. 2O.soo' '.161 : .......• .000. 25.300 ' . '.: 2'.500 0 800· 0 800 
1953 25.300 20.819 20,900 10,001 , 8.410 30.820·.··. :, '29,310 13.095: ' .• 13;100:, 10.001'" '8,500' 23.091 . 21.600 2.203 . 3,750 2.203 3.150 
195' 25,300 12.563 ,: 12.500· 12.573 '11,3'0 25.135. '.-:- '23,840: 1.3'3 1,300 12.513 . "',300. 19.916. 18.600 5.38' 6.660 5.364 6.660 
1955 25.300 11.667" ;'12,100 12.4B4 .13.230 24.151 f" ":25,330 8.'528,500: 12.'64 :'13,300', 20,936 :' .:: 21.600 '.364 3.510 4.36' 3.510 
1956 25.300 13.925 13.900 11.896 ,"10.100 25.821' '24.000.: 9.250 0,300 11.896 '10;100, 21.146 ',.,19.400 4,154 5,900 4.154 5.900 
1951 25.300 23.460 ' 23,400' 1.615 ,'8,010 31.135 ", '. 31,'10." 16,160.' .16,100 7.675 "7,400, 23.834 · ... '.;·23.500 1.466 .. ,1.600 1.466 1,800 
1956 25.300 27,172 27,000 9.047 ':.:.'" 7,590, 36,218 '.: •. ' .. 34,590, 14,028 ":, ",3,900, 9,0'7' , ;1.600 23.015 .. 21,500 2.225 . 3,810 2.225 3.810 
1959 25,300 10,07' ·'10,200 13,978 .. ,. 13.230 24.052 "<: 23,'30.· 5,819 ;.::::.' 5:900 13,978" 13,300 19.191 ,19.200 5.503' B.l10 5,503 6,170 
1960 25,300 12.254 .. 12.200 12,278 '" :,'.' '13,230" 24,532· ',,', 25,'30. 8.672 'c.:' .'. 8;600' 12.278:.",13,300' 20,950., ' :il,900 '.350 ': 3,470 4.350 3,'10 
1961 25,300 6.110 .: 6,100 14,906 .• :.';,J4,460 21,016 "20.510' 3.519 ;':'··3.500:' 1'.906" ':::.j4,3OO. 18,'25 .. ' 17.BiIQ' 6.875 '1.'80 6,675 7.480 
1962 25,300 22,995 22.900 9.164" "':8;150 32,159 ;:'. 31,050 13.616" ,.,,13,500: 9,164' 8,100 22.779 .. " 21.600 2.521 ·3.650 2,521 3.650 
1963 25.300 14,788 '14,800 10,980 ".' :9,850 25.769" ',," -':24,650' 10.398 :,', 10,400. 10,960,:; 9,900 21,379 20,300 3.921 . 5,050 3.921 5.050 
1964 25,300 14.856 .14,800 10.781 9,850 25.643: .... , 24,650' 11.248 :,' '11,200. 10,781 .... · ':,9,900 22.035 21.100 3.265 ,4.250 3,265 4,250 
1965 25.300 20,9'S 20,900 8,951 ... : 8,470 29.897 ,,;',.;.29,310' 14.764 , ",900 8,951 ',: ,,;7;800 23,735 22,700' 1.565 . 2,630 1.565 2.630 
1966 25.300 12.628' ·13.000 12,328 .. ' 10,440 25.156 :.: :":."23,440. 7,402 ,'" .. 1,500" 12,328 -":';.10,400. 19.130 11,900 5,570 . 7,360 5,570 7,360 
1967 25.300 16,036 16,000 10.396·.... ,9,500 26.433' ,25,500, 12,312 .12,400~ 10.396 9.400 22.708.·21,800 2.592 3.480 2,592 3,460 
1968 25.300 20,666 .. 20,600' 8.656 . , 8,530 29.322 29.130' ",760 : 14,8DO 8,656.. 8,300 23,416' 23,100' 1.884 2,290 1,864 2,290 
1969 25.300 30.040 ,,30,000 9.132 ,7,240" 39.112 " 31.240 14,046 ,·,14,000 9.132' .7,200. 23,178 21,200 2,122 4.060 2.122 4.060 
1970 25.300 21.295 . 21,300' 8.801 8,400 30,101 .. ' 29,100 ",455 -:14,500. 8.801 8,000 23.261 22.500 2.039 2,160 2.039 2,180 
1971 25.300 22,235 22,200 8,955 ,9,450 31,190, 31.650 14,078 '14.000 8.955 .,' .9;400 23.033 23.400 2.267 1,850 2.261 1,850 
1912 25.300 12.226 12.200 13.325 . 13,230 25.551 ; ,25,430 6.683 8,100 13,325, .•. 13,300 20.00820,000' 5.292 5.310 5,292 5,310 
1913 25,300 27,896 2'.000 1,859 7,410 35.155 " 3.5,460 15.526 15,600' 1.859 1,400. 23,364 23,000 1.918 ·2,240 1.916 2.240 
1914 25.300 23.124 7.830 30,954 16.180 7,830 24.610 690 690 
1915 25,300 12,981 12,111 25.098 8.315 12.111 20,432 4.668 '.868 
1978 25.300 6.171 14,910 21.081 3,782 14,910 18.692 8,608 6.608 
1977 25.300 26.478 7,710 3'.186 15,813 7,710 23.523 1.711 1.117 
1978 25.300 20.188 10."9 30.601 11,826 10,419 22.2'6 3.054 3,054 
1979 25,3DO 40,265 6.581 46,852 18.113 6.587 25,300 0 0 
1980 25,300 10.371 13.520 23.891 6.423 13.520 19.943 5.351 5.351 
1981 25,300 29,165 9.524 38,689 13,354 9.524 22,878 2,422 2,422 
1982 25.300 92.912 2.225 95.196 23,075 2,225 25,300 0 0 
1983 25,300 119.671 3.707 123,385 21.593 3.707 25.300 0 a 
1964 25.300 32,693 7.92' 40.617 14.971 7.924 22.895 2.405 2,405 
1965 25.300 38.550 8,965 48.518 14.399 8.965 23.364 1.936 1.936 
1986 25,300 5.568 ",.74 20.042 2,913 14.414 11.447 1.853 1,853 
1981 25.300 ',202 14.318 18.520 3,839 ",318 18,151 7,143 7.143 
1988 25.300 4,519 ",52' 19.104 3.321 1'.52' 11,848 7.454 7.45' 
1989 25.300 2,891 14.794 11.685 2.544 14.794 17.336 1.962 7.962 
1990 25.300 8.078 12.254 20,333 1.570 12.294 19.82' 5.476 5.476 
1991 25.300 2.836 14.663 11.699 1,781 14,663 16.650 8,650 8,650 
1992 25,300 14,767 11.204 25.971 10.206 11.204 21",0 3.890 3,890 

::~ ~~:~gg 2~:~~' '~:~:: ~~:;~ 1::~ '~:;: ;::~:; ~:~~~ ~:~~~ 
1995 25.300 15,803 10.188 26.591 10,769 10,788 21,551 3.743 3.743 
1996 25,300 20,265 10,241 30,506 11,316 10.241 21,617 3.683 3,683 
1991 25.300 26.414 7,855 34,269 15.924 1.855 23.119 1.521 1,521 
1998 25300 26,"4 1855 34 269 15,92' 7,855 23,119 1521 1,521 

Avera9.' I 25300 21,776 18,983 10;481· 9,7915 32,237· 28,760 11,295 '11,515 10,461 90621 21,156 '21,1915 3,5'4 4.114. 3544 4,1141 



Total Ac 
ProjlDry Ac 

195 
195 
195 
195 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
195 
195 
196 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
1967 
196 
1969 
1970 
197 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

0 
1 
2 
3 

5 

7 
8 
9 
0 
1 
2 
3 

5 

8 

1 

MAXIMUM 
MINIMUM 
AVERAGE 

au 
Utah 

County 
NEPHI/MONA 

IRRIGATED IRRIGATED DRY 
S.UTAH NEPHI/MONA NEPHI 
48,567 12,525 
45,173 12,525 6260 

TOTALS TOTALS 3.22 
14,882 10,694 20,157 
15,224 12,009 20,157 
9,866 5,206 20,157 

16,272 10,007 20,157 
26,342 14,177 20,157 
17,500 12,967 20,157 
21,321 12,620 20,157 
16,729 8,249 20,157 
13,519 9,070 20,157 
31,411 14,540 20,157 
25,136 12,915 20,157 
51,713 16,208 20,157 
33,942 10,008 20,157 
45,060 12,189 20,157 
31,225 11,199 20,157 
22,915 8,975 20,157 
27,432 14,353 20,157 
19,795 10,531 20,157 
17,206 .. 9,240 20,157 
17,354 8,983 20,157 
19,783 9,488 20,157 
15,765 9,878 20,157 
26,448 14,199 20,157 
13,413 8,354 20,157 
15,578 7,258 20,157 
14,803 13,494 20,157 
10,651 15,905 20,157 
24,607 8,446 20,157 

9,651 10,788 20,157 
9,621 5,681 20,157 
9,497 14,309 20,157 

16,580 9,234 20,157 
6,917 3,650 20,157 

14,479 4,057 20,157 
9,579 8,975 20,157 
8,515 8,568 20,157 
8,519 17,398 20,157 

15,041 16,494 20,157 
11,514 16,931 20,157 
16,665 17,520 20,157 
18,611 14,171 20,157 
22,114 18,335 20,157 
23,832 11,901 20,157 
15,885 15,995 20,157 
15,895 7,985 20,157 
25,051 11,871 20,157 
12,677 11,385 20,157 
10,593 8,114 20,157 
10,106 8,114 20,157 

ElbertalWest Mona 

DRY IRRIGATED DRY 
MONA ELBERTA W.MONA 

2,655 1920 
3.14 TOTALS 3,17 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 a 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,088 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8;337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 
8,337 0 6,086 

Peteetnet 

IRRIGATED 
PETEETNET 

TOTALS 
7,030 
7,586 
2,571 
5,988 
8,400 
7,485 
8,090 
4,545 
6,257 
9,114 
8,134 
9,564 
6,475 
8,273 
6,737 
5,979 
8,317 
6,368 
5,472 
5,808 
5,651 
5,813 
8,499 
5,100 
4,271 
8,282 
9,763 
4,795 
6,935 
3,393 
8,628 
6,160 
1,618 
2,236 
5,336 
5,642 

10,492 
9,858 

10,257 
10,551 
8,65.1 

10,942 
7,779 
9,623 
4,514 
7,456 
7,175 
4,752 
4,752 

SUMMARY 

TOTAL 
IRRIGATED 

32,606 
34,819 
17,644 
32,268 
48;919 
37,952 
42,031 
29,524 
28,845 
55,065 
46,186 
77,485 
50,424 
65,522 
49,160 
37,869 
50,102 
36,693 
31,918 
32,144 
34,922 
31,456 
49,146 
26,867 
27,107 
36,579 
36,319 
37,849 
27,374 
18,696 
32,434 
31,975 
12,186 
20,771 
23,889 
22,726 
36,409 
41,393 
38,702 
44,736 
41,433 
51,391 
43,512 
41,503 
28,394 
44,378 
31,236 
23,460 
22,973 

77,485 
12,186 
36,673 

TOTAL 
DRY 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14;423 
14,423 
14,423· 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 
14,423 

TOTAL 
47,029 
49,242 
32,067 
46,691 
63,343 
52,375 
56,454 
43,947 
43,269 
69,488 
60,609 
91,908 
64,848 
79,945 
63,583 
52,292 
64,525 
51,116 
46,341 
46,567 
49,346 
45,879 
63,569 

·41,290 
41,530 
51,002 
50,742 
52,272 
41,797 
33,119 
46,857 
46,398 
26,609 
35,194 
38,312 
37,149 
50,832 
55,816 
53,125 
59; 160 
55,856 
65,8.14 
57,935 
55,926 
42,817 
58,801 
45,659 
37,883 
37,396 



1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

AVG 

SVP 
66.723 
57.987 
52.729 
68.523 
70.889 
65.714 
67,088 
52.299 
61.376 
64,636 
68,623 
48.003 
40.123 
38,016 
52,526 
38,627 
64,113 
54,513 
51,810 
57,819 
55,768 
58,769 
62,577 
51,429 
58,450 
54,586 
71,673 
62,914 
58,115 
62,960 
54,598 
68,360 
49,185 
20,406 
30,448 
55,063 
50,343 
71,315 
76,184 
70,265 
65,128 
53,433 
65,374 
48,524 
64,909 
36,688 
50,600 
42,001 
50,357 

56,379 



TolalAc 
Project Ac 

195 
195 
195 
195 
1954 
195 
1956 
195 
195 
195 
196 
196 
196 
196 
1964 
196 
1966 
196 
196 
196 
197 
197 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

0 
1 
2 
3 

5 

7 
8 
9 
0 
1 
2 
3 

5 

7 
8 
9 
0 
1 

MAXIMUM 
MINIMUM 
AVERAGE 

HIGHLINE 
19,940 
18,514 

acre-feel 
7,266 
7,173 
3,308 
7,063 

11,472 
8,796 

10,572 
8,215 
6,212 

12,629 
11,402 
20,213 
17,080 
22,434 
13,664 
10,829 
11,858 
7,815 
6,492 
6,834 
8,588 
7,059 

12,226 
5,185 
5,774 
5,738 
9,537 
7,802 
4,250 
2,889 
4,092 
7,439 
1,696 
3,073 

10,309 
6,390 

11,311 
11,220 
8,373 

12,593 
10,598 
17,511 
11,431 
12,651 
5,892 

16,966 
10,741 
7,251 
4,989 

22,434 
1,696 
9,284 

MAPLETON 
3,825 
3,673 

acre-feel 
136 
218 
488 

0 
799 
142 
358 

1,099 
305 

1,042 
1,109 

·3,725 
1,569 
2,844 
2,303 

973 
1,198 

443 
285 
735 
114 
447 
881 
289 
171 

2,640 
1,098 

127 
242 

0 
1,750 

10 
121 

0 
370 

1,340 
1,696 

379 
0 

700 
1,113 
3,741 
1,454 
2,808 

0 
3,356 
1,140 
1,120 
1,055 

3,741 
o 

978 

South Utah County 
Remaining Project Demand 

LAKESHORE 
4,274 
4,207 

acre-feel 
2,840 
3,632 
1,733 
3,092 
5,385 
4,424 
3,863 
2,543 
3,211 
6,111 
4,930 
7,687 
4,951 
5,997 
4,7Z3 
3,994 
5,237 
3,752 
3,406 
3,585 
3,806 
2,842 
4,978 
3,388 
9,750 
3,879 
3,559 
7,218 
4,623 
3,978 
2,750 
6,135 
2,246 
3,855 
2,577 
1,742 
3,540 
6,183 
5,477 
5,685 
6,590 
6,418 
7,504 
4,480 
6,029 
5,177 
2,881 
3,084 
2,090 

9,750 
1,733 
4,440 

EASTBENCH 
4,251 
4,169 

acre-feel 
439 

0 
757 

2,212 
1,605 

592 
1,559 

319 
647 

2,936 
1,871 
5,220 
2,744 
3,824 
1,761 
1,018 
2,000 
1,341 

359 
489 
728 
334 

1,472 
0 

991 
1,495 

548 
3,657 

367 
456 
324 

1,814 
0 

1,617 
252 
168 
75 

1,998 
858 

3,523 
2,636 
1,634 
4,257 
1,339 
2,586 
2,450 
1,712 
1,290 
1,439 

5,220 
o 

1,463 

SALEM 
2,035 
1,936 

acre-feel 
100 
35 
0 
0 

537 
106 

71 
0 
0 

595 
228 

1,555 
313 
482 
48 

0 
197 
57 

410 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11 
568 

0 
1,497 

0 
0 
0 

258 
0 

476 
189 
123 

0 
281 

98 
165 
436 
400 

1,273 
0 

631 
790 

72 
0 

94 

1,555 
o 

247 

SOUTH 
6,667 
6,437 

acre-feel 
2,684 
2,628 
1,454 
2,149 
3,725 
2,360 
3,091 
1,366 
1,780 
4,492 
3,140 
6,137 
3,673 
5,069 
3,604 
2,769 
3,323 
3,140 
2,228 
2,880 
3,135 
2,280 
3,140 
2,349 
2,640 
3,385 
2,731 
5,242 
2,366 
2,863 
1,882 

.3,997 
1,612 
3,646 
2,316 
1,804 

891 
2,925 
2,162 
3,427 
3,697 
3,669 
4,881 
3,584 
3,490 
6,403 
2,587 
2,378 
2,391 

6,403 
891 

3,052 

SOUTHEAST 
947 
914 

acre-feel 
377 
470 
694 
446 
600 
526 
480 
964 
434 
787 
298 

1,185 
666 
763 
714 
549 
495 
675 
736 
591 
696 
497 
530 
634 
400 
458 
440 

1,299 
431 
285 
427 
804 
605 

1,383 
572 
855 
654 
835 
557 
634 
711 
876 
685 
729 
628 

1,035 
285 
517 

1,014 

1,383 
285 
651 

WESTFIELD 
6,628 
5,323 

acre-feel 
1,041 
1,068 
1,432 
1,311 
2,219 

556 
1,328 
2,223 

931 
2,819 
2,159 
5,989 
2,947 
3,647 
4,409 
2,784 
3,126 
2,571 
3,291 
2,240 
2,717 
2,306 
3,222 
1,568 
1,616 
2,378 
2,276 
5,566 
1,622 
2,039 
2,365 
3,562 
2,333 
3,502 
3,303 
2,482 
1,663 
2,440 
2,362 
2,531 
3,428 
5,375 
3,779 
2,945 
2,530 
5,840 
4,002 
2,205 
2,024 

5,989 
556 

2,695 

S .. UTAH 
48,567 
45,173 

TOTALS 
14,882 
15,224 
9,866 
16,272 
26,342 
17;500 
21,321 
16,729 
13,519 
31,411 
25,136 
51,713 
33,942 
45,060 .. 
31,225 . 
22,915 
27,432 ; 
19,795 
17,206 
17,354 
19,783 
15;765 
26,448 
13.413 
21,351 
20,541 
20,188 
32,408 
13,901 
12,511 
13,589 
24,019 
8;613 
17,552 
19,888 
14,905 
19,830 
26,261 
19,887 
29,258 
29;209 
39;625 
35,264 
28;536 
21;787 
42,016 
23,418 
17;845 
15,095 

Nephi I Mona 
Remaining Project Demand 

NEPHI 
7,850 
7,850 

acre-feel 
2,650 
3,673 

0 
2,203 
5,384 
4,364 
4,154 
1,466 
2,225 
5,503 
4,350 
6,875 
2,521 
3,921 
3,265 
1,565 
5,570 
2,592 
1,884 
2,122 
2,039 
2,267 
5,292 
1,916 

690 
4,868 
6,608 
1,777 
3,054 

0 
5,357 
2,422 

0 
0 

2,405 
1,936 
7,853 
7,143 
7,454 
7,962 
5,476 
.8,650 
3,890 
6,716 
1,103 
3,743 
3,683 
1,521 I 
1,521 

8,650 
o 

3,544 

MONA 
4,675 
4,675 

acre-feel 
8,044 
8.336 
5,206 
7,804 
8,793 
8,603 
8,465 
6,784 
6,844 
9,036 
8,565 
9,333 
7,487 
8,268 
7,934 
7,410 
8,783 
7,939 
7,355 
6,860 
7,449 
7,611 
8,907 
6,438 
6,568 
8,626 
9,297 
6,669 
7,733 
5,681 
8,952 
6,812 
3,650 
4,057 
6,570 
6,632 
9,545 
9,350 
9,477 
9,558 
8,696 
9,685 
8,011 
9,279 
6,882 
8,129 
7,701 
6,593 
6,593 

9,685 
3,650 
7,735 

NEPHI/MONA 
12,525 
12,525 

TOTALS 
10,694 
12,009 
5,206 

10,007 
14,177 
12,967 
12,620 
8;249 
9,070 

14,540 
12,915 
16,208 
10,008 

12,189 
11,199 
8;975 

14,353 
10,531 
9,240 
8,983 
9,488 
9,878 

14,199 
8,354 
7,258 

13,494 
15,905 
8,446 

10,788 
5,681 

14;309 
9;234 

·3,650 
4.057 
8;975 
8,568 

17,398 
16,494 
16,931 
17,520 
14,171 

·18,335 
11,901 
15,995 
.7,985 
.11,871 
11,385 
8,114 
8,114 

Elberta I West Mona 
Remaining Project Demand 

ELBERTA WEST MONA 

TOTALS 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Peteetnet 
Remaining Project Demand 

SUMMIT CREEK 
4630 
4630 

acre-feel 
7,030 
7,586 
2,571 
5,988 
8,400 
7,485 
8,090 
4,545 
6,257 
9,114 
8,134 
9,564 
6,475 
8,273 
6,737 
5,979 
8,317 
6,368 
5,472 
5,808 
5,651 
5,813 
8,499 
5,100 
4,271 
8,282 
9,763 
4,795 
6,935 
3,393 
8,628 
6,160 
1,618 
2,236 
5,336 
5,642 

10,492 
9,858 

10,257 
10,551 
8,651 

10,942 
7,779 
9,623 
4,514 
7,456 
7,175 
4,752 
4,752 

10,942 
1,618 
6,880 

TOTALS 
7,030 
7,586 
2,571 
5,988 

.8,400 
7,485 
8,090 
4,545 
6,257 
9,114 
8,134 
9,564 
6,475 
8,273 
6,737 
5,979 
8,317 
6,368 
5,472 
5,808 
5,651 
5;813 
8,499 
5;100 
4;271 
8,282 
9,763 
4,795 
6,935 
3,393 
8,628 
6,160 
1,618 
2,236 
5;336 
5;642 

10,492 
9,858 

10,257 
10;551 

8,651 
10,942 
7,779 

.9,.623 
4,514 
7,456 
7,175 
4,752 
4,752 

10,942 
1,618 
6,880 

SUMMARY 

TOTALS 
32,606 
34,819 
17.644 
32,268 
48,919 
37,952 
42,031 
29,524 
28,845 
55,065 
46.186 
77,485 
50,424 
65,522 
49,160 
37,869 
50,102 
36,693 
31,918 
32,144 
34,922 
31,456 
49,146 
26~867 
32,881 
42,317 
45,856 
45,650 
31,624 
21,586 
36,526 
39,414 
13,881 
23,844 
34,198 
29,116 
47,720 
52,612 
47,075 
57,330 
52,031 
68,902 
54,943 
54,154 
34,286 
61,344 
41,977 
30,711 
27,962 
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APPENDIXC AGRICULTURAL CONVERSIONS 

Appendix C 
Agricultural Conversions 

The irrigated lands receive as their principal sources of water supply, storage water from 
Strawberry Reservoir and direct flow from the Spanish Fork River. The irrigated area in south 
Utah County is served by the following canal companies. 

• Highline Canal 

• Mapleton Lateral 

• East Bench Canal 

• Salem Canal 

• Spanish Fork South Canal 

• Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 

• Spanish Fork Westfield Canal 
• Lake Shore Canal 

The following steps were undertaken to determine at what future date during the ULS planning 
horizon of the year 2050 the remaining SVP lands would have a firm water supply. After that 
date the SVP water could be considered as surplus to the remaining agricultural lands. As an 
example, the rate of conversion of agricultural lands to municipal use in the city of Spanish 
Fork is used to illustrate the analysis. The following paragraphs describe the steps by which 
the analysis was conducted. Several tables that accompany this discussion are included as 
printouts from the spreadsheets. The analysis for the other communities in south Utah County 
with a significant agricultural component are presented in Appendix D. 

• Step 1 - Determine the existing distribution of agricultural lands by cities and canal 
company. 

• Step 2 - Determine the amount of acreage the city could potentially grown onto and the 
yield in acre-feet per acre of this acreage. 

o Steps 2A and 2B have been superceded. 
o (2A) Determine the acreage under each canal company and city where zoning 

restrictions would be a constraint to growth 
o (2B) - Determine the projected future yield of agricultural lands urbanized in 

acre-feet per acre 
• Step 3 - Using population projections determine the amount of acreage required for 

growth. 
• Step 4 - Allocate the urbanization of agricultural lands between lands with SVP water 

and lands with Spanish Fork River water. 
o 4(A) Determine the Portion of Agricultural Lands That Could Possibly be 

Urbanized 
o 4 (B) Allocate between SVP lands and Spanish Fork River Lands 

• Step 5 - Determine the Amount of Water Made Available Through Urbanization 
• Step 6 - Determine the Projected Remaining Agricultural Water on Irrigated Lands not 

Urbanized 
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APPENDIXC AGRICULTURAL CONVERSIONS 

• Step 7 - Detennine by community and Canal Company the Projected Surplus or deficit 
in irrigation water supplies 

o (7 A) Detennine the net irrigation requirement (acre-feet per acre) for 
agricultural lands 

o (78) Determine any surplus water from SVP lands as lands under each canal 
company are urbanized that can be reapplied to the remaining SVP lands which 
are projected to have irrigation shortages. 

• Step 8 - Allocate Surplus SVP water, Groundwater, and Other SVP Non-Canal Water 
o (8A) Detennine the amount of groundwater pumping by canal companies 
o (88) Detennine the amount of groundwater pumping within each city's 

declaration boundary 
o (8C) Determine the amount of SVP water required for lands under no canal 

company 
o (8D) Detennine any surplus or deficit in irrigation water supplies 

• Step 9 - Draw conclusions on resulting firm irrigation water supply, need for 
supplemental irrigation water, and future amount of Spanish Fork River water converted 
to M&I use. 

4.1.1 Step 1 - Determine the Existing Distribution of Agricultural Lands by City and 
Canal Company 

Table 1 contains a reconnaissance level estimate of the canal acreage for the various south Utah 
County communities that have irrigated acreage.1 As noted in the report cited in footnote 1, the 
service boundaries of some irrigation companies includes more than one city area. For example, 
the Spanish Fork South Field Irrigation Company serves both Spanish Fork City and Salem City. 
The water supply from an irrigation company is allocated to a city as a fraction of its total 
delivery quantity, based on the amount of area it serves within a particular city's declaration 
boundary. The fraction is calculated by dividing the irrigation company's service area, within 
the city's declaration boundary, by the total service area ofthe irrigation company. 

The following description, from the report cited in footnote 1, of the canal companies with 
acreage in Spanish Fork City is used for illustration purposes. 

Spanish Fork South Irrigation Company - The Spanish Fork South Irrigation Company, 
commonly known as "Southfield" Irrigation Company, serves irrigated acres in both 
Spanish Fork City and Salem City. In Spanish Fork it serves approximately 3,056 acres 
within the Spanish Fork City declaration boundary, which represents about 51 percent of 
the canals service area. Therefore, it was assumed that 50.93 percent of the canal 
company's water supply can be allocated to Spanish Fork City. 

I Source of information on percentages of canal companies within the various south Utah County 
Communities is the report entitled, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory", for the 
South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association, March 1996, prepared by JUB Engineers, Inc. 
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(see 
footnote 1) I Genola 

Percent 
27.61% 

Table 1 
Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

Mapleton 
percent acres 

98.81% 
23.87% 

Payson 
percent acres 
45.88% 

6.98% 

Salem 
percent 

11.92% 

74.28% 
10.18% 

Springville 
percent acres 

~ - The total acres for the various canal companies Is taken from the Bonneville Unti, Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume 1, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In Ihe most recent history about 515 acres of land are now Irrigated In South Shore area of West Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - Hlstor!caly 4,500 acres has been Irrigatad In Springville. 

West Mountain 
percent acres 

75.00% 

Footnote 4 - Of the 6,917 acres of land the analysis In this report considered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres In Springville were part oflhls remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and Springville would leave 1,902 acres remaining to ba considered In accounting for all irrigated lands. This information Is used in determining the rate of conversion of agricultural lands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with the Springville area Is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtracting the existing SVP M&I of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical Irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the irrigated lands In Sprlnglvlle. This amount was used in projecting the amount of agricultual water that is available for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 

Other Irrigated 
Lands 41 
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Spanish Fork Southeast Irrigation Company - The Spanish Fork Southeast Irrigation 
Company serves approximately 1,173 acres. All of this acreage is within Spanish Fork 
City's declaration boundary. Therefore, it is assumed that all (100%) of the canal 
company's supply can be allocated to the Spanish Fork Area. 

East Bench Irrigation Company - The East Bench Irrigation Company serves other 
communities other than Spanish Fork City. It serves about 2,908 acres within Spanish 
Fork City's declaration boundary, which is about 76 percent of the total acres served by 
the East Bench Canal. Therefore, it is assumed that 76 percent of the canal company's 
water supply can be allocated to Spanish Fork City as these agricultural lands are 
urbanized. 

Spanish Fork Westfield Irrigation Company. The Spanish Fork Westfield Irrigation 
Company serves about 6,887 acres near Spanish Fork. All of this acreage is within the 
declaration boundary of Spanish Fork City. Therefore, it is assumed that all of the water 
supply can be allocated to the Spanish Fork area. 

Strawberry Highline Canal Company - The Strawberry Highline Canal company is the 
largest canal company in south Utah County. However it serves only a very small area of 
approximately 242 acres within Spanish Fork City's declaration boundary. This 242 
acres represents less than 1% of the irrigation company's total acreage. For analysis 
purposes it was assumed that 1 % of water delivered by the Strawberry Highline Canal 
could be allocated to the Spanish Fork Area. 

Mapleton Irrigation Company - The Mapleton Irrigation Company serves primarily the 
Mapleton and Springville Area. However it does serve about 45 acres within the Spanish 
Fork City declaration boundary which represents about 1% of the total irrigated acres 
served by the canal company. Therefore, it is assumed that 1% of the company's 
irrigation water deliveries can be allocated to the Spanish Fork area as urbanization 
grows onto the agricultural lands. 

4.1.2 Step 2 - Determine the Amount of Acreage the City Could Potentially Grow Onto 
and the Yield in Acre-Feet per Acre of This Acreage 

Four incremental steps under Step 2, with results presented in Tables 2 and 3 were undertaken to 
determine the amount of acreage the city would potentially grow onto and the projected yield in 
acre-feet per acre from the agricultural lands that were historically urbanized and those projected 
for future urbanization. These are: 

• Step 2A (Now superceded) 
• Step 2 B (Now supercede) 
• Step 2 C - Determine the acreage under each canal company and city where zoning 

restrictions would be a constraint to growth and 
• Step 2 D - Determine the projected future yield of agricultural lands urbanized 

3/1512004 C - 3 
Water Supply Appendix, Volume 2 
Definite Plan Report (Agricultural Conversions) 

1.B.02.029.BO.133 
Bonneville Unit 



TABLE 2 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

(computation of reduction in SVP acres from present M&I) 

M&lof 0 equals divided by 12950 equals 0.00 acre-feet per acre 
Corresponding acreage for 0 equals 0 divided by 0.00 equals o acres 

Note: Table 2 has been superceded and not used in the analysis. 



Ui' 

Highllne Ganal 
Mapleton Ganal 
Easl Bench Canal 
Spanish Fori< South Ganal 
Spanish Fori< Southeast Ganal 
S nish Fori< Westfield 

TABLE 3 

SPANISH FORK CITY 

Amount of ~gri(:ulturaIAcreage City Could Potentially Grow Onto 

Acreage Reduction for M&I 

Step 2A & Step 2 B 

Column 1 Column 2 

Acreageafter 
Canal acreage In CIIy I redudIon for SVP 
Declaration Boundary M&I 

217 217 
44 44 
3,174 3,174 
3,278 3,27 
914 914 
5,323 5,32 

{~~~~tt ." . vl:~~~n 12,950 

Acreage City Could Potentially Grow Onto 

Column 3 

% of acreage city couldi 
potentially grow on to 

(Information from 
Spanish Fork City'. 

englneerl 

100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
20.00% 
0.00% 
SO.OO% 

Step 2 C 

Column 4 

Adjusted acreage 

217 
44 
3,174 
656 
0 
2,662 

6,752 

Column 5 

Remaining 
agrlcultur. lands on 
which no growth Is 
expected to occur 

0 
0 
0 
2,622 
914 
2,662 

6,198 

~_~lp1fillnr!~;w~r£i3·~~~~fts£1~~~·~~ffIB~~iZ~~~f~E~\:rfr,iifii:r;I~~~¢;i~~~~t?~0;;$i.',4.1 

Highline Ganal 217 217 100.00% 217 0 
Mapleton Ganal 44 44 100.00% 44 0 
East Bench Ganat 3,174 3,174 100.00% 3174 0 
Spanish Fork South Ganat 3,278 3,278 20.00% 656 2622 
Spanish Fori< Southeast canal 914 914 0.00% 0 914 
Spanish Fori< Westfield 5,323 5,323 SO.OO% 2662 2662 

129SO 12,9SO 6752 6198 

Yield of Water Supply 

Column 6 

AverageVear Yield 

325 
87 

4,129 
1,602 

197 
2,279 

6619 

70 
12 

4,553 
4,922 
1,896 

12,469 

23921 

Mi~"lf¥t:\~~!~;i2~:,; " 

Step 2 0 

Column 7 

Historical Year 
(aflae) 

1.50 
1.98 
1.30 
0.49 
0.22 
0.43 

0.67 

0.32 
0.26 
1.43 
1.SO 
2.07 

2.34 

1.65 

Column 8 

ProJected Future Yield In 
aflac 

Adjusted for Enlarged Strawbeny 
(see footnote 1) 

1.SO 
1.98' 
1.30 
0.49 
0.22 
0.43 

0.67 

Adjusted for Spalish Fork 
Average Ftow of ~,338 AF (see 

footnote 2) 

0.32 
0.26 
1.431 
1.soi 
2.07 

2.341 

1.851 
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Step 2C - Determine the Acreage Under Each Canal Company and City Where Zoning 
Restrictions would be a Constraint to Growth 

The next step in the step-wise procedure was to determine the acreage on which the population of 
Spanish Fork City could potentially to grow onto. (Note: Results the analysis of Step 2C are 
presented in Table 4, Columns 3, 4 and 5). A necessary component of this process is working 
with the local communities concerning their zoning plans and areas of expected growth. From 
these discussions an estimate of the percentage of growth that would occur on non-agricultural 
lands and agricultural lands was made. In the case of Spanish Fork, the engineering department, 
provided an estimate of growth they expect to occur under each of the canal companies within 
Spanish Fork City's declaration boundary. They information in Table 4 was provided by Spanish 
Fork City's engineering department. 

Table 4 
Spanish Fork City 

Constraints to Growth on Agricultural Lands 
(Source of information: Spanish Fork City En2ineerin2 Department) 

Canal Company Percent of the Canal Acreage Located Within the 
City's Declaration Boundary that the City Could 
Potentially Grow On To 

Highline Canal 100 % of the 217 acres 
Mapleton Canal 100% of the 44 acres 
Saiem Canal No acreage 
East Bench Canal 100% of the 3,174 acres 
Spanish Fork South Canal 20% of the 3,278acres 
Sjlanish Fork Southeast Canal 0% of the 914 acres 
Spanish Fork Westfield Canal 50% of the 5,323 acres 

This information was used as shown in Table 3 Columns 3, 4 and 5 to determine the adjusted 
acreage on which growth could occur and the acreage on which growth through zoning 
restrictions would not occur. 

Step 2D - Determine the Projected Future Yield of Agricultural Lands Urbanized in Acre-Feet 
per Acre 

Because of several important factors it was necessary to keep a separate accounting for the 
Strawberry Valley Project (SVP) water and the Spanish Fork River water. Among these factors 
are: 

(l) The historical dry 1961 dry year yield of the SVP water is 1.01 acre-feet per acre while 
the corresponding dry year yield of the Spanish Fork River was 0.53 acre-feet per acre. 

(2) There are legal restrictions on the future conversion of SVP water. Under these 
restrictions the SVP water on agricultural lands that become urbanized revert back to the 
Strawberry Water Users for use on other agricultural lands of the SVP that have 
remaining irrigation shortages· 
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(3) For the Spanish Fork River, the most likely scenario is that developers would purchase 
the water rights for new subdivisions and the water would be applied back to these lands 
for outdoor watering. Therefore this water was included as being available to meet future 
M&I supplies of the city under which the land is urbanized. 

(4) In estimating future irrigation shortages the approach was to use average annual 
conditions. To do this the yield of the SVP water and the Spanish Fork River water 
could best be handled in separate accounting. The historical dry year yield was adjusted 
to replicate an average year yield. 

Enlarged Strawberry Reservoir Future Yield in Acre-Feet per Acre. The 1961 historical yielq of 
lands with SVP water are based on records prior to the construction of Soldier Creek Dam which 
enlarged the capacity of the Strawberry Reservoir to provide a storage facility for Bonneville 
Unit water. Under future operation of the Strawberry Reservoir the yield of the SVP water will 
be 61,000 acre-feet. To determine the future yield for irrigation water a conversion factor is 
required. The enlarged Strawberry Reservoir yield was adjusted by taking the average future 
yield of 61,000 acre-feet and then subtracting (1) 4% river loss of 2,440 acre-feet, and (2) the 
10,177 acre-feet of SVP water that is being used by the cities to get a net yield of 48,363 acre-feet 
of water that is projected to be available on an average annual basis to provide water to SVP 
irrigated lands. 

4.1.4 Step 3 - Using Population Projections Determine the Amount of Acreage Required 
for Growth 

Step 3 A -

In computing the acreage required for growth of Spanish Fork City is was assumed that growth 
would require approximately 1 acre for each increase in population of 9 people. It should be 
noted, that for early planning purposes the value of 6 people acre was used in the analysis in the 
Draft Plan Formulation Report of February 2002. The Utah Division of Water Resources uses 9 
people were acre in Utah County in their modeling. In this revised assessment of M&I needs the 
value of9 was used to be consistent with the State of Utah. Refer to Table 5 for information on 
the acreage required for urban growth for the time periods of 20 1 0, 2020, 2030, 2040, and 2050. 

TABLES 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

(COMPUTATION OF RATE OF URBANIZATION OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS) 

2000 2010 
Population 20,246 27,693 
Declaration Boundary (acres) 17,881 
Existing Size of City (acres) 8,102 
Historical Irrigated acreage 12,950 
Project Land Acreage for growth 827 

Percent on agricultural lands 72% 
Incremental agricultural 595 
Cumulative agricultural 595 
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2020 
32,745 

1,389 

562 
1,157 

2030 2040 2050 
35,771 50,900 66,028 

1,725 3,406 5,087 

336 1,681 1,681 
1,493 3,174 4,855 
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Step 3B - Determine the Portion of Agricultural Lands That Could Possibly Be Urbanized 

In lieu of any detailed urban planning computerized model, it appears that a rational approach 
would be to take the percentage of the agricultural land to the total declaration boundary as the 
percentage of agricultural lands that could be urbanized. The assumptions for each the 
communities are presented in Table 6. For Spanish Fork City the irrigated acreage is 12,950 
acres and the total declaration boundary is 17,881 acres. By dividing 12,950 acres by the 17,881 
acres for the declaration boundary a percentage of 72% is arrived at. This percentage was then 
multiplied by the land requirements computed in Step 3 A to support the projected population 
growth shown in Table 5. For example, from Table 5 at year 2010 the total is 827 acres. This 
value time 72% equals 659 acres of agricultural lands that are projected for future urbanization. 

TABLE 6 
PERCENTAGE OF GROWTH 

BETWEEN AGRICULTURAL AND NON-AGRICULTURAL LANDS 
Percentage of Growth on 

Mixture of agricultural and Percentage of Growth on 
Community non-A2ricultural Lands A2ricultural Lands 

Genola 49% 51% 
Mapleton 41% 59% 
Payson 65% 35% 
Salem 60% 40% 
Spanish Fork 28% 72% 
Springville 61% 37% 
West Mountain 58% 42% 

4.1.5 Step 4 - Allocate the Urbanization of Agricultural Lands Between Lands with SVP 
Water and Lands with Spanish Fork River Water. 

As stated previously, because the yield of the water supply from Strawberry Reservoir and the 
Spanish Fork River are different it is necessary in the analysis to keep a separate accounting. 

The information generated in previous steps is a constraint to the amount of urbanization that 
could occur on irrigated lands. For example, the total lands urbanized under the Mapleton Canal 
could not exceed the 44 acres (see Table 3, column 4). Because of the commingling of 
agricultural lands that use SVP water and Spanish Fork River water and the absence of any other 
available mathematical approach it was assumed for this illustrative example of Spanish Fork 
City that for the 72% growth onto agricultural lands that 60% of the growth would be on lands 
with SVP water and 40% on lands with Spanish Fork River water. This distribution is different 
for the various communities that have agricultural lands. Table 7 shows this distribution. The 
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results of the analytical analysis for the rate of urbanization for Spanish Fork City are shown in 
Table 8. 

TABLE 7 
ASSUMED PERCENTAGES OF GROWTH 

BETWEEN SVP LANDS AND SPANISH FORK RIVER LANDS 
Percent of Growth 

Percent of Growth On Lands with 
on Spanish Fork 

SVPLands River Water 
Genola 90% 10% 
Mapleton 90% 10% 
Payson 90% 10% 
Salem 50% 50% 
Spanish Fork 60% 40% 
Springville 60% 40% 11 
West Mountain 50% 50% 

II The 40% in Springville is Hobble Creek water instead of 
Spanish Fork River water. 

4.1.6 Step 5 - Determine the Amount of Water Made Available Through Urbanization 

The calculation of amount of water made available through urbanization and shown is Table 9 is 
a straight-forward calculation using the agricultural acres urbanized in Table 8 and the adjusted 
future yield in acre-feet per acre in Table 3, Column 9. 

Urbanization ofSVP Water. As an example, using the 159 acres projected for urbanization for 
the Spanish Fork Westfield Canal at the year 2020 under the land with SVP water multiplied 
times the average year yield of 0.43 acre-feet per acre from Table 3, Column 8 results in 68 acre
feet ofSVP water as shown in Table 9. 

Urbanization of Spanish Fork River Water. Since the yield of the Spanish Fork River is 
substantially more at 2.34 (from Table 3, Column 8) acre-feet per acre the yield is 557 acre-feet 
as shown in Table 9 at year 2020 for the Spanish Fork Westfield Canal. As stated earlier it was 
assumed that a likely scenario for lands with Spanish Fork River water that are urbanized the 
water associated with the lands would remain on the land as a future water supply for outdoor 
use. The calculations in this table are an input to the water demand sheets in Appendix D. 

Water Demand Sheets. Continuing with Spanish Fork City as an example, the following 
projected amounts of water (from Table 9) made available by urbanization of lands with Spanish 
Fork River water are entered into the computations for the Spanish Fork City Water Demand 
Sheet on the following page in Table 10. 
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Table 8 

SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Urbanization of Agricultural Lands by Canal Company 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 400/0 on Lands with SVP Water and 60% To Lands with Spanish Fork River Water) 

SVP "I. 0.40 Spanish Fork 0.60 

Lands with SVP water jJ Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 8 13 16 32 47 
Mapleton Canal 2 3 3 6 10 
East Bench Canal 113 189 235 464 693 
Spanish Fork South Canal 23 39 49 96 143 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 94 159 197 389 581 

SUbtotal 240 402 SOO 987 1,474 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 12 19 24 48 71 
Mapleton Canal 2 4 5 10 14 
East Bench Canal 169 284 352 696 1.039 
Spanish Fork South Canal 35 59 73 144 215 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 142 238 295 583 871 

Subtotal 300 503 7SO 1,480 2,210 

Total acres 
urbanized 539 905 1,249 2,467 3,684 

11 SVP water that becomes available becomes supplemental irrigation water. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

~ The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 
~ater supply for the canc:ll company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Thereforenth~\\Iat~r would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 9 

SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

Lands with SVP water ~ SVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 12 19 24 47 71 
Mapleton Canal 3 5 6 13 19 
East Bench Canal 147 246 306 603 901, 
Spanish Fork South Canal 11 19 24 47 70' 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 01 
Spanish Fork Westfield 40 68 84 167 249 

Subtotal 213 358 444 8n 1310 

lands with Spanish Fork River water .J. Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 4 6 8 15 23 
Mapleton Canal 1 1 1 3 4 
East Bench Canal 242 407 505 998 1490 
Spanish Fork South Canal 52 88 109 216 322 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 332 557 692 1367 2041 

Subtotal 631 1059 1316 2598 3880 

L .... ------ - -- _ ... .. _-- ~1l1J~c!e·feet) ---
844 

-- 14.11 - -
1760 3475 5190 



Yearl YR 2000 I YR. 2010 I YR 20201 YR 2030 I YR2040 YR 2050 

Ooi' u.U'~-:"t :: I '::-'::r,:, I :: 

Acre-feeUvea" 5.284 7.135 A 3'7 . . -iAli -'7-'" 16.272 
TOIaI Wat@rUse Gallons oer ';"Olla oar d;,a 233 230 22, 224 220 

Pomble D<!mand (oae.h· .. 203 195 18, 79 165 

In"'i'ut;onol Com·marcia .. and Indu.'ri.~··· 

Source of Water 

Ory Year Yield 

Sorlnos' 

SOUlh Utah Vanev Munlcl",,1 I ISUVMWl' 

Sublola 

... .. Su~iota 

Sublota 

78 77 76 75 '"14 73 
75 70 65 60 55 52 
50 48 46 44 42 40 

Gross Amounl of Water Portion of Gross Wlter Porllon of Gross Walar 
Avoilable within Decl"ralionl Supply Pre.enlly Supply Presenlly Nol 

Devoloped or 
Boundary Developed Unavailable 

(acre_I, 

I.SQl 

10.487 

1.591 

4.691 

(acro_I' 

4.69' 

(Icre.fool, 

.0 

o 

o 

Share-of SWMW"'-o"iCiiasedWiiR,-fmii'
Share of SU\lMWA UP MR.' 

I Jordan Canaleom""nv 108.0 
429. 

108. 
429: 

)0 
).0 

lsvp wata" 
Hlahllne ::anal 
Maoleton ::anal 
East Bench ::anal 
S""ni.h Fork South ,~n.I(70%-;;i- ,:045" 
Southea.t Canal 'CItv wHl not e,oand onlo this land'!' 

Soonlsh Fork RI ,.r watel 
liahRna I :anal 
laaleton ::anal 
,ast Bene ::anal 
iDanlsh 'ork South Canal (20% of 2.268)-

Southea.1 Canal (cltv will nolex'oand onlo this land'" 
Weslfield (80% of 8.390 see footnote Oiii 

SDrlna Exchanae w .... l' 
Mill Race Exchanoe 
Malcolm Stream 

- Snanl.h FnrkC.1v IS\lP:;;'-~;; 

Subtotal 

Sublola 

219 
48 

2.016 
137 
o 

'.001 

6 
o 

626 
227 
o 
~ 

SubtOla1 8.429 

238 
635 

o 
Subtolan .745 

537 

3.421 

87: 

119 
48 

2.016 
137 

o 
.001 

o 
o 

626 
144 
o joo 

!38 
635 

o 

537 

873 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

6 
o 
o 
83 
o 

-3.25 

o 

o 
J.34li 

-"""-0-1 

S""nlsh Fork Rlverwatel' 0 533 .. 5 1.111 -2:185 3.278 

IPotabl , demand In acre.feet 
SDrlnQS 
Sorina~ ... Ak 

rwels 

, demand in .c .. .foat 
Sorinos 
Sorlna '~reek 

. )nal'\o1I811s 
Vater 

, Fork River water 
all_ Suoolle. Jevelooed 

Demand Nol Mal 
fotal Remalnlna Av.lI.ble Suooll •• 

. Aarlcultural Water Within -OOciiiiiiOi1BollI'"jarv 

DemanO 

4. 04 
91 

3. 

680 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
20.510 

.345 

6.149 
91 

4.58 

o 
o 
o 
o 

86 

o 
18.659 
2.812 

6 .. 59 
91 

4. 91 

o 
18.045 

'.450 

To:!" 

",' 

2.:'34 

9."50 
1. ,Ql 

4. i91 
3 .• 68 

12 104 
1.91 
4. 
5.22 

o 

140 
30 2.218 

ij 
IAAAI 

.150 

173 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
15.444 

61 



APPENDIXC 

2010 
2020 
2030 
2040 
2050 

Projected Amount of Converted 
Spanish Fork River Water 

533 acre-feet 
895 acre-feet 

1,111 acre-feet 
2,195 acre-feet 
3,278 acre-feet 

AGRICULTURAL CONVERSIONS 

4.1.7 Step 6 - Determine the Projected Remaining Agricultural Water on Irrigated Lands 
not Urbanized 

For example, using Spanish Fork South Canal as an example the remaining agricultural water on 
lands not urbanized on lands with SVP water is the adjusted acreage in Table 3, Column 4 of 656 
acres plus the 2,622 acres (Table 3, Column 5) of agricultural lands on which no growth will 
occur due to zoning restrictions minus the agricultural lands converted in Table 8 at year 2030 of 
39 acres times the enlarged Strawberry Reservoir yield of 0.49 acre-feet per acre equals 1,578 
acre-feet. Results of the projected remaining agricultural water on lands not urbanized are 
presented in Table 11. 

4.1.8 Step 7 - Determine by Community and Canal Company the Projected Surplus or 
Deficit in Irrigation Water Supplies on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

The assumption as stated previously was that the SVP lands would become supplemental 
irrigation water for use on other SVP lands while the water from the Spanish Fork River lands 
would in all likelihood be purchased by developers who were constructing housing in these newly 
urbanized lands 

The projected remaining agricultural water supply is based upon the following: 

(1) the enlarged Strawberry Reservoir average annual yield of 61,000 acre-feet reduced by 
4% river loss of 2,440 acre-feet and 10,177 acre-feet of SVP M&I for an adjusted 
average annual yield of 48,363 acre-feet; and 

(2) the average annual yield of the Spanish Fork River of 49,000 acre-feet adjusted by the 
amount that is outside the ideal irrigation diversion requirement to arrive at an annual 
average of 46,338 acre-feet. This amount was reduced over time by the amount oflands 
urbanized which were allocated in Step 5, Tables 8 and 9, to the Spanish Fork River. 

As a necessary step in determining the capability of these remaining water supplies to meet 
demands the irrigation diversion requirement in acre-feet per acre was determined. 

Step 7 A - Determine the Net Irrigation Requirement in Acre-Feet per Acre for Agricultural 
Lands 

There exists substantial information in south Utah County on the crop consumptive use and other 
factors such as effective precipitation, groundwater contribution, and irrigation efficiency which 

311512004 C - 8 
Water Supply Appendix, Volume 2 
Definite Plan Report (Agricultural Conversions) 

1.B.02.029.BO.133 
Bonneville Unit 



Table 11 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

Lands with SVP water 11 Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 313 306 301 278 254 
Mapleton Canal 84 82 81 74 68 
East Bench Canal 3982 3883 3823 3526 3228 
Spanish Fork South Canal 1591 1583 1578 1555 1532 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 197 197 197 197 197 
Spanish Fork Westfield 2239 2211 2195 2112 2030 

Subtotal 8406 8261 8175 7742 7309 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ?:! Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highllne Canal 66 64 62 55 47 
Mapleton Canal 11 11 10 9 8 
East Bench Canal 4310 4146 4047 3555 3062 
Spanish Fork South Canal 4870 4834 4813 4707 4600 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 1896 1896 1896 1896 1896 
Spanish Fork Westfield 12137 11912 11777 11102 10428 

Subtotal 23290 22862 22606 21323 20041 

Total (acre-feet, 31696 31124 30780 29065 27350 



APPENDIXC AGRICULTURAL CONVERSIONS 

when combined correctly determines the net irrigation delivery requirement to meet the crop 
needs. 2 

Under present conditions there are significant areas of groundwater contribution to the crop 
consumptive use in the irrigated lands in south Utah County. However there is expected to be 
less groundwater contribution with time as irrigated lands are urbanized and the cities continue to 
increase significantly their groundwater pumping to meet future M&I needs. For the analysis of 
projecting the future irrigation needs and any resulting surplus of deficit in SVP water supplies 
for irrigation the approach was adopted to show full utilization of groundwater contribution at the 
present time of 0.26 acre-feet per acre and by the year 2050 the groundwater contribution of the 
equation for computing net irrigation requirement would be reduced to 0.13 acre-feet per acre at 
the year 2050. Table 12 contains the net irrigation water requirement for each of the canals. 

TABLE 12 
VARIA TION IN NET IRRIGATION REQUIREMENT OVER TIME 

(UNITS: ACRE-FEET PER ACRE) 

Canal 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 
Highline Canal 2.90 2.96 2.96 2.99 3.02 
M3J!leton Canal 11 3.36 3.36 3.36 3.36 3.36 
Salem Canal 2.88 2.93 2.97 3.02 3.06 
East Bench Canal 11 3.31 3.31 3.31 3.31 3.31 
Spanish Fork South Canal 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.96 3.08 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.96 3.08 
Spanish Fork Westfield 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.96 3.08 
Lakeshore Canal 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.96 3.08 

Average 2.85 2.93 2.99 3.06 3.13 
II Mapleton Canal and East Bench Canal do not have a groundwater contribution to the crop consumptive 
use. Therefore the net irrigation requirement for the crop does not change over time. 

Step 7 C - Determine Surplus Water from SVP lands as lands under each canal company are 
urbanized that can be reapplied to Remaining SVP land which are projected to have irrigation 
shortages 

Table 13 for Spanish Fork City has the purpose of determining for each of the canals the amount 
of surplus or deficit in SVP water supply. Using as an example the East Bench Canal the amount 
of surplus SVP water is 186 acre-feet at the year 2030. 

Table 14 is an overall summary for Spanish Fork City. For example, it shows a surplus of SVP 
water of 495 acre-feet at year 2050 that can be used on other SVP agricultural lands. 

2 Source of information on crop consumptive use, effective precipitation, groundwater contribution, and 
irrigation efficiency are contained in Bonneville Unit Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume 1 - Text, 
March 1998. 

3/1512004 C-9 
Water Supply Appendix, Volume 2 
Definite Plan Report (Agricultural Conversions) 

1.B.02.029.BO.133 
Bonneville Unit 



Table 13 
I SPANISH FORK CITY 
I 

Projected Surplus of Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

I ",U1U I _"'020_ 2U;SU I ~4~ ",u:'u 

CANALS 
:i~~'r~ .~ .' ." .. 1" ' J , '" ~~!h~"': ./ n, ,~ ... ~ "'!!: " ~:"~' . , ;.>""~. c, • , .">A' " ,. .. ~ .. ~l~ 

Hlghline Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land (acres) 198 185 177 138 99 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-teet acre 2.90 2.93 2.96 2.99 3.02 
Water Demand 573 541 523 412 298 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 12 19 24 47 71 
Local supplies 40 40 40 40 40 
Groundwater 61 61 61 61 61 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 313 306 301 278 254 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 66 64 62 55 47 

Surplus of Deficit in Agricultural Water -81 -51 -35 69 176 
l[lf,i~iZ~ .. ~: - .. ,<.,,~ '" 

,...,,. , . ,.i§Jti..- .,> 
r, "r¥L~~1tl1W~t~i~~it¥.k~~ ~~~;~@.>. ,~< :,:;~~:~' '< ';;~", < ;:: .)~ ~. ., ;. ~~.~<:~~. ,'", -J.,,' '",.,';li ." -"'<~. -v ',v,.,. , !~ ,:,' 

Mapleton Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 40 37 36 28 20 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-teet acre 3.36 3.36 3.36 3.36 3.36 
Water Demand 135 126 121 94 67 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 3 5 6 13 19 
LocalsuppUes 38 38 38 38 38 
Groundwater 5 5 5 5 5 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 84 82 81 74 68 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 11 11 10 9 8 

Surplus of Deficit In Agricultural Water 6 15 20 45 71 
1~%'$'I~it· ' \~', oj i ~. 

" l· . ' .. :. ~ ~'., ~ ; "~:":Ii\IIA'llIl;::m~;f!* , :~)i{?ty·h:· . ; '.~~ , 
.~;>. :,,;,.;~~;J~a%:: .R\~ 

., 
-: ':t:&r~h', 1', • ~~ , " 

East Bench Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 2,892 2,701 2,587 2,014 1,442 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 3.31 3.31 3.31 3.31 3.31 
Water Demand 9,579 8.946 8.567 6.672 4.777 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 147 246 306 603 901 
Local supplies 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater 457 457 457 457 457 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 3,982 3.883 3.823 3.526 3.228 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 4.310 4.146 4.047 3.555 3.062 

Surplus of Deficit in Agricultural Water -683 
-- ~ ~.----- 66 - .M69 --

_2.871 



Table 13 (continued) 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Surplus of Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 
Local supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 

of Deficit in Aaricultural Water 

Spanish Fork Southeast 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 
Local supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 

of Deficit in Aaricultural Water 

Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 
L:ocal supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 

of Deficit in 



Table 14 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Summary Table 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050 

Remaining Lands in acres with SVP Water in Spanish Fork 14,854 14,448 14,204 12,987 11,769 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 40,401 40,661 41,366 39,017 36,516 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization 213 358 444 877 1,310 
Local supplies 78 78 78 78 78 
Groundwater 3,291 3,291 3,291 3,291 3,291 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water 9,629 9,485 9,398 8,966 8,533 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water 27,049 26,621 26,364 25,082 23,800 

Surplus of Deficit in Agricultural Water -140 -828 -1,790 -723 495 
___ ~V ... vva1er lOa~ C()ula De usea on omer ~V ... lanas ___ _ __ 

- ,-- --
0 0 ___ II -_.- --

0 _____ 495 
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Table 1 
Distribution of AgrlcuHural Acreage 

Springville 
percent acres 

~ - The total acres for the various canal companies Is taken from the BonneviDe Unti, Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume 1, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In the most recent history ab0U1515 acres ofland are now irrigated In SOU1h Shore area of West Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - Historically 4,500 acres has been Irrigated In Springville. 

West Mountain 
percent 

75.00"'{' 31 

~ - Of the 6,917 acres ofland the analysis in this report considered that 515 acres from SOU1h Shore and 4,500 acres in Springville were part of this remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and Springville wouklleave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered In accounting for all irrigated lands. This information is used in determining the rate of conversion of agricuHurallands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated wkh the SprlngvlHe area Is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtracting the existing SVP Mal of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the Irrigated lands In SpringMle. This amount was used in projecting the amount of agrlcultual water that Is avaHabie for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 

Other Irrigated 
Lands 41 



TABLE 2 
GENOlA 

(Computation of Reduction in SVP Acres From Present Conversion to M&I) 
Yield of 0 equals 9318.9272 dI"lc:led by 5112 equals 1.82 acre-feet per acre 
Corresponding acreage for 0 equals 0 divided t 1.82 equals 0 



TABLE 3 
GENOLA 
:reage CI~ Expected to Grown Onto 

I I 
to Grown Onto Yield 

Remaining 
lure lar 

on which no 
Canal acreage In Acreagealter % of acreage city growth Is 
CHy Declaration reduction for expected to grow Adjusted expected to 11961 DryYear 

Boundary SVPM&I on to acreage occur Yield 

I I 
with SVP water 

Highfine Canal 5,112 5,112 20.00% 1,022 4,090 7,669 1.50 1.50 
Mapleton Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wlA not e>cpand onto this) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

5,112 1,022 4,090 7.669 1.50 1.50 

with Spanish Fork River water 

Hlghfine Canal 5,112 5,112 20.00% 1022 4090 1,650 0.32 0.32 
Mapleton Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

5112 5,112 1022 4090 1.650 0.32 0.32 



Table 4 
Genola 

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 
Population 965 1.565 2.392 4.744 11,467 18.191 
Declaration Boundary Acreage 10,000 
Existing Size of City Boundary In Acres 1,000 
Historciallrrigated Acreage In Delcaratlon Boundary 5,112 

Land required for new growth (at 9 people per acre) 
(Assume 20% of growth will be on irrigated agricultural) 0.51 

Incremental acreage 34 47 134 382 382 
Cumulative acreage 34 81 215 597 978 



Table 5 

GENOLA 

Projected Agricultural Lands Urbanized by Canal Company 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 90% on lands with SVP Water and 10% to lands with Spanish Fork River Water 

SVPO/O 0.9 Spanish Fork "I. 0.1 

Lands with SYP water 11 Portion of Lands Converted with SYP water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 31 73 193 537 881, 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 31 73 193 537 881 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ?i Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highllne Canal 3 8 21 60 98 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 3 8 21 60 98 

Total acres 
urbanized 34 81 215 597 978 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

2J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water suoolv for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. _Therefore this water w()uld noirevert back tQother irrigated lands. 
--



Table 6 

GENOLA 

Projected Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

(Yield in Acre-Feet Using Unit Yield In Acre-Feet Per Acre During Dry Year (1961) ) 

, 

Lands with SVP water 11 SVP water (In acre-feet) I 

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 
Highline Canal 46 109 290 805 1321 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 46 109 290 805 1321 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 1 3 7 19 32 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 1 3 7 19 32 

Total (acre-feet) 47 112 297 825 1353 

1/ SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

Y The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 7 
GENOLA 

Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

(Remaining Agricultural Water equals the 1961 Dry Year Yield 
of 19,968 acre-feet minus the 3,417 AF of SVP M&I minus the Agricultural Conversion shown in Table 4) 

Lands with SVP water 11 Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units In acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 7623 7559 7379 6863 6348 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 7623 7559 7379 6863 6348 
! 

I 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water 7J Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 1649 1648 1643 1631 1619, 
0 0 0 0 0' 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

SUbtotal 1649 1648 1643 1631 1619 

Total (acre-feet) 9272 9207 9022 8494 7966 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

Y The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivi~()ns. Theref()r~ thJ~~aterwould not revert back to otl!~rirrigatedlands. 



Table 8 
GENOLA 

Surplus of Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Highline Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land (acres) 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Surplus of Deficit 

East Bench Canal 



Table 8 (Continued) 
GENOLA 

Surplus of Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

I ",U1U I ",U",U I 2030 I 2040 I 20:10 

CANALS ......... 
Spanish Fork South Canal 

Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 

Spanish Fork Westfield Canal 



Table 9 
Summary Table 

GENOLA 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050 

Remaining Agricultural Acreage 5,078 5,031 4,897 4,515 4,134 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 2.90 2.93 2.96 2.99 3.02 
Water Demand 14,726 14,741 14,496 13,501 12,483 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 46 109 290 805 1,321 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 7,623 7,559 7,379 6,863 6,348 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 1,649 1,648 1,643 1,631 1,619 

Surplus of Deficit -5,408 -5,424 -5,184 -4,202 -3,196 
SVP Water that could be used on other SVP lands 0 0 0 0 0 



. ~,' 
;". 

" .. 

I.,,' 

, 1-_' 
", 

',~,. 

"II 

'. 

" 

••. 'V 

-,' , , 



Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

Salem 
percent acres 

11.92% 

74.28% 
10.18% 

Spanish Fork 
percent 

1.17% 
1.19% 

76.13% 

50.93% 
100.00% 
100.00% 

Springville 
percent acres 

~ • The total acres for the various canal companies Is taken from the Bonnevlle Untl, Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume 1, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

E22I!!!l!§.1. In the most recent history about 515 acres of land are now irrigated in South Shore area of West Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 • Historically 4,500 acres has been Irrigated in SpringvHle. 

West Mountain 
percent acres 

75.00% 

~. Oftlla 6,917 acres of land the analysis In this report considered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres In SprlngvHle were part of this remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and SprlngvHle would leave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered In accounting for all irrigated lands. This Information Is used In determining the rate of conversion of agricultural lands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with the SprlngvRle area Is 4,500 acre-feel Subtracting the existing SVP M&I of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical Irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the irrigated lands In Springlvile. This amount was used In projecting the amount of agncultual water that Is available for conversion 
end future use on other SVP lands. 

Other Irrigated 
Lands 41 



TABLE 2 
MAPLETON CITY 

(Computation of reduction of SVP acres from Present SVP M&I) 
Yield of --0 equals 6754.9701 divided by 4624 

Corresponding acreage for 0 equa 0 dlvldel 
equal 
1.46 equals 

1.46 acre-feel per acre 
o 



MAPLETON CITY 

Remaining 
agriculture 

on which no 
Canal acreage In Acreageafter % of acreage city growth Is 
City Declaration reduction for expected to grow Adjusted expected to Average Year 

Boundary SVPM&I onto acreage occur Yield 

with SVP water 

HighHne Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Mapleton 3,629 3,629 75.00% 2,722 907 4,010 1.10 
East Bench Canal 995 995 75.00% 746 249 1,294 1.30 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork Southeast canal (city wlQ not expand onto this) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 

4,624 3,466 1,156 5304 1.15 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water 

Hlghnne Canal 0 0 75.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Mapleton 3,629 3,629 75.00% 2722 907 529 0.15 
East Bench Canal 995 995 0.00% 0 995 922 0.93 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 

Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
4624 4.624 2722 1902 1451 0.31 0.31 



TABLE4 
MAPLETON CITY 

(Computation of Rate of Urbanization of Agricultural Lands 
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Population 5,809 9,403 14,928 20,990 27,507 34,024 
Declaration Boundary Acreage 7,817 
Existing Size of City Boundary In Acres 6,701 
Hlstorclallrr1gated Acreage in DelcaraUon Boundary 4,624 

Land required for new growth (at 6 people per acre) 
Assume % of future growth on irrigated lands 0,59 

Incremental Agricultural acreage 236 363 398 428 428 
Cumulative Agricultural acreage 236 599 998 1,426 1,854 



TABLE 5 

MAPLETON CITY 

Projected Agricultural Lands Urbanized Under Canal Company 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 90% on Lands with SVP Water and 10% To Lands with Spanish Fork River Water) 

SVP 0.9 Spanish Fork 0.1 

Lands with SVP water 11 Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton 167 423 705 1,007 1,310 
East Bench Canal 46 116 193 276 359 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wiD not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 213 539 898 1,284 1,669 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water '# Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton Canal 19 47 78 112 146 
East Bench Canal 0 7 6 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 19 54 85 112 146 

Total agricultural 
acres urbanized 231 593 983 1,395 1,815 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

~ The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

~l~t~ly!or the canal company for use In ouldo()r waterill90f the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



TABLE 6 

MAPLETON CITY 

Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

(Yield in Acre-Feet Using Unit Yield in Acre-Feet Per Acre During Dry Year (1961) ) 

Lands with SVP water 11 sVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton Canal 184 468 779 1113 1447 
East Bench Canal 60 151 251 359 467 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 244 619 1030 1472 1914 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton Canal 3 7 11 16 21 
East Bench Canal 0 6 6 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 3 13 17 16 21 

Total (acre-feet) 247 632 1047 1489 1936 

1/ SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

?:.I The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supplyfor the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 7 
Mapleton 

Projected Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

(Remaining Agricultural Water equals the 1961 Dry Year Yield 
of 19,968 acre-feet minus the 3,417 AF of SVP M&I minus the Agricultural Conversion shown in Table 4) 

Lands with SVP water 11 Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton Canal 3825 3542 3231 2897 2562 
East Bench Canal 1235 1143 1043 935 827 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 5060 4685 4274 3832 3390 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ?:! Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton Canal 526 522 518 513 508 
East Bench Canal 922 916 916 922 922 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0, 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 Oi 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 1448 1438 1434 1435 0 
1430 

Total (acre-feet) 6508 6123 5708 5266 3390 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

2/ The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



TABLE 8 
MAPLETON CITY 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

CANALS 

Highline 

Mapleton Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
local supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

of Deficit 

East Bench Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Surplus of Deficit 

3,444 
3.26 

11,226 

949 
3.31 

3,142 

60 
1,235 

922 

872 
3.31 

2,887 

151 
1,143 

916 

1,939 
3.26 

6,320 

251 
1,043 

916 

359 
935 
922 

-163 



CANALS 

Fork South Canal 

Sn,.nl .. n Fork Southeast 

TABLE 8 (Continued) 
MAPLETON CITY 



TABLE 9 
SUMMARY TABLE 
MAPLETON CITY 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050 

Remaining Agricultural Acreage 4,393 3,124 2,734 2,321 1,902 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Water Demand 14,368 10,226 8,953 7,603 6,233 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 244 619 1,030 1,472 1,914 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 5,060 4,685 4,274 3,832 3,390 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 1,448 1,438 1,434 1,435 1,430 
Local water supply 3,132 3,132 3,132 3,132 3,132 
Groundwater 435 435 435 435 435' 

Surplus of Deficit -4,484 -352 917 2,267 3,63~1 
Amount of SVP that can be applied on other lands 0 0 917 1,472 1,914 

-
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(see 
footnote 1) Genola 

Percent 
27.61% 

Table 1 
Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

Mapleton 
percent 

98.81% 
23.87% 

Spanish Fork 
percent acres 

1.17% 
1.19% 

76.13% 

50.93% 
100.00% 
100.00% 

Springville 
percent acres 

El!s!loIItL1 - The total acres for the various canal companies Is laken from the Bonneville Untl, Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume I, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In the most recent history about 515 acres of land are now irrigated In South Shore area ofWesl Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - HlstoricaUy 4,500 acres has been Irrigated in Springville. 

West Mountain 
percent 

75.00% 

footnote..! - Of the 6,917 acres of land the anatysls In this report considered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres In SpringvUle were part of this remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and Springville would leave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered In accounting for all irrigated lands. This Infonnatlon Is used in detennining the rate of conversion of agricutturallands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with the SprlngvWe area Is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtracting the existing SVP M&I of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical Irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the irrigated lands In SprlnglvUe. This amount was used In projecting the amount of agrlcultual water that is available for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 
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TABLE 2 
PAYSON CITY 

(computation of reduction in SVP acres from present M&I) 

Yield of 
Corresponding acreage for 

o. equals 20482.5536 divided by 
o equa 0 

8629 
divldec 

equal 
2.37 equals 

2.37 acre-feet per acre 
o 



with SVP water 

Hlghllne Canal 
Salelm canal 
East Bench Canal 
Spanish For1t South Canal (20%) 
Spanish For1t Southeast canal (dly will not expand onIo Ihts) 

Spanish For1t Westfield (50%) 

with Spanish Fork River _tar 

Hlghllne canal 
Salem Canal 
East Bench Canal 
Spanish For1t South Canal (20%) 
Spanish For1t Southeast canal (dly wm not expand onIo IhIs) 

Spanish For1t Westfield (50%) 

Canal acreage In 
City Declaration 

8,494 
135 
o 
o 
o 
o 

8,494 
135 
0 
0 
0 

0 
8629 

TABLE 3 
PAYSON CITY 

Aereageafter 
reduction for 

SVPM&I 

8,494 
135 

0 
0 
0 

0 
8.629 

30.00% 
30.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

0.00% 

2548 
41 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2589 

5,946 
95 
o 
o 
o 
o 
6,040 

5948 
95 
0 
0 
0 

0 
6040 



TABLE 4 
PAYSON CITY 

(Computation of Rate of Urbanization of Agricultural Lands 
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Population 12.716 20.606 27.750 30.583 55.673 80.763 
Declaration Boundary Acreage 24,721 
Existing Size of City Boundary In Acres 4,233 
Historciallrrlgated Acreage In Oelcaratlon Boundary 8,629 

Land required for new growth (at 9 people per acre) 
Percentage of future growth on inigated lands 0.35 

Incremental Agricultural acreage 306 277 110 973 973 
Cumulative Agricultural acreage 306 583 693 1.666 2.639 



Table 5 

PAYSON CITY 

Projected Agricultural Lands Urbanized by Canal Company 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the 30% Growth on Agriculture Was Apportioned 

To Be 90% on Lands with SVP Water and 10% To Lands with Spanish Fork River Water) 

SVP 0.9 Spanish Fork 0.1 

Lands with SVP water :!J Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (in acres) , 

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 
Highline Canal 271 517 614 1.476 

2.
338

1 Salelm Canal 4 8 10 23 37 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0, 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city win not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

SUbtotal 275 525 624 1,499 2,375 

lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 30 57 68 164 260 
Salelm Canal 0 1 1 3 4 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 O~ 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 31 58 69 167 264 

Total agricultural 
acres urbanized 306 583 693 1,666 2,639 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

?J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 6 

PAYSON CITY 

Projected Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

(Yield in Acre-Feet Using Unit Yield in Acre-Feet per Acre for Enlarge Strawberry Reservoir and Average Annual Yield of Spanish Fork) 

Lands with SVP water 11 SVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 526 1002 1190 2862 4534. 
Salelm Canal 3 6 7 17 28 1 

East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 529 1008 1198 2879 4561 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 13 24 28 68 108 
Salelm Canal 1 2 3 7 11 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wI8 not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 14 26 31 76 120 

Total (acre-feet) 543 1034 1229 2955 4681 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

?J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 7 
PAYSON CITY 

Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

(Remaining Agricultural Water equals the 1961 Dry Year Yield 
of 19,968 acre-feet minus the 3,417 AF of SVP M&I minus the Agricultural Conversion shown In Table 4) 

Lands with SVP water 11 Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 15945 15469 15280 13609 11937 
Salelm Canal 97 94 93 83 73 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wiI not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 16042 15563 15373 13691 12009 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water 6! Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 3532 3520 3516 3476 3436, 
Salelm Canal 366 365 365 360 356 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wiI not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 3898 3885 3881 3836 3792 

Total (acre-feet) 19940 19448 19254 17528 15802 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

2! The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 8 
PAYSON CITY 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Highline Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 
Local supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5-15 

Fork River Aaricultural Water from 

Salelm Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 
Local Supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5-15 

East Bench Canal 

5 

130 
2.88 
375 

124 
2.97 
369 

109 
3.02 
328 



SpaniSh Fork South Canal 

Spanish Fork Southeast 

Table 8 (Continued) 
PAYSON CITY 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 



Table 9 
PAYSON CITY 
Summary Table 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050 

Remaining Agricultural Acreage (acres) 10,808 10,531 10,421 9,448 8,474 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 30,964 30,486 30,478 27,922 25,310 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 529 1,008 1,198 2,879 4,561 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 19,769 19,290 19,100 17,419 15,737 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 3,898 3,885 3,881 3,836 3,792 
Local Supplies 1,583 1,583 1,583 1,583 1,583 
Groundwater 2,453 2,453 2,453 2,453 2,453j 

Surplus of Deficit -2,732 -2,266 -2,263 248 2,8171 
Amount of SVP that can be applied to other lands 0 0 0 248 2,8171 
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Highline Canal 
Mapleton Canal 
East Bench canal 

Canal 
Fork South Canal 
Fork Southeast Canal 
Canal 

(
footnote 1) Genola 

Percent 
27.61% 

Table 1 
Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

Mapleton 
percent acres 

98.81% 
23.87% 

Payson 
percent 
45.88% 

6.98% 

Springville 
percent acres 

~ - The IotaI acres for the various canal companies Is laken from the Bonneville Untl, Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume 1, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In the most recent history about 515 acres of land are now Irrigated In South Shore area of West Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - Historically 4,500 acres has been Irrigated In Sprlngvlle. 

West Mountain 
percent acres 

75.00% 

~ - Of the 6,917 acres of land the analysts In this report considered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres In SprlngvUIe were part ofthls remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and Sprlngvl\le would leave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered In accounting for aliinigated lands. This information Is used In datermining the rate of conversion of agricultural lands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with the SprlngviUe area Is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtracting the existing SVP M&I of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical Irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the Irrigated lands In SprlngMJe. This amount was used In projecting the amount of agrlcultual water that Is avaHabie for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 
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Yield of o 
Corresponding acreage for 

TABLE 2 
SALEM C.ITY 

(Computation of Reduction in SVP Acres from Present SVP M&I 
equals 10298.73 divided by 4300 equals 
o equals 0 divided t 2.40 

2.40 acre-feet per acre 
equals 0 



with SVP water 

High6ne Canal 
Salem Canal 
East Bench Canal 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 
Spanish Fork Southeast canal (dly will not expand anto this) 

Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 

with Spanish Fork River water 

HlghRne Canal 
Salem Canal 
East Bench Canal 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto 1hIs) 

Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 

Canal acreage In 
City Declaration 

Boundary 

2,207 
1,438 
0 
655 
0 
0 

2,207 
1,438 
0 
655 
0 

0 
4300 

TABLE 3 
SALEM CITY 

Acreageafter 
reduction for 

SVPM&I 

2,207 
1,438 

0 
655 

0 
0 

4,300 

2,207 
1,438 

0 
655 

0 

0 
4.300 

Remaining 
agriculture lands 

on which no 
% of acreage city growth Is 
expected to grow AdJusted expected to Average Annual 

onto acreage occur Yield 

40.00% 883 1,324 3.311 
40.00% 575 863 
0.00% 0 0 
40.00% 262 393 
0.00% 0 0 
0.00% 0 0 

1,720 2,580 

40.00% 883 1324 
40.00% 575 863 
0.00% 0 0 
40.00% 262 393 
0.00% 0 0 

0.00% 0 0 
1720 2580 6595 



TABLE 4 
SALEM CITY 

(Computation of Rate of Urbanization of Agricultural Lands) 
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 20501 

Population 4.372 7.351 12.101 17.016 24.212 31,409 
Declaration Boundary Acreage 7.500 
existing Size of City Boundary In Acras 3.167 
Hlstorclallrrlgated Acreage in Delcaratlon Boundary 4.300 

Total Amount of Land Required for Growth 331 859 1405 2204 30041 

Agricultural Land required for new growth 
(Assumed Percentage of growth on Irrigated agricultural) 0.4 

Incremental acreage 132 211 218 320 320 
Cumulative acreage 

------ -
132 344 562 --_ .... __ ._-- 882 ____ 1.202 



Table 5 

SALEM CITY 

Projected Agricultural Lands Urbanized by Canal Company 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 40% on Lands with SVP Water and 60% To Lands with Spanish Fork River Water) 

SVP OA Spanish Fork 0.6 

Lands with SVP water Y Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050; 

Highline Canal 27 71 115 181 247 
Salem canal 18 46 75 118 161' 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 8 21 34 54 73 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 53 137 225 353 481 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 20201 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 41 106 173 272 370 
Salem Canal 27 69 113 177 241 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 12 31 51 81 110 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wiD not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 66 172 281 441 601 

Total acres 
urbanized 119 309 506 794 1,081 

Y SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

'lJ The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new_l!l_ub~iyisions. Therefore this water woulcL'l()t!Elvert ba~ktootherirrigaJeclJ~nl!~_. _____ 



Table 6 

SALEM CITY 

Projected Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

(Yield in Acre-Feet Using Enlarged Strawberry Yield and Average Annual Yield of Spanish Fork River) 

Lands with SVP water 11 sVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 41 106 173 272 370 
Salem Canal 1 2 4 6 8 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 4 10 17 26 36 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 46 118 194 304 414 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ?J Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 13 34 56 88 119 
Salem Canal 90 235 384 603 821 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 18 47 77 121 165 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wiD not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 122 316 517 811 1106 

Total (acre-feet) 167 434 711 1115 1520 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

?J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 7 
SALEM CITY 

Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

Lands with SVP water 11 Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 3270 3205 3138 3039 2941 
Salem Canal 72 71 69 67 65 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 316 310 304 294 284 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (cfty win not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 3658 3586 3510 3400 3290 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water '# Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 699 678 657 625 593 
Salem Canal 4808 4664 4514 4296 4077 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 966 937 907 863 819 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (cfty wID not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0, 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Subtotal 6473 6279 6078 5783 5489 

Total (acre-feet) 10131 9864 9588 9183 8779 

jJ SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

Z,' The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



TABLE 8 
SALEM CITY 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

CANALS 
II 

Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land (acres) 2,139 

2,
031

1 Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 2.90 2.93 
Water Demand 6,203 5,950 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 41 106 
Local supplies 411 411 
Groundwater 621 621 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 3,270 3,205 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 699 678 

of Deficit -1,161 -929 

Salem Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 1,757 1,686 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 2.880 2.925 
Water Demand 5,059 4,931 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Local supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

of Deficit 

:;anal 
Remaining agricultural Land 0 0 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 3.312 3.312 
Water Demand 0 0 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 ~I ~I Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 0 

Surplus of Deficit 01 0 

1,
919

1 
1,754 

2.96 2.99 
5,679 5,246 

173 
411 
621 

3,138 
657 

-679 

0 0 0 
3.312 3.312 3.312 

0 0 0 

~I ~I 0 
0 



TABLE 8 (Continued) 
SALEM CITY 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Remaining agricultural land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
lcoal supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Remaining agricultural land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

of Deficit 

Spanish Fork Westfield Canal 
Remaining agricultural land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Surplus of Deficit 

I 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

I 

569 
2.83 

1,611 

0 
0 
0 
0 

521 
2.96 

1,539 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



TABLE 9 
SALEM CITY 
Summary Table 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,0501 

Remaining Lands Agricultural Acreage In Spanish Fork 4,530 4,319 4,101 3,781 3,461 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 

6,2561 Water Demand 7,841 7,580 7,290 6,784 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 46 118 194 304 414 
Local supplies 411 411 411 411 411 
Groundwater 1,541 1,541 1,541 1,541 1,541 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 3,731 3,658 3,583 3,473 3,363 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 7,460 7,266 7,065 6,770 6,476 

Surplus of Deficit 5,348 5,414 5,503 5,715 5,949 
SVP Water that could be used on other lands 46 118 194 304 414 

------- -
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Table 1 
Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

P.yson 
percent 
45.88% 

6.98% 

~ - The total acres for the various canal companies is laken from the Bonnevtlle Unit, Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume 1, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In the most recent history about 515 acres of land are now irrigated In South Shore area of West Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - Historically 4,500 acres has been irrigated in Springville. 

West Mountain 
acres percent acres 

~ - Of the 6,917 acres of land the analysis In this reporlconsldered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres In SprlngvlHewere part of this remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and SpringvlHe would leave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered In accounltng for all irrigated lands. This Information Is used In determining the rate of conversion of agricultural lands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with the Springville area Is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtracting the existing SVP Mal of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the ln1gated lands In Sprlnglvlle. ThIs amount was used In projecting the amount of agricultual water that Is available for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 

Other Irrigated 
Lands 41 



TABLE 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

(computation of reduction in SVP acres from present M&I) 

M&lof 0 equals 32540.4681 divided by 12950 equals 2.51 acre-feet per acre 
Corresponding acreage for 0 equals 0 divided by 2.51 equals o acres 

Note: The 1,703 acre-feet is from Table 5- 8 and represents the amount of existing SVP M&I water in Spanish Fork City, The 19,968 acre-feet 
is the historical dry year yield of the Strawberry Valley Project of 13,95 acre-feet plus the Spanish Fork River of 6,873 acre-feet in Spanish Fork City's 

Declaration boundary. This 19,968 acre-feet is divided by the total histoical acreage of 12,950 acres to arrive at the yield of 1.54 acre-feet per acre. 
The M&I water of 1,703 acre-feet divided by the factor of 1.54 provides an estimate of the amount of SVP acreage that is no longer in Irrigated agriculture. 
The historical irrigated acreage of 12,950 acre-feet is then reduced by 1,104 acres as shown in Table 5-13. 

-------------- ---- - - - -_ ... _----- --- - ---



TABLE 

SPANISH FORK CITY 

Amount of Agricultural Acreage City Could Potentially Grow Onto 

Acreage Reduction for M&I Acreage City Could Potentially Grow Onto Yield of Water SUDDIv 

Step 2A & Step 2 B Step2C Step 2 D 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 Column 7 ColumnS 

'fo oI_go city could 
potentially grow on to R.malnlng 

AcR.geafter (information from agriculture lands on 
Canal acre.geln City reduction for SVF Spanish Forie City's which no growth 1$ Hlsto~cal Year Projected Future YIeld In 
Declaration Boundary M&I engineer) Adjusted_e expected to occur AverageYear Yield (allacl allac 

_I:': ~r.YNben; 
Highlnecanal 217 217 100.00'16 217 0 325 I.SO I.SO 
Mapleton Canal 44 44 100.00'16 44 0 87 1.98 1.98 
East Bench Canal 3.174 3.174 100.00'16 3.174 0 4.129 1.30 1.30 
Sp8lUh Fori< SoUh canal 3.278 3.278 20.00'16 858 2.622 1.602 0.49 0.49 
Sparjsh Fori< SouIheast Canal 914 914 0.00'16 0 1114 197 0.22 0.22 
So8IUh Fori< Weslfleld 5323 5.323 SO.OO% 2882 2882 2279 0.43 0.43 

12.950 11.752 8.198 6819 0.87 0.87 
I 

AdjuIIed for SpanIIh Fork 
A-.go Flow 01 oIG.338 AF 1_ '_2 

Hlghlne Canal 217 217 100.00'16 217 0 70 0.32 0.32 
Mapleion Canal 44 44 100.00'1(, 44 0 12 0.26 0.28 
East Bench Canal 3.174 3.174 100.00'16 3174 0 4.553 1.43 1.43 
Sparish Fori< SoUh Canal 3,278 3,278 20.00'1(, 858 2822 4.922 I.SO I.SO 
Sp_ Fori< SouIheast Canal 914 914 0.00'16 0 914 1.698 2.07 2.07 
S_ForI<Weslfteld 5323 5,323 SO.OO'I6 2882 2882 12.469 2.34 2.34 

12950 12.950 8752 8198 23921 1.85 1.85 

(11 Enlarged Slr8wberIy YIeld was ~ by taking tho yield of 81.000 acre-feet end sublracting the 10.1 n 10 get a net yield oISO,803 ac:nHeet projecIed II> be available In the future for Imgallon. Thfs was then divided by !he 
Also lllere _10 be en accounIIng for the losses In stream chennels prior 10 div ... iOns. The losses total abouI4% 01 diversiOn which Is 4% ames 81.000 or 2.440 acre-feet. This would result In 48.363 acre-feet ThIs was divided by !he hIs_ yield 0137.913 10 get a _ 011.276. ThlsleclOr was !hen applied 10 the historical dry yell' yield to get the pmjecIed yield In acre-feet per acre for the future. For example. 0.05 times 1.34 equals 0.06 acre-feet per acre. 

SVPFactor 

(2) The yield 01 the Spanish Fori< River was adjusted to account for average conditions. The averago yield 0/45.000 acre-feet was dvIded by the 1981 dry year yield 0115.542 acre-leet for an canals In Sou1h Utah County 
to get • _ of 3.15 which was then mUtipIed by the hlslorlcal yield In allac to get the expected annual average future yield. For example. 1.35 ames 3.15 equals 4.28 acre-feet per aero. 

Spanish fori< River Factor 

--



TABLE 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

(Computation of rate of urbanization of agricultural lands) 

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 
Population 20,246 27,693 32,745 35,771 50,900 66,028 
Declaration Boundary Ac;reage 17,881 
Existing Size of City Boundary In Ac;res 8,102 

Historeial Irrigated Ac;reage In Delcaratton Boundary 12,950 

Total Land Area Required for Growth 827 1389 1725 3406 5087 

Land required for n_ growth (at 9 people per acre) 
(Percentage 01 grovrlh ) 0.72 

Incremental acreage 599 407 244 1,217 1,217 
CUmulative acreage 599 1,006 1,249 2,467 3,684 

-----



Table 

SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Urbanization of Agricultural Lands by Canal Company 

(Units In Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 40% on Lands with SVP Water and 60% To Lands with Spanish Fork River Water) 

SVP% 0.40 Spanish Fork 0.60 

Lands with SVP water l' Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 8 13 16 32 47 
Mapleton Canal 2 3 3 6 10 
East Bench Canal 113 189 235 464 693 
Spanish Fork South Canal 23 39 49 96 143 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 94 159 197 389 581 

Subtotal 240 402 500 987 1,474 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water 1/ Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Hlghline Canal 12 19 24 48 71 
Mapleton Canal 2 4 5 10 14 
East Bench Canal 169 284 352 696 1.039 
Spanish Fork South Canal 35 59 73 144 215 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 142 238 295 583 871 

Subtotal 300 503 750 1480 2,210 

Total acres 
urbanized 539 905 1,249 2,467 3,684 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

2J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 
the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 

SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

Lands with SVP water jJ SVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 12 19 24 47 71 
Mapleton Canal 3 5 6 13 19 
East Bench Canal 147 246 306 603 901 
Spanish Fork South Canal 11 19 24 47 70 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 40 68 84 167 249 

Subtotal 213 358 444 877 1310 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water 11 Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 4 6 8 15 23 
Mapleton Canal 1 1 1 3 4 
East Bench Canal 242 407 505 998 1490 
Spanish Fork South Canal 52 88 109 216 322 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield 332 557 692 1367 2041 

Subtotal 631 1059 1316 2598 3880 

Total (acre-feet) 844 1417 1760 3475 5190 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

~I The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 
the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irriaated lands. 

-----



Table 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

Lands with SVP water jJ Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 313 306 301 278 254 
Mapleton Canal 84 82 81 74 68 
East Bench Canal 3982 3883 3823 3526 3228 
Spanish Fork South Canal 1591 1583 1578 1555 1532 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 197 197 197 197 197 
Spanish Fork Westfield 2239 2211 2195 2112 2030 

SUbtotal 8406 8261 8175 7742 7309 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water 11 Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 66 64 62 55 47 
Mapleton Canal 11 11 10 9 8 
East Bench Canal 4310 4146 4047 3555 3062 
Spanish Fork South Canal 4870 4834 4813 4707 4600 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal 1896 1896 1896 1896 1896 
Spanish Fork Westfield 12137 11912 11777 11102 10428 

Subtotal 23290 22862 22606 21323 20041 

Total (acre-feet) 31696 31124 30780 29065 27350 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

2! The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the_ new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Projected Surplus of Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

I ;tU1U I 2U;tU I 2030 I 2040 I 2U:iU 
CANALS 

Hlghline Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land (acres) 198 185 177 138 991 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 2.90 2.93 2.96 2.99 3.02 
Water Demand 573 541 523 412 298 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 12 19 24 47 71 
Local supplies 40 40 40 40 40 
Groundwater 61 61 61 61 61 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5-15 313 306 301 278 254 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water from Table 5-15 66 64 62 55 47 

Surplus of Deficit in Agricultural Water -81 -51 -35 69 176 

Mapleton Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 40 37 36 28 20 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 3.36 3.36 3.36 3.36 3.36 
Water Demand 135 126 121 94 67 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 3 5 6 13 19 
Local supplies 38 38 38 38 38 
Groundwater 5 5 5 5 5 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5-15 84 82 81 74 68 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water from Table 5-15 11 11 10 9 8 

Surplus of Deficit in Agricultural Water 6 15 20 45 71 

East Bench Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 2,892 2,701 2,587 2,014 1,442 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 3.31 3.31 3.31 3.31 3.31 
Water Demand 9,579 8,946 8,567 6,672 4,777 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 147 246 306 603 901 
Local supplies 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater 457 457 457 457 457 
RemainIng SVP Agrlcultal Water from Table 5-15 3,982 3,883 3,823 3,526 3,228 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water from Table 5-15 4,310 4,146 4,047 3,555 3,062 

Surplus of Deficit in Agricultural Water -683 -215 66 1,469 2,871 
I 



Table 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

ProJected Surplus of Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 
LocalsuppHes 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5-15 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water from Table 5-15 

Deficit in 

Remaining agricuHural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 
Local supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agrlcultal Water from Table 5-15 
Remaining Spanish Fork River AgricuHural Water from Table 5-15 

of Deficit in 

Remaining agrlcuHural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement in acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 
L:ocal supplies 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5-15 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water from Table 5-15 

of Deficit in AaricuHural Water 



Table 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Summary Table 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050' 

Remaining Lands in acres with SVP Water in Spanish Fork 14,854 14,448 14,204 12,987 11,769
1 

Water Diversion Requirement in acre·feet acre 
Water Demand 40,401 40,661 41,366 39,017 36.516 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Urbanization from Table 5-14 213 358 444 877 1,310 
Local supplies 78 78 78 78 78 
Groundwater 3.291 3,291 3,291 3.291 3.

291
1 

Remaining SVP Agricultal Water from Table 5·15 9.629 9.485 9,398 8.966 8.533 
Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water from Table 5-15 27.049 26.621 26,364 25.082 23.800 

Surplus of Deficit In Agricultural Water ·140 ·828 ·1.790 ·723 495 
;:;vt-' water mat COUIO De use_o on omer ;:;vt-' lanos 0 0 0 0 495! 
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(s .. 
footnote 1) Genolll 

Percent 
27.61% 

Table 1 
Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

Mapleton 
percent acres 

98.81% 
23.87% 

Payson 
percent acres 
45.88% 

6.98% 

Salem 
percent acres 

11.92% 

74.28% 
10.18% 

Spanish Fork 
percent 

1.17% 
1.19% 

76.13% 

50.93% 
100.00% 
100.00% 

~ - The total acres for \he various canal companies is taken from \he Bonneville Unt!. Draft Water Supply Appendix, Volume I, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In \he most recent history about 515 acres of land are now inigated in South Shore ansa ofWesl Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - Historically 4,500 acres has been irrigated in Springville. 

~ - Of \he 6,917 acres of land the analysis in this report considered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres in SpringvUle were part of this remaining amount. By subtracting lhe lands 
South Shore and SpringvUle would leave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered in accounting for aU irrigated lands. This information is used in determining \he RIle of conversion of agricultural lands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with \he SpringvAle ansa is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtlacting \he existing SVP M&I of 1,051 acre-feel from this historical irrigation water 
would leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the irrigated lands in SpringMle. ThIs amount was used in projecting \he amount of agricultual water that is available for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 

Other Irrigated 
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TABLE 2 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

(Computation of reduction of SVP acres from Present SVP M&I) 
Yield of 0 equals 10386.749 divided by 4100 

Corresponding acreage for 0 equa 0 dividel 
equal 
2.53 equals 

2.53 acre-feet per acre 
o 



TABLE 3 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

Amount of Agricultural Acreage Clty.Projected to Grow Onto 
Acrnge Reduction of SVP M&I Acreage City Expected to Grown Onto Yield of Water Supply 

Remaining 
agrlcuHure 

lands on which 
Canal acreage In Acreageafter % of acreage city no growth Is 
CHy Declaration reduction for expected to grow Adjusted expected to 

Boundary SVPM&I onto acreage occur 1961 DryYear Yield Yield af/ac 

Lands wHh SVP water 

Hlgh"ne Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Mapleton 4,100 4,100 85.00% 3,485 615 3,194 0.78 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal Idly wi. nOl expand onto this) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 

4,100 3,485 615 3194 0.78 
Lands with Hobble Creek water 

High"ne Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Mapleton 4,100 4,100 85.00% 3485 615 7,193 1.75 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal Idly wtI not expand onto Ihls) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0 

4100 4,100 3485 615 7193 1.75 



TABLE4 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

(Computation of Rate of Urbanization of Agricultural Lands 
I 2000T 20101 20201 20301 20401 2050 

Population 20.424 28.866 34.132 37.266 59.658 59.658 
Declaration Boundary Acreage 11.185 
Existing Size of City Boundary In Acres 6.405 
Hlstorclallrrlgated Acreage In Delcaratlon Boundary 4.100 

Land required for new growth (at 6 people per acre) 
Assume % of future growth on irrigated lands 0.37 

Incremental Agricultural acreage 521 325 193 1381 0: 
Cumulative Agricultural acreage 521 845 1039 2419 2419i 



SPRINVILLE CITY 

Agricultural Lands Urbanized by Canal 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 40% on Lands with SVP Water and 60% To Lands with Hobble Creek Water) 

SVP 0.4 Spanish Fork 0.6 

Lands with SVP water 11 Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton 208 338 415 968 968 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wHI not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 208 338 415 968 968 

Lands with Hobble Creek water 'l! Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (In acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Mapleton 312 507 623 1,452 1,452 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city win not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 312 507 623 1,452 1452 

Total agricultural 
acres urbanized 521 845 1,039 2,419 2,419 

jj SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm Irrigation water supply. 

~ The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this wate!v.roulclnQt revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 6 

SPRINGVILLE CITY 

Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

(Yield In Acre-Feet Using Unit Yield in Acre-Feet Per Acre During Dry Year (1961» 

Lands with SVP water 11 SVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Salelm Canal 162 263 324 754 754 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 O! 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 01 

Subtotal 162 263 324 754 754 

Lands with Hobble Creek water ?:l Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050, 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0' 
Salelm Canal 548 890 1093 2547 2547 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 O. 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city wll not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0

' Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 548 890 1093 2547 2547 

Total (acre-feet) 710 1153 1417 3301 3301 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

~I The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use In outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 7 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 

(Remaining Agricultural Water equals the 1961 Dry Year Yield 
of 19,968 acre-feet minus the 3,417 AF of SVP M&I minus the Agricultural Conversion shown in Table 4) 

Lands with SVP water l! Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Salelm Canal 3032 2930 2870 2440 2440 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city will not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 3032 2930 2870 2440 2440 

Lands with Hobble Creek water li Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units In acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Highline Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Salelm Canal 6645 6303 6100 4646 4646 
East Bench Canal 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork South Canal (20%) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Southeast Canal (city win not expand onto this) 0 0 0 0 0 
Spanish Fork Westfield (50%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 6645 6303 6100 4646 4646 

Total (acre-feet) 9677 9234 8970 7086 7086 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

7J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



TABLE 8 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Highline Canal 
Remaining agricultural land (acres) 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

of Deficit 

Mapleton Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Hobble Creek Water (from Table 5) 
Supplies from Hobble Creek 

Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Surplus of Deficit 

01 • 
2,640 
3.26 
,605 

263 
2,930 
6,303 

892 

0 0 
3.31 3.31 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
3.16 3.16 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

7,9 

324 
2,870 
6,100 

0 0 0 
3.31 3.31 3.31 

0 0 0 



Spanish Fork South Canal 
Remaining agricultural land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Remaining agricultural land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

TABLE 8 (Continued) 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 



TABLE 9 
SUMMARY TABLE 
SPRINGVILLE CITY 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050 
I 

Remaining Agricultural Acreage 4,194 3,255 3,061 1,681 1,681 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 3.16 3.16 3.16 3.16 3.16 
Water Demand 13,254 10,285 9,674 5,311 5,311 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 162 263 324 754 754 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 3,032 2,930 2,870 2,440 2,440 
Remaining Hobble Creek Water (from Table 5) 6,645 6,303 6,100 4,646 4,646 

Surplus of Deficit -3,416 -788 -381 2,529 2,529 
Amount of SVP that can be applied on other lands ~-----~ '-----

0 0 754 754 
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Highline Canal 
Mapleton Canal 
East Bench Canaf 

Canal 
Fork South Canal 
Fork Southeast Canal 

Canal 

Table 1 
Distribution of Agricultural Acreage 

Payson 
percent acres 
45.88'% 

6.98% 

Salem 
percent acres 

11.112'% 

74.28% 
10.18% 

Spanish Fork 
percent acres 

1.17% 
1.19% 

76.13% 

50.93% 
100.00% 
100.00% 

Springville 
percent acres 

~ - The total acres for the various canal companies Is taken from the BonnevIHe Untl, DraftWaler Supply Appendix, Volume I, Table 3-14, page 3-29, dated March 1998. 

~ - In the most recent history about 515 acres of land are now irrigated in South Shore area of West Mountain and Utah Lake 

Footnote 3 - Historically 4,500 acres hes been irrigated in Springville. 

~ - Of the 6,917 acres offand the analysis in this report considered that 515 acres from South Shore and 4,500 acres in Springville were pari or this remaining amount. By subtracting the lands 
South Shore and Springville would leave 1,902 acres remaining to be considered in accountlng for all Irrigated lands. This information is used in determining the rate of conversion of agricul1ural lands. For example, 
The amount of SVP that has historically been associated with the Sprlngvine area Is 4,500 acre-feet. Subtracting the existing SVP M&I of 1,051 acre-feet from this historical irrigation water 
woutd leave a balance of 3,449 acre-feet for the Irrigated lands In Sprlnglvlle. This amount was used in projecting the amount of agricultual water that Is available for conversion 
and future use on other SVP lands. 



TABLE 2 
WEST MOUNTAIN 

Amount of Agricultural Acreage City is Projected to Grow Onto 

Acreage Reduction for SVP M&I Acreage City Expected to Grow Onto Yield of Water Supply 

Remaining 
agriculture 

lands on 
which no 

Canal acreage In Acreageafter % of acreage city growth Is 
City Declaration reduction for expected to grow Adjusted expected to Average Year 

Boundary SVP M&I on to acreage occur Yield Yield af/ac 

y.~fi·$. ;. [iiJ'i 
Lands with SVP water 

Lakeshore Canal 3,155 3,155 80.00% 2,524 631 1,802 0.57 0.57 

I 
I 

.~- 3.155 2,524 631 1802 0.57 
Lands with Spanish Fork River water ~ 

Lakeshore Canal 3,155 3,155 80.00% 2524 631 4,112 1.30 1.30 

3155.25 3,155 2524 631 4112 1.30 

._·m_'l:iI',\').I';t 



Yield of 0 
Corresponding acreage for 

TABLE 3 
WEST MOUNTAIN 

(Computation of Reduction in SVP Acres from Present SVP M&I 
equals 5914 divided by 3155.25 equals 1.87 acre-feet per acre 
o equals 0 divided t 1.87 equals 0 



TABLE 4 
WEST MOUNTAIN 

(Computation of Rate of Urbanization of Agricultural Lands) 
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050, 

Population 4.372 7.351 12.101 17.016 24.212 31,409 
Declaration Boundary Acreage 7,500 
Existing Size of City Boundary In Acres 3,167 
Hlstorclallrrlgated Acreage In Delcaratlon Boundary 3,155 
Land required for new growth (at 6 people per acre) 

0.42 
Incremental acreage 139 222 230 336 336 
Cumulative acreage 139 361 591 927 1.264 



Table 5 

WEST MOUNTAIN 

Agricultural Lands Urbanized by Canal 

(Units in Acres) 

(For Analysis Purposes the Growth Was Apportioned 

To Be 400/0 on Lands with SVP Water and 60% To Lands with Spanish Fork River Water) 

sVP 0.40 Spanish Fork 0.60 

Lands with SVP water jJ Portion of Lands Converted with SVP water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Lakeshore Canal 56 145 236 371 505 
0 0 0 0 0' 
0 0 0 0 01 
0 0 0 0 Oi 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 O! 

Subtotal 56 145 236 371 505i 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water lJ Portion of Lands Converted with Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 20201 2030 2040 2050 

Lakeshore Canal 84 217 355 556 758 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 70 181 295 464 632 

Total acres 
urbanized 125 325 532 835 1,137 

jj SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

?J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back to other irrigated lands. 



Table 6 

WEST MOUNTAIN 

Amount of Agricultural Water Resulting from Urbanization 

(Yield in Acre-Feet Using Unit Yield in Acre-Feet Per Acre During Dry Year (1961) ) 

Lands with SVP water 11 SVP water (in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Lakeshore Canal 32 83 135 212 289 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 32 83 135 212 289 

lands with Spanish Fork River water l/ Spanish Fork River water (in acres) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Lakeshore Canal 109 282 462 725 988 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 109 282 462 725 988 

Total (acre-feet) 141 365 597 937 1277 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 
other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

2J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use in outdoor watering of the new subdivisions. Therefore this water would not revert back t09ther irrig~ted lands. 
---



Table 7 ! 

WEST MOUNTAIN 
I 

I Remaining Agricultural Water on Lands Not Urbanized 
I 

(Remaining Agricultural Water equals the 1961 Dry Year Yield 
of 19,968 acre-feet minus the 3,417 AF of SVP M&I minus the Agricultural Conversion shown in Table 4) 

Lands with SVP water 11 Remaining SVP Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Lakeshore Canal 1770 1719 1667 1590 1513 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 1770 1719 1667 1590 1513 

Lands with Spanish Fork River water ?J Remaining Spanish Fork River Agricultural Water (Units in acre-feet) 
2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 

Lakeshore Canal 4003 3830 3650 3387 3124 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 4003 3830 3650 3387 3124 

Total (acre-feet) 5773 5549 5317 4977 4837 

11 SVP water that becomes available through urbanization reverts back to the Strawberry Water Users Association. This water can then be applied to 

other agricultural lands under the Strawberry Valley Project to progress towards a firm irrigation water supply. 

'?J The most likely scenario for lands that are urbanized which have Spanish Fork River Water is that the city would require developers to purchase 

the water supply for the canal company for use i!! outdo()r waterin9_()fJh_e new subdivisions. Iherefore this water would notrevElrtlJack to other irrigated lands. 



CANALS -Lak< 

TABLE 8 
WEST MOUNTAIN 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 

Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land (acres) 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Groundwater 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

of Deficit 

Salem Canal 
Remaining agricultural Land 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 
Water Demand 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 

of Deficit 

o 
o 
o 
o 

3,616 
2.83 

10,233 

3,280 
2.96 

9,691 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 



TABLE 8 (Continued) 
WEST MOUNTAIN 

Projected Surplus or Deficit on Remaining Agricultural Lands 



TABLE 9 
WEST MOUNTAIN 

Summary Table 

2,010 2,020 2,030 2,040 2,050 

Remaining Lands in acres with SVP Water in West Mountain 4,068 3,846 3,616 3,280 2,943 
Water Diversion Requirement of 3.33 acre-feet acre 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.96 3.08 
Water Demand 10,495 10,403 10,233 9,691 9,065 
Water Supply 

SVP Water from Table 4 32 83 135 212 289 
Remaining SVP Water (from Table 5) 1,770 1,719 1,667 1,590 1,513 
Remaining Spanish Fork River (from Table 5) 4,003 3,830 3,650 3,387 3,124 

Surplus of Deficit -4,690 -4,771 -4,781 -4,503 -4,139 
SVP Water that could be used on other lands 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table D-l 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Mona 
1/30/2003 

Source of Water 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed for M&I 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable for M&I 

Dry Year Yield 

Remaining Demand Not Met 

Total Remaining Available Supplies 

Unavailable Agricultural Water Within Declaration 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

o 

102 

6,600 

(acre-feet) 

o o o 

98 115 134 

6,474 6,379 6,297 

FOOTNOTES: 
1) Irrigated acreage equals 4,675 acres, from Table 3-28, page 3-53, SFN System Water Supply Appendix, Volume I, March 1998. 

(acre-feet) 

o 

163 

6,161 

(2) acre-feet per capita computed from line 6. For example, 260 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.291 acre-feet per capita 

(3) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.291 acre-feet per capita times 850 = 247 acre-feet 

(4) 260 gpcd is the sum of (80 + 124 + 34 + 22) 
Residential indoor of 80 gpcd is computed from Table 2, page 27, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 

2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. For example 78.9 acre-feet per year divided by population of 

880 (from same table) equals 0.0897 acre-feet per capita. This figure is multiplied by a conversion factor of 892.7 to get 80 gpcd. 
) Table 2, page 27 from report cited in footnote (5). For example, 122.4 divided by population of 880 times conversion factor of 892.7 eqauls 124 gpcd 

(7) Table 2, page 27 from report cited in footnote (5). For example, (33.1 + 0.2 + 0.3 ) divided by population of 880 times factor of 892.7 eqauls 34 gpcd 

(8) Table 3, page 28 from report cited in footnote (5). For example, 21.6 divided by population of 880 times factor of 892.7 equals 22 gpcd 

(9) From Utah Division of Water Rights database, October 2001 

10) From Table 1, page 26 of report cited in footnote (5) 
11) Groundwater pumping of 5,600 acre-feet is from Table3-31, page 3-55, SFN System Water Supply Appendix, volume I, March 1998. 

o 

206 

6,025 

(12) Dry year yield in 1961 from Table 24, page 56, SFN System Water Supply Appendix, Volume. II, March 1998. 
(13) Dry year yield of 1.4 is computed by dividing the sum of the groundwater yield (5,600 AF) and surface streams (1,000 AF) by irrigated acreage of 4,675 acres. 

(14) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and divided by 6 people per acre. This value is then 

lultiplied times the dry year yield of the agricultural water. For example, (1,386 minus 850) divided by 6 times 2.0 equals 179 acre-feet 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Mona 



Table D-2 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Nephi 
1/30/2003 

Source of Water 
Gross Amount of Water 

Available within Declaratlonl 
Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed for M&I 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavallablel 
for M&I 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

Remaining Demand Not Met o o o o o o 

Total Remaining Available Supplies 8.632 8.718 8.864 8.998 9.195 9,440 

Unavailable Agricultural Water Within Declaration 
Boundary 

13.200 12.704 12.322 11.991 11,445 10.899 

Irrigated acreage equals 7.850 acres. from Table 3-28. page 3-53. SFN System Water Supply Appendix. Volume I. March 1998. 

acre-feet per capita computed from line 6. For example. 266 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.300 acre-feet per capita 

(3) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example. 0.291 acre-feet per capita times 850 = 247 acre-feet 

266 gpcd is the sum of (80 + 37 + 87 + 62) 

(5) Residential indoor of 80 gpcd is computed from Table 2. page 27, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area. 

2000 by Hansen. Allen. and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. For example 443.6 acre-feet (from Table 2) per year divided by population of 

4,950 (from same table) equals 0.0896 acre-feet per capita. This figure is multiplied by a conversion factor of 892.7 to get 80 gpcd. 

Table 2. page 27 from report cited in footnote (5). For example. 207.2 divided by population of 4.950 times conversion factor of 892.7 equals 37 gpcd 

Table 2. page 27 from report cited in footnote (5). For example. (224.7 + 123.0 + 136.2) divided by population of 4.950 times factor of 892.7 equals 87 gpcd 

Table 3. page 28 from report cited in footnote (5). For example, 344.0 divided by population of 4.950 times factor of 892.7 equals 62 gpcd 

Note: Groundwater rights for Nephi City total 10.281 acre-feet from Table 1. page 26 of report cited in footnote (5). For this analysiS it was assumed 

a reasonalbe safe yield of groundwater in a dry year would be 20.000 acre-feet for both irrigation and M&1. Subtracting the 15.000 acre-feet for 

irrigation would leave 5.000 AF for M&1. 

0) From Table 1. page 26 of report cited in footnote (5) 
1) Groundwater pumping of 3,430 acre-feet Is from page 5-6. SFN System Water Supply Appendix. volume I. March 1998. The amount of other groundwater 

pumping of 6.000 acre-feet is computed by subtracting both Mona (5,600 AF) and Salt Creek (3.400 AF) from the average historical groundwater pumping 

15,000 AF. The 15.000 AF Is referred to on page 5-6 of the SFN System Water Supply Appendix. Volume I. March 1998 and in Table 4-4. page 4-11 of the 

report. 

2) Dry year yield in 1961 from page B-9. SFN System Water Supply Appendix. Volume. 111- "Flows At Selected Polnts".March 1998. 

3) Dry year yield of 1.68 is computed by dividing the sum of the groundwater yield (9,400 AF) and surface streams (3.800 AF) by Irrigated acreage of 7.850 acres. 

4) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference In population and divided by 6 people per acre. This value is then 

Imulliolied times the dry year yield of the agricultural water. For example. (6.506 minus 4.733) divided by 6 times 1.68 equals 496 acre-feet 

All units in acre-feet 

Nephi 



Table D-3 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Rocky Ridge 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

January 30, 2003 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed for M&I 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable for M&I 

(acre-feet) 

Remaining Demand Not Met -------~-----+----;~----+----;~----+----;;-----+----;---+----~; ,-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total Remaining Available Supplies 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------
Unavailable Agricultural Water Within Declaration I 
Boundary 

negligible I negligible I negligible I negligible I negligible I negligible 

1) acre-feet per capita computed from line 6. For example, 70 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.080 acre-feet per capita 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.08 acre-feet per capita times 403 = 32 acre-feet 

70 gpcd is the sum of (55 + 12 + 3) 
Residential indoor of 55 gpcd is computed from Table 2, page 27, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 

Iy 2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. For example 16.2 acre-feet (from Table 2) per year divided by population of 

261 (from same table) equals 0.062 acre-feet per capita. This figure is multiplied by a conversion factor of 892.7 to get 55 gpcd. 

(5) Table 2, page 27 from report cited in footnote (5). For example, 3.5 divided by population of 261 times conversion factor of 892.7 equals 12 gpcd 

(6) Table 2, page 27 from report cited in footnote (5). For example, (0.6 + 0.0 + 0.4 ) divided by population of 261 times factor of 892.7 equals 3 gpcd 

(7) Table 3, page 28 from report cited in footnote (5). Secondary outdoor use equals 0.0 for Rocky Ridge 

. All units in acre-feet unless otherwise 

Rocky Ridge 



Table 0-4 
Elk Ridge 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

March 15, 2004 

Source of Water 
Portion of Gross Water I Portion of Gross Water Supply 

Supply Presently Presently Not Developed or 
Developed Unavailable Boundary 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

(1) Total water use (256 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.287 acre-feet per capita 
(2) Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.287 acre-feet per capita times population of 1,838 equals 527 acre-feet. 
(3) Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
(4) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 
Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
(5) Gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
(6) From the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers, March 1996, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

(7) Table 5, page 31 from report cited In footnote (4) 
From report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
There is no water from these sources available to Elk 

Elk Ridge 



Table D-5 

Genola 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Total water use (234 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water Supply 
Presently Not Developed or 

Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.263 acre-feet per capita times population of 965 equals 253 acre-feet. 
gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 

IHansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 

(6) from the following reports-
A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
S. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUS Engineers. March 1996, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

(7) Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4) 
(8) from report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
(9) No SVP water available for Elk Ridge 
(10) tram 8paAish FoFk Ri'ler CemmissieAer RepeR, Elr)' year )'lela fer 1961. The amount obtained from this report was reduced by half under the assumption that only half the river water 
would become available for M&I use. 
(11) not applicable 
(12) computed by dividing 219 acre-feet of Spanish Fork River water in declaration bloundary acreage (9,011acres) to obtain a yield of 0.02 acre-feet per acre. 

3)Amount of agricultural conversion Is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then multiplied by the 
dry year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure is completed for each 
successive 10 year increments with the amount of conversion being accumulated. 

Genola 



FOOTNOTES: 

Table D-6 

Goshen 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
IAvaliable within Declaratlonl 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water Supply 
Presently Not Developed or 

Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(1) Total water use (413 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 
Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.463 acre-feet per capita times population of 874 equals 404 acre-feet. 
Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 

) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000. by 
Hansen. Allen. and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
Gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7. page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 

(6) Table 5. page 31 from report cited in footnote (4) 
(7) From the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter. June 1996. "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
S. Hansen. Allen. and Luce. July 2000. for Utah Division of Water Resources. "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUS Engineers. March 1996. "Water Rights Analysis. Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

From report by Carl Carpenter. June 1996. "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
From Spanish Fork River Commissioner Report, dry year yield for 1961 

0) Frem SpaRisl=l FeFk Ri ... er CemmissieRer Repert, ery year }'iele fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption tht only 1/2 the river water 

become available for M&I use. 
From water supply records using 1961 dry year yield 
No SVP water available for future development 

13) Computed by dividing 392 acre-feet of Goshen Canal irrigation water In declaration bloundary acreage (485 acres) to obtain a yield of 0.81 acre-feet per acre. 
14) Amount of agricultural conversion Is computed by taking the Incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value Is then multiplied by the 

year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure is completed for each 
successive 10 year increments with the amount of conversion being accumUlated. 

Goshen 



Table D-7 

Mapleton 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within Declaratlnnl 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

(1) Total water use (536 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water Supply 
Presently Not Developed or 

Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(2) Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.600 acre-feet per capita times population of 5,809 equals 3,488 acre-feet. 
(3) Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
(4) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 
Hansen, Allen. and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by mUltiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
(5) gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
(6) Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4) 
(7) From the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses In the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers, March 1996. "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

(8) From report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
(9) From Spanish Fork River Commissioner Report, dry year yield for 1961.The amount obtained From this report was amended on Aug 21, 2002, in accordance with the 2000 Federal 
Notice of Environmental Assessment issued by the Dept. of Interior, which limited SVP to 10,177 ac-ft across the ten cities. 
(10) From Spanish Fork River Commissioner Report, dry year yield for 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption tht only 1/2 the river water 
(11) Frem SpaRisll ~erk RiBer CemmissieRer Repert, dry year yield fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption tht only 1/2 the river water 
(12) Computed by dividing 1827 acre-feet of SVP water declaration boundary acreage( 7817 acres) to obtain a yield of .234 acre-feet per acre 
(13) Computed by dividing 196 acre-feet of Spanish Fork River water declaration boundary acreage (7817 acres) to obtain a yield of 0.014 acre-feet per acre. 
(14)Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value Is then multiplied by the 
dry year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure Is completed for each 

Isuccesslve 10 year Increments with the amount of conversion being accumulated. 

Mapleton 



FOOTNOTES: 

Table D-8 

Payson 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

"1) Total water use (275 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.372 acre-feet per capita times population of 12,716 equals 3,921 acre-feet. 
Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 
Hansen, Allen, and luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
Gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4) 
From the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
S. Hansen, Allen, and luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUS Engineers, March 1996, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

From report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 

FFem SpaRisi=l Ferk River CemmissieRer RepeR, ~F'j year yiel~ fer 1991.The amount obtained from this report was amended on Aug 21, 2002, in accordance with the 2000 Federal 
of Environmental Assessment issued by the Dept. of Interior, which limited SVP to 10,177 ac-tt across the ten cities. 

FFem SpaRisi=l Ferk River Cemmis6ieR8r RepeR, ~ry year yiel~ fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption that only 1/2 the river 

FFem SpaRisi=l Ferk River Cemmis6i9Rer Reper!, dry year yield fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption that only 1/2 the irrigation 
would become available for M&I use. 

2) All SVP water is currently available within the city. No developable future supplies exist. 
3) Computed by dividing 110 acre-feet of Spanish Fork River water declaration boundary acreage (27721 acres) to obtain a yield of 0.004 acre-feet per acre. 
4) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then multiplied by the 
y year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure is completed for each 

Isuccesslve 10 year increments with the amount of conversion being accumUlated. 

Payson 



Table D-9 

Salem 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 
Gross Amount of Water 

lAva liable within Declaratlnnl 
Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water I Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Presently Not Developed or 

Developed Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

Total water use (230 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 
Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.258 acre-feet per capita times population of 4,372 equals 1.126 acre-feet. 
Gallons per capita per day is the sum ofTotal potable use plus Non-potable use. 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 
Hansen. Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
Gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7. page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4). The amount obtained in this report was amended as a result of an ionterview with the City on Aug. 7. 2002 

From the following reports -
A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996. ''Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen. Allen. and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers, March 1996, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 
The amount of ground water obtained form the reports above was amended on Aug. 20. 2002 from 5.642 to 3.592 ac-ft as a result of an interview with the City on August 14, 

(8) From report by Carl Carpenter. June 1996. "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
(9) From SpaRisi=l Forl( RiYer CommissioneF-Report. dry year yiold ~r 19e.1-.The amount obtained from this report was amended on Aug 21. 2002. in accordance with the 2000 Federal 

of Environmental Assessment issued by the Dept. of Interior. which limited SVP to 10.177 ac-ft across the ten cities. 
0) From SpaRisi=l Fork Ri\'er CommissioRer Report. dry year yield fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption that only 1/2 the river 

11) From SpaRisl'l Fork River CommissioRer Report. dry year yield fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption that only 1/2 the irrigation 

would become available for M&I use. 
12) All SVP water Is currently available within the city. No developable future supplies exist. 
13) Computed by dividing 125 acre-feet of Spanish Fork River water declaration boundary acreage (7500 acres) to obtain a yield of 0.038 acre-feet per acre. 
14) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by6 people per acre. This value is then multiplied by the 

year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure is completed for each 
Isuccessive 10 year increments with the amount of conversion being accumulated. 

Salem 



Table D-IO 

Santaquin 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

1:I~i~~t~d ~~;~ from SFN Plan formulation report. 
(1) Total water use (344 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 
(2) Present water use was obtained from City Engineer for Sanataquin on October 2, 2001 

Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(4) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 
Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 

(5) Gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
(6) Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4). The amount obtained in this report was amended as a result of an interview with the City on Aug. 7, 2002 
(7) From the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers, March 1996, ''Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

(8) From report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
(8a) Information obtained from Santaquin City Engineer on August 7, 2002 
(9) No SVP water available for Santaquin 
(10) No Spanish Fork River water available for Santaquin. Irrigation Company supply was reduced by 1/2 under the assumption that only half of the irrigation water would become 
available for M&I use. 
(13) Computed by dividing 2487 acre-feet of Summit Creek Irrigation water by declaration boundary acreage of 7953 acres to obtain a yield of 0.313 acre-feet per acre. 
(14) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then multiplied by the 

year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure is completed for each 
successive 10 year increments with the amount of conversion being accumulated. 

Santaquin 



Table D-ll 

Spanish Fork 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

Total water use (233 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 
Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.261 acre-feet per capita times population of 20,246 equals 5,284 acre-feet. 
Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 
Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
Gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4). The amount obtained in this report was amended as a result of an interview with the City on Aug. 7, 2002 
From the following reports-

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers, March 1996, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 
The amount of ground water obtained form the reports above was amended on Aug. 20,2002 from 5,642 to 3,592 ac-tt as a result of an interview with the City on August 14, 

From report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
Frgm SpaRis!! ~91'k Ri"er CemmissieRer Reper!, ElF)' year yielEi fer 191i1.The amount obtained from this report was amended on Aug 21, 2002, In accordance with the 2000 Federal 

Notice of Environmental Assessment issued by the Dept. of Interior, which limited SVP to 10,177 ac-tt across the ten cities. 
(10) Frgm SpaRis!! ~el'k Ri~'er CemmissieRer Reller!, ElF)' year ylelEi fer 1961. The amounts obtained from this reporl were reduced by half under the assumption that only 1/2 the river water 

ould become available for M&I use. 
Oa) Percentages were obtained from Richard Heap, Spanish Fork City Engineer on August 7,2002 
1) From report cited in Footnote 7 c and as amended with discussions with Spanish Fork City. 

12) All SVP water is currently available within the city. No developable future supplies exist. 
13) Computed by dividing the Spanish Fork River water available for future development (3,345 ac-tt) by declaration boundary acreage of 17,881 acres. 
14) Amount of agricultural conversion Is computed by taking the Incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then multiplied by the 

year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure is completed for each 
Isuccessive 10 year Increments with the amount of conversion being accumulated. 

Spanish Fork 



Table D-12 

Springville 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30,2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
IAvallable within Declaratlonl 

Boundary 

(acre.feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre·feet) 

acre-feet per capita computed by 311 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.348 acre-feet per capita) 
acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.348 acre-ieet per capita times population of 20,424 equals 7,115 acre-feet. 

gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 

Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
(5) gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 

(6) Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4) 
(7) from the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources. "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers. March 1996. "Water Rights Analysis. Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 

from report by Carl Carpenter, June 1996. ·Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
A '1al",e ef 4.490 asre feet ter ",Itimate peteRtial ter S'JP .... rater was eetaiRed frem GarpeRter (1996) reper! sited iR teetRele (6) A. The amount obtained from this report was amended on 

21. 2002. in accordance with the 2000 Federal Notice of Environmental Assessment issued by the Dept. of Interior. which limited SVP to 10.177 ac-ft across the ten cities. 

0) not applicable 
1) frem GarpeRter (1996) reper! sited iR teelRele (6) A. The 3,439 iRsl",des (SpriRg'lilie IrrigatieR GempaRY 3,296 AF. pl",s MaUloR SpriRg-lrrlgatioR GompaRY 10 AF. 'Need SpriRg 

IlrriaatieR GomeaR'/ SO AF. BIQ Hellew IrriQatieR GempaRY 24 Av;.. Mill PeRdlrrigatloR GempaRY 29 AF) The amounts obtained from this report were reduced by half under the assumption 
only 1/2 the irrigation water would become available for M&I use. 

12) All SVP water is currently available within the clly. No developable future supplies exist. 
(13) All Hobble Creek water has already been developed. No developable future supplies exist. 
(14)Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then multiplied by the 

year yield of the agricultural water. Developable SVP supplies are calculated the same way except using the dry year yield of SVP water. Same procedure Is completed for each successive I 
10 year increments with the amount of conversion being accumulated. 

Springville 



Table D-13 

Woodland Hills 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 
Boundary 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) 

acre-feet per capita computed by 151 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.169 acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.169 acre-feet per capita times population of 941 equals 159 acre-feet. 
gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for 1998 was obtained from the report "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah and East Juab Counties area", July 2000, by 

IH::Insen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources. GPCD was computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 6, page 32 by a conversion factor of 892.7 
gpcd for 1998 non-potable use was obtained from report cited in footnote 4 by multiplying acre-feet per capita from Table 7, page 34 (secondary use) by a factor of 892.7 
Table 5, page 31 from report cited in footnote (4) 
from the following reports -

A. Carl Carpenter, June 1996, "Water Supply Planning Report for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association" 
B. Hansen, Allen, and Luce, July 2000, for Utah Division of Water Resources, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in the Utah and East Juab Counties Area" 
C. JUB Engineers, March 1996, "Water Rights Analysis, Future Demands and Needs Inventory" for South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association 
The amount obtained from these reports was amended on Aug 21,2002 from a memo dated Ju116, 2002 by Tony Fuller, Water rights specialist for the City of Salem 

from report bv Carl Carpenter. June 1996. ''Water Supply Plannino Report for South Utah Vallev Municipal Water Association" 

Woodland Hills 



Table D-14 

Goshen Valley 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(1) Total water use of 220 gpcd has been established for all new area in South Utah County and does not reflect actual usage. 
(2) Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.246 acre-feet per capita times population of 415 equals 102 acre-feet. 

Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
An assumed value that was considered to be representative of future use. 

Goshen Valley 



Table D-15 

West Mountain Area 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

(1) Total water use of 220 gpcd has been established for all new area in South Utah County and does not reflect actual usage. 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(2) Acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.246 acre-feet per capita times population of 2026 equals 499 acre-feet. 
(3) Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
(4) An assumed value that was considered to be representative of future use. 
(5) Yield of 3,086 acre-feet is the 1961 dry year yield. Information obtained by the Draft Water Supply Appendix, March 1998, Volume 2, Bonneville Unit 

West Mountain 
Area 



Table D-16 

West Shore Area (Mosida Area) 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Gross Amount of Water Portion of Gross Water 
Source of Water Available within Supply Presently 

Declaration Boundary Developed 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

(1) Total water use of 220 gpcd has been established for all new area in South Utah County and does not reflect actual usage. 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(2) acre-feet per year is computed by mUltiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.246 acre-feet per capita times population of 44 equals 11 acre-feet. 
(3) Gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
(4) An assumed value that was considered to be representative of future use. 

West Shore Area 
(Mosida Area) 



Table D-17 

Other Unincorporated Area 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within 

Declaration Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Other Unincorporated Area 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 



'oundwater Wellss 

Springs6 

Table .0-18 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Alpine 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 
Boundary 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.361 acre-feet per capita times 7,146 = 2,580 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 

uly 2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources (UDWR) 
201 gpcd is a computed value by first dividing year 1999 groundwater pumping 2,525 by year 1999 population of 7,000 which computes to 0.361 acre-feet 
capita. By multiplying by 892.7 this converts to 322 gpcd. The second step is to subtract the potable water of 121 gpcd. (322 minus 121 = 201 gpcd) 
Table 5, page 10, draft report "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 14, 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
=rom Table 5, page 31, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area," July 2000 by Hansen, Allen and Luce for UDWR. 
From Appendix C-7, page 16, draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study·, June 14, 2001 by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities 
plied times the dry year yield of the agricultural water. For example, (9,400 minus 7,146) divided by 6 times 1.611 equals 605 acre-feet 

1.53 acre-feet per acre is derived by dividing the water supply in line 26 of 3,073 acre-feet by 2,008 acres. The 2,008 acres was derived by assuming 
the lot sizes of 40,000 square feet (1 acre) and 217,800 square feet (5) acres which total to 2,008 acres would more nearly represent irrigated agriculture 

than city lots(from Appendix C-4, draft report, June 14, 2001, "North Utah County Water Needs Study·, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities 
nt of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then 

plied times the dry year yield of the agricultural water. For example, (9,400 minus 7,146) divided by 6 times 1.611 equals 605 acre-feet 
10) Historical groundwater pumping equals 2,525 ac-ft. The combination of groundwater wells 677 plus 1,848 equals 2,525 acre-feet. 

. All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Alpine 



Table D-19 

American Fork 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 
Gross Amount of Water 

Available within Declaration 
Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

Springs 

Groundwater wells9 

Springs 

Groundwater wells9 

Local Streams (Surface Water) 

Water 

calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

0 0 

126 775 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 

1,602 3,096 3,886 

0 0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.297 acre-feet per capita times 21,941 = 6,516 acre-feet 
(3) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 
July 2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources(UDWR) (Note: acre-feet divided by population times 892.7 equals gpcd). 

!includes outddoor potable (Table 6, page 32) and secondary (Table 7, page 34) Hansen, Allen, Luce, June 2000, report for UDWR 
Table 5, page 10, draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 14,2001, by Parsons for CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 

(6) Table 5, page 31, from reported noted in footnote (3) 
(7) Appendix L, page 86, from reported noted in footnote (5) 

of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then 
TlUl1Ipll6U times the dry year yield ofthe agricultural water. For example, (29,615 minus 21,941) divided by 6 times 2.0 equals 2,558 acre-feet 

(9) Historical groundwater pumping equals 6,188 acre-feet. The combination of groundwater wells 1,843 plus 4,345 equals 6,188 acre-feet. 

. All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

American Fork 

0 

5,022 

0 

0 

0 



Table D-20 

Cedar Fort 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 
Gross Amount of Water 

Available within Der-I::mdinnl 
Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

Groundwater Wells5 
o o 

1) calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 
) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.184 acre-feet per capita times 341 = 63 acre-feet 

Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 5, page 31, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 
2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources 

Includes potable outdoor use (Table 5, page 31) and Secondary use (Table 7, page 34), "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & 
Counties Area," July 2000 by Hansen, Allen and Luce for UDWR. 

From Table 5, page 31, (same reported as in footnotes (3) and (4) 
From Appendix F-5, page 39, draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 

) Unpublished data provided by consultant for study in footnote (6) 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Cedar Fort 

o 



Table D-21 

Cedar Hills 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.260 acre-feet per capita times 3,094 = 804 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 
2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources 

1(4)lncludes potable outdoor use (Table 5, page 31) and Secondary use (Table 7, page 34), "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & 
Counties Area," July 2000 by Hansen, Allen and Luce for UDWR. 

Table 5, page 10, draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
Table 5, page 31, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, July 2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for UDWR 

Appendix E-5, page 33 (same reported as noted In footnote (5» 
Historical groundwater pumping equals 613 acre-feet (combination of line 27 and line 31 equals 613 in year 2000) 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Cedar Hills 

i 



Table D-22 

Cedar Valley 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

(1) Total water use (220 gpcd) divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to acre-feet per capita 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within Declarationl 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(2) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.246 acre-feet per capita times population of 510 equals 103acre-feet. 
(3) gallons per capita per day is the sum of Total potable use plus Non-potable use. 
(4) An assumed value that is considered to be representative of future use. 

Cedar Valley 



Table D-23 

Eagle Mountain 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 3, 2003 

of line 8, line 9, and 

Source of Water I~Villli:u.Jle within Declarationl 
Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

o o 

620 620 

Sod farm, alfalfa, Cedar Valley Water, MonteVista Ranch (see footnote 

o 

II
~O: til'll ~:~3J1~l' ~ \" ~ \%~,!f 
~ifd"'~W'"i~~ _" }~O>1,,~:'rc\I~,; , 
,q ,'"'~.\ • " • 

(1) calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 
(2) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.287 acre-feet per capita times 2,157 = 619 acre-feet 
(3) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32. "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 
uly 2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources 

(4) and (5) Information is based on meeting on November 11, 2002 and February 3, 2003 with representatives of Eagle Mountain who stated this water supply 
would go toward future needs. In addtion the representatives stated that water recycling would help meet future M&I demands. 

OTE: All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

o 



Table D-24 

Highland 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

February 1, 2003 

Gross Amount of Water Portion of Gross Water 
Source of Water IAvallable within Declaration Supply Presently 

Boundary Developed 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.250 acre-feet per capita times 8,172 = 2,043 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 

2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources (UDWR) 
Table 7, page 34 (from reported cited in footnote (3) 
Table 5, page 10 draft report "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
From Table 5, page 31, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in utah & Juab Counties Area, July 2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for UDWR 

11'7\c.~_ Appendix L, page 88 draft report "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 

No information is available for how this water is used. It is carried forward (line Item 47) and assumed to be Irrigation water for urban lots and agricultural land 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Highland 



Table D-25 

Lehi 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 
Gross Amount of Water 

Available within Declaratlonl 
Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield (acre-feet) (acre-feet) 

calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area. 
2000 by Hansen. Allen. and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources 

From the UDWR - Hansen, Allen. Luce Study - 2000 and the north Utah County Study of 2001 
has a secondary system that historically supplies 5,125 acre-feet to residents. commerical. and includes 2.000 acres of urban irrigated farm lands. 

(acre-feet) 

Table 7. page 34.UDWR - Hansen, Allen. Luce -2000 the amount of secondary use for 1998 was 5.125 acre-feet. Based on population of 17,000 in 1998 the 
capita water water use rate would be 269 gpcd. 
Table 5, page 10. total grounwater pumping 11.554 acre-feet (6.429 plus 5.125) "North Utah County Study". June 2001. by Parsons for the CUWCD 
north Utah County cities 

From Table 5, page 31. "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area. 
2000 by Hansen. Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources 

Appendix L, page 86, "North Utah County Water Needs Study". June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
The number 2.12 is derived by dividing volume of water in line 18 (12,558 acre-feet) by irrigated acreage of (7921 acres -2000 acres) 5.921 acres 
Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre. This value is then 

rnultiplied times the dry year yield of the agricultural water. For example. (31.302 minus 19,028) divided by 6 times 2.12 acre-feet per acre equals 4.337 acre-feet. 
unpublished data "north Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001. the amount of historical groundwater pumping equals 6,429 acre-feet. 

IIlrounowaler pumping in line 35 is obtained by subtracting 6,429 minus 1,325 (line 31) which equals 5,466 acre-feet 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Lehi 



Table D-27 

Saratoga Springs 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.451 acre-feet per capita times 1,003 = 457 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 

2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources (UDWR) 
Table 7, page 34 from report cited in footnote (3) 
Table 5, page 10 draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
Table 5, page 31, from report cited in footnote (3) 
From Appendix K-5, page 82-83, from report cited in footnote (5) 
The number 1.687 is derived by dividing volume of water in line 20 (8,411 acre-feet) by irrigated acreage of 4,987 acres 

(9) Historical groundwater pumping equals 453 acre-feet. 
(10) The assumption was made that Saratoga Springs would be able to purchase a water supply from other sources and exchange that supply to groundwater pumping. 
(11) The assumption was made that through a minimum treatment process the Utah Lake agricultural water could be treated to an acceptable standard for outdoor use. 
12) There is a demand for 77 acre-feet in year 2040 and 1,554 acre-feet in year 2050. As an example, this demand could be met through the purchase of another entities 

Lake water rights and then exchange this right for groundwater pumping 
All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Saratoga Springs 



Table D-26 

Pleasant Grove 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

Historical groundwater usage = 7,653 acre-feet 
Surface water supply = 2,282 acre-feet 

OTES 
(1) calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within Declaration 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(2) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.304 acre-feet per capita times 23,468 = 7,134 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 

2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources (UDWR) 
Table 5, page 10, draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
Table 5, page 31, "MuniCipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, July 2000, Hansen, Allen, Luce for UDWR 
From Appendix J-7, page 74 draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Pleasant Grove 



Table D-28 

Draper 
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 

Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 
February 1, 2003 

Source of Water 

Dry Year Yield 

(1) calculated by dividing total water use by a factor of 892.7 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within Declaration' 

Boundary 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(acre-feet) 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(acre-feet) 

(2) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.451 acre-feet per capita times 1,221 = 551 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from Table 6, page 32, "Municipal and Industrial Water Supply and Uses in Utah & Juab Counties Area, 
2000 by Hansen, Allen, and Luce for the Utah Division of Water Resources (UDWR) 

(4) Table 7, page 34 from report cited in footnote (3) 
(5) Table 5, page 10 draft report, "North Utah County Water Needs Study", June 2001, by Parsons for the CUWCD and north Utah County cities. 
(6) Table 5, page 31, from report cited in footnote (3) 
(7) From Appendix K-5, page 82-83, from report cited in footnote (5) 
(8) The number 1.687 is derived by dividing volume of water in line 20 (8,411 acre-feet) by irrigated acreage of 4,987 acres 

Historical groundwater pumping equals 294 acre-feet. The combination of groundwater wells 204 (line 27) plus 90 (line 31) equals 294 acre-feet for year 2000. 

All units in acre-feet unless otherwise noted 

Draper 



Table D-29 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy 
(Sandy City Service Area) 

1/30/2003 

~Declaration Boundary = Sandy City Water Service Area 16,102 acres, Sandy City Corporate Boundaries 14,496 acres 

~Irrigated acres within declaration boundary = Minimal 

Sources of Water 

10 

Water Year Conditions 
11 

12 
Wells - (footnote 5) 

13 Springs 

14 Surface Water (footnote 5) 

15 

16 

17 

Wholesale Water Purchases 

19 Mp.trnnnlit~n Water District of Salt Lake and 

20 Mp.trnnnlit~n Water District of Salt Lake and 

Jordan Water Conservancy District 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Dry Year Yield (units:acre-IDry Year Yield 
feet) feet) 

Dry Dry 

740 

o 

o 

Dry Year Yield 
(Units:acre-feet) 

Dry 

o 
o 

o 
874 

o 
o 
o 

YR 2040 I YR 2050 

39,030 I 42,228 

28 Groundwater wells 

29 Surface Water - Little Cottonwood Creek 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

Wholesale - Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy - Preferred 

r.nn .... rv~n"v District 

Sutotal of Future 

IRAmainino Demands Not Met 

o o 
Inavallable Agricultural Water Within Service Boundaries o o 

FOOTNOTES: 
(1) GOPB projections were provided for Sandy City for 2000 to 2050. Projections for the Sandy City service area were provided by Bowens-Collins & Assoicates, 
consultant for Sandy City. 
(2)acre-feet per capita is computed from line 8. For example, 254 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.2845 acre-feet per capita in line 6. 
(3) Water demand in acre-feet in line 7 is obtained by multiplying 0.2845 times the population in line 6. For example, 0.2845 times 122,734 equals 34,979 acre-feel. 
(4) Gallons per capita per day of 254 was provided by Bowens-Collins & Associates, consultant for Sandy City. 
(5) Information was provided by Bowens-Collins and Assoicates, consultant for Sandy City. 

Metropolitan Water District 
of Salt Lake and Sandy 

Sandy City 
Service Area 



Table D-30 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy 
(Salt Lake City Service Area) 

~Declaratlon Boundary = Salt Lake City Water Service Area acres 

~Irrlgated acres within declaration boundary = Minimal 

4 

5 

14 

15 

17 

33 

34 

35 

41 

42 

43 

Sources of Water 

Water Year Conditions 

Wells (footnote 7) 

Salt Lake City 

Subtotal Groundwater 

Gross Amount of Water I Portion of Gross Water 
Available within Declaration Supply Presently Utilized 

Boundary Developed 

Dry Year Yield (Unlts:acre· 
feet) 

o 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield 
(Unlts:acre·feet) 

o 

o 

) GOPB projections were provided for 2010 to 2035. A regression analysis was performed using growth pattems from Midvale. Murray. Taylorsville. West Jordan 
West Valley City to estimate population In the Salt Lake City service area for 2040 and 2050. 

A synthetic population was calculated to account for commuters to Salt Lake Service Area. The synthetic population in 2000 was calculated from 
the quotient of the known delivered water volume and the known per capita water use (96.000 ac·ft I 0.281 ac·ft per capita). The synthetic population allowed 
the known water use of 0.281 ac-ft per capita to be maintained as well as the known water delivery of 96.000 ac-ft. The synthetic population projections 

I 
from 2010 to 2050 mirror the growth rate exhibited by the GOPB population projections in Line 4. 

1----"::6"'1--l(3)acre-feet per capita in line 7 is computed from line 9. For example. 251 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.7 converts gpcd to 0.281 acre-feet per capita in line 7. 
, .. The initial water use rate of 96.000 ac-ft per year was given by Metropolitan Water of Salt Lake and Sandy. The water use rate for 2010 to 2050 is calculated by 

multiplying the synthetic population (Line 5) by the per capita water use rate (Line 7). 
Gallons per capita per day is the sum of line 10. line 11. and line 12 and has conservation measures imposed at a 12.5% and 25% reduction of water use 

1--::';'---1luy the years 2020 and 2050. respectively . 
. _. Information is average of reported water use as found in Utah Division of Water Rights database for 1997. 1998. and 1999. 

Information was provided bv Bowens-Collins and Assolcates. consultant for Metrooolitan Water District of Salt Lake and 

Metropolitan Water District 
of Salt Lake and Sandy 

Salt Lake City 
Service Area 



8 

9 

Water 

FOOTNOTES: 

Table D-31 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

JORDAN VALLEY WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
SUMMARY OF WATER SUPPLIES AND DEMANDS 

Sources of Water 
Gross Amount of Water I Portion of Gross Water 

IAvaiiable within Declaration Supply Presently Utilized 
Boundary Developed (Year 2002) 

Water Year Conditions 
Dry Year Yield (Units:acre· 

feet) 
Dry Year Yield 

(Units:acre·feet) 

of Member 

(1) GOPB projections were provided for 2000 to 2020 and 2050. 2030 and 2040 projections are straight-line interpolations. 
(2) 0.2863 is computed by dividing present water utilized of 158,349 acre-feet by 2000 population of 553,181 
(3) 256 gpcd computed by multiplying 0.2863 acre-feet per capita by conversion factor of 892.7 

NOTE: Data ('"n" .. n,,,,n,..,, District 12121/2001 

Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Dry Year Yield 
(Units:acre·feet) 



Table D-32 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Charleston 

Source of Water (footnote 5) 

January 30, 2003 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within De~ll'Irl'ltinnl 

Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

1) acre-feet per capita computed from line 6. For example, 300 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.8 converts gpcd to 0.336 acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(2) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.336 acre-feet per capita times 378 = 127 acre-feet 
(3) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from page B1-10, 'Wasatch County Water Efficiency Study, Preliminary Planning Report" by 

M. Montgomery, February 1993 
(4) 80 gpcd indoor use was assumed as an average indoor water demand 
(5) Water rights information obtained from page B1-6 and Table B-5A. "Wasatch County Water Efficiency Study. Preliminary Planning Report" by 

M. Montgomery. February 1993. and additional sources obtained from Utah Division of Water Rights 
(6) From JMM 1993 report 
(7) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre then multiplying by 

agricultural irrigation yield. For example. (871 minus 378) divided by 6 times 3.0 equals 247 acre-feet 
(8) Calculated by multiplying Indoor Demand (line 7) by the Population Projection (line 2) and converting to acre-feet 
(9) Outdoor demand is the difference between Gallons per Capita per Day (line 6) and Indoor Demand (line 26) 

Charleston 



Footnotes: 

Table D-33 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Heber 

Source of Water (footnote 5) 

January 30, 2003 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within De~"m.tinnl 

Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

(1) acre-feet per capita computed from line 6. For example, 350 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.8 converts gpcd to 0.392 acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

(2) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.392 acre-feet per capita times 7,291 = 2,858 acre-feet 
(3) Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from page 81-10, 'Wasatch County Water Efficiency Study, Preliminary Planning Report" by 
ames M. Montgomery, February 1993 
) 80 gpcd indoor use was assumed as an average indoor water demand 

Water rights information obtained from page 81-3 and Table 8-5A, "Wasatch County Water Efficiency Study, Preliminary Planning Report" by 
ames M. Montgomery, February 1993, and additional sources obtained from Utah Division of Water Rights 

From JMM 1993 report 
Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre then multiplying by 
agricultural irrigation yield. For example, (8,552 minus 7,291) divided by 6 times 3.0 equals 631 acre-feet 
Calculated by muHiplying Indoor Demand (line 7) by the Population Projection (line 2) and converting to acre-feet 
Outdoor demand is the difference between Gallons per Capita per Day (line 6) and Indoor Demand (line 26) 

Heber 



Table D-34 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Midway 
January 30, 2003 

Source of Water (footnote 5) 

Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

1) acre-feet per capita computed from line 6. For example, 565 gpcd divided by a factor of 892.8 converts gpcd to 0.633 acre-feet per capita 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

) acre-feet per year is computed by multiplying acre-feet per capita times population. For example, 0.633 acre-feet per capita times 2,121 = 1,343 acre-feet 
Gallons per capita per day (gpcd) are obtained from page 81-10, "Wasatch County Water Efficiency Study, Preliminary Planning Report" by 

M. Montgomery, February 1993 
(4) 80 gpcd indoor use was assumed as an average indoor water demand 
(5) Water rights information obtained from page 81-4 and Table 8-5A. "Wasatch County Water Efficiency Study. Preliminary Planning Report" by 

M. Montgomery. February 1993. and additional sources obtained from Utah Division of Water Rights 
(6) From JMM 1993 report 
(7) Amount of agricultural conversion is computed by taking the incremental difference in population and dividing by 6 people per acre then multiplying by 

agricultural irrigation yield. For example. (3,681 minus 2.121) divided by 6 times 3.0 equals 780 acre-feet 
(8) Calculated by multiplying Indoor Demand (line 7) by the Population Projection (line 2) and converting to acre-feet 
(9) Outdoor demand is the difference between Gallons per Capita per Day (line 6) and Indoor Demand (line 26) 

Midway 



Table D-35 

Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System 
Summary of Available Water Supplies and Demand through Year 2050 

Unincorporated (Jordanelle Special Service District) 

Source of Water (footnote 6) 

January 30,2003 

Gross Amount of Water 
Available within Det!lar:otinnl 

Boundary 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently 

Developed 

1) Assumed no population in 2000 and used conservative population growth equal to entire growth in Wasatch County unicorporated areas. 

Portion of Gross Water 
Supply Presently Not 

Developed or 
Unavailable 

Calculated from correspondence dated April 26, 2001 (1.B.02.029.BO.114) to Mark Breitenbach, CUWCD Project Manager, from Michael K. Davis, Director 
Water Resource Department in Wasatch County, which states that State requirment for Wasatch County is 0.9 acre-feet per culinary hook-up and 3.54 people 

per hook-up. This results in a usage of 0.9 acre-feet per hook-up divided by 3.54 people per hook-up equals 0.254 acre-feet per capita. 
3) Product of Population Projection (line 2) and Acre-feeVcapita/year (line 5) 

(4) Conversion of Acre-feeVcapita/year (line 4) by multiplying by conversion factor 892.7 gpcd/afpc 
(5) 80 gpcd indoor use was assumed as an average indoor water demand 
6) From modified Figure 9, page 53 of .... 

Unincorporated 
(Jordanelle Special Service District) 


