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INTRODUCTION AND PREFACE

he first acknowledgement goes to one of the 
authors of this history, the late Woodrow S. 
Mickelsen. In 1997, Woodrow, then the secre-

tary and treasurer of the Draper Irrigation Company, 
was asked to write a history of the Company. 
 The Mickelsen family has been involved with 
Draper Irrigation Company almost from its begin-
ning in 1888, and Woodrow’s personal history with 
the Company spanned nearly fifty years. He combed 
through 110 years’ worth of board meeting minutes, 
then compiled a history based on those notes and on 
his own experience with the Company. He died in 
1999, leaving a rich historical record that was the 
starting point for this book.
 Although I never met Woodrow (as everyone 
connected with the Company calls him), I am deeply 
indebted to him for all the work he did in compil-
ing the foundations of this history. Using his research 
and compilations, I shaped the material into a nar-
rative form that tells the history of this remarkable 
company, adding new material for the years after his 
death and to supplement his original research.
 Here is an introduction in Woodrow’s own words:

The Draper Irrigation Company is now over 110 
years old. When we find some information that 
appears to be authentic but there is no longer 
anyone who can confirm it, we must use our best 
judgment. Also, we have a complete set of minutes, 
but in many cases, details are missing and must 
be filled as best we can. Again, nobody is left that 
can help us. Also, we have some information that 
appears authentic, but we do not know the source. 
Now, after making all of these disclaimers, we 
must state that by far the information here is 
based on good reliable sources and need not be 
looked upon with skepticism.
 Regardless of what source you may search, 
nowhere will you find complete details of many 
of the items of interest. The author has had 
to, in many cases, make assumptions or draw 
conclusions on the basis of the information 

available. In other cases, there are papers that 
seem to be authentic but we do not know the 
source. And lastly, the author has been with the 
Draper Irrigation Company since 1952 and has 
relied on his memory for many of the details.
 The history of water in Draper is really a 
history of the town. Every major development 
in Draper had to have an assurance of water 
and the Company has had to do whatever 
was necessary to accommodate the proposed 
development. As you study the history of the 
Company, your respect and gratitude grows with 
each day of study. Draper is what it is because of 
those men who have served in various positions 
in the Company over the years.

Woodrow’s research and compilations formed the 
foundation of this book, supplemented by my editing, 
writing, and additional materials. After working with 
Woodrow’s materials for several years, I would be 
hard pressed to say exactly which words in this book 
are his and which are mine. I only hope that, together, 
we have created an interesting and factual account of 
the Draper Irrigation Company.
 I would also like to acknowledge the follow-
ing: David A. Gardner, an employee of the Draper Ir-
rigation Company/WaterPro since 1976 and currently 
its Assistant General Manager, who has provided 
much background information and fact-checking (and 
who is also my husband); Noel H. Enniss, a longtime 
board member, former president of the Company, and 
son of an original board member, who reviewed the 
manuscript, found photos, and provided a wealth of 
information from his own and his father’s journals; 
Sherman Fitzgerald, a longtime board member who 
reviewed this manuscript; Darrin L. Jensen, General 
Manager of WaterPro, who reviewed and supported 
this project; and the entire WaterPro/Draper Irrigation 
board of directors, for approving and financing this 
project. I would also like to thank Lindy Shock for her 
excellent layout, design, and photography, and Darin 
Sorensen for creating maps used in this book.

Preface and Acknowledgements
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n the early 1840s, Utah’s southern Salt Lake 
Valley was a desert with no permanent 
settlements. Since then, the site of present-day 

Draper has blossomed,  first into a fertile farming 
community, then into a rapidly-growing city that 
now includes more than 36,000 inhabitants.1 The 
difference? A reliable, well-managed supply of 
water.
 From the early days, water was a major concern. 
Securing water rights, distributing irrigation water 
as fairly as possible, and providing a safe supply 
of drinking water have all played major roles in 
sustaining settlement in the area.  
 In 1888, a group of local landowners 
incorporated the Draper Irrigating Company2  to 
protect the water rights they held individually. 
From the beginning, the purpose of the Company 
was to provide a reliable source of water to sustain 
the area’s farms and homes. Many of the founders 
felt a sense of mission as they worked to establish 
and protect their cooperative water rights.

1  Source: Draper Area Chamber of Commerce 2005 population 
estimate, www.draperchamber.com.
2  It is unclear when the name was changed to Draper Irriga-
tion Company. The first time the name Draper Irrigation Company 
was used in the minutes of a meeting of the Board of Directors 
was on 11 February 1892, although a newspaper notice in 1915 
for a special meeting of the stockholders (as well as most board 
minutes for that year) uses the name Draper Irrigating Company, 
so it appears that the two names were used interchangeably for 
some time. By 1920, only the name Draper Irrigation Company 
was being used.

These two men (John Enniss and Joshua Terry) 
and a few others who had the courage and 
hardihood went up with their dinners on their 
arms and picks and shovels and ox teams and 
brought the Dry Creeks over and they had 
strove against [poverty] adversity and privation 
sacrificing their health and strength for the 
benefit of the inhabitants of Draper.3

The Company has always been a non-profit entity, owned 
jointly by its shareholders – who are also its customers. 
 Since 1888, Draper has changed from a small 
agricultural settlement a day’s wagon ride from Salt 
Lake City into a booming suburban community. As the 
area has changed, Draper Irrigation Company’s mission 
has evolved. For nearly a century, the Company was 
characterized by open ditches, irrigation “turns” and 
cooperative ditch maintenance by the shareholders. 
Today, the Company leads the way with a state-of-the-
art water treatment plant, reservoirs and water tanks 
to accommodate ongoing growth, a modern pressure 
irrigation system, a hydroelectric power generation 
system, and a forward-looking water conservation plan 
to preserve this precious resource for Draper’s future.
 The history of Draper Irrigation Company is the 
history of Draper. The Company’s growth has been 
a vital element of the community’s growth, and will 
continue to be into the future.

3  Letter from J. R. Allen, an early president of Draper Irrigation 
Company, to W. B. Enniss, March 1907.

Introduction
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The site of present-day Draper was one of the 
earliest non-native settlements in the Salt 
Lake Valley. In 1849, just two years after the 

first Mormon settlers established a community at 
Salt Lake City, Brigham Young (then governor of 
the Provisional State of Deseret, later to become 
the state of Utah) directed a party of farmers to 
settle what was then called South Willow Creek, 
roughly 20 miles south of Salt Lake City. Joshua 
Terry, who would become the first president of 
Draper Irrigation Company, was reputed to be one 
of the first two non-native men to enter the area, 
along with his companion Levi Savage.1

 One account, in Sivogah to Draper City 1849-
1977, details the first use of irrigation water in South 
Willow Creek.

In the spring of 1850, lack of food caused Norman 
Brown…to plow the first furrow in the settlement. 
He continued plowing until a ten-acre field was 
prepared for planting the first known crop of 
corn in South Willow Creek. Pioneer families at 
that time agreed to allow Norman Brown the use 
of all the irrigation water for the field of corn, 
then all shared in the harvest.2

There are very few written records about water usage 
from this early period, but one thing was obvious: the 
farmers in this desert land needed water to raise crops 
and sustain their livestock. Virtually all of the pio-
neers were from the eastern half of the United States 
or from Europe, areas where water was plentiful. In 
those places, the doctrine of riparian rights stated that 
landowners next to streams had the right to the wa-
ter in those streams. But Brigham Young recognized 
that this method of allocating water rights would not 
work in the arid West:

Brigham Young, with the limited water found 
in the Great Basin, established the policy of 

1  Although these two men are called the “first two non-native men 
to enter the area,” official Draper histories name Ebenezer Brown as the 
founder of South Willow Creek.
2 Sivogah to Draper City 1849-1977, Clements, Marjorie S. et al. 
(2003: Draper Historical Society, Draper, Utah), p. 18.

appropriation in opposition to the common-
law doctrine of riparian rights found in 
the east…. The Mormons are credited with 
creating modern irrigation in America. 
Under Brigham Young’s leadership, over 
365 communities throughout the Great Basin 
[including Draper] were settled by applying 
his water policies and practices.3

Most of the water used for these irrigation systems in 
Draper came from the streams that ran down from the 
mountains on the east: Corner Canyon, Bear Canyon, 
Little Willow, Big Willow, Rocky Mouth, Middle Dry 
Creek, South Dry Creek, and Bell Canyon (sometimes 
called North Dry Creek). In addition, some settlers 
were fortunate enough to have access to springs.
 To distribute water from the streams to the fields, 
the landowners worked together to build a series of 
ditches. These ditches were often lined with rocks to 
keep water from soaking into the sandy soil.

To increase the flow of water meant to conserve 
it by changing the natural, crooked willow-
infested [Willow Creek] drainage channel to a 
more direct route. This was done by lining the 
new route with carefully placed rocks to form 
a U-shaped culvert. Many farmers paid their 
water assessments by working on these water-
saving projects. The newly rock-lined areas 
dramatically decreased water losses, especially 
when the Wasatch Fault was crossed by a rock-
lined culvert. Higher crop yields were realized 
as improvements increased the quantities of 
irrigation water delivered to farmers.4

From the time of the earliest settlements, the residents 
had to work together to acquire and distribute water. 
Individual farmers simply didn’t have the manpower 
to build the ditches they needed to carry the water. 
The early system centered around a main ditch, called 
the Mountain ditch, where divides (wooden gates) 

3 “What Is Utah’s Water Legacy?” LeRoy W. Hooton Jr., presented 
at the AWRA Annual Conference, April 22, 1997 at the University Park 
Hotel in Salt Lake City.
4  Sivogah to Draper City, pp. 52-3.
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ABOVE: This hand-drawn map shows 
mountain streams where Draper Irrigation 

Company holds water rights.

RIGHT: A rock-lined ditch, currently unused.
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guided water from the mountain streams. From this 
ditch, lateral ditches branched off to provide water to 
farms scattered throughout the area. Over the years, 
the system of ditches was changed many times as 
water needs developed in new areas. New ditches 
were dug and old ditches abandoned. Some of the 
ditches that existed in this early time but were soon 
abandoned are the Garden, Terry Ballard, Side Hill, 
and Gardner ditches. 
  In addition to building the system of ditches, 
the early residents banded together to purchase land 
so that they could acquire the water rights that went 
with that land. Sivogah to Draper City describes 
this development in the community, which was now 
known as Draperville.
 

To increase the mountain water flowing into 
Draperville in 1860 a farm and one half of 
the North Dry Creek water (now Bell Canyon) 
were offered for sale and Draperville settlers 
purchased the farm and water rights from a 
man named Albert S. Merrill. Settlers petitioned 
the court of Great Salt Lake for the privilege of 
having the water formerly allotted to the Merrill 
farm in Granite brought to Draperville by a canal 
cut along the base of the Wasatch Mountains. 
The privilege was granted and settlers paid 800 
bushels of grain for the farm and water. This 
was a wonderful, farsighted innovation on the 
part of those who participated, because Bell 
Canyon greatly increased the amount of water 
available for Draperville farms….
 Efforts began immediately to construct 
a large canal around Bell Canyon Point to 
bring water south (in 1860)….The new canal 
intersected two additional small streams known 
as Middle Fork of Dry Creek and South Fork 
of Dry Creek. The canal built earlier to collect 
water from Rocky Mouth and Big Willow had to 
be enlarged to carry the increased flow of water 
from the three additional streams.5

5  Sivogah to Draper City, pp. 52-3.
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Although many farmers paid for their irrigation water 
by laboring to build and maintain the ditches, this 
labor could be very dangerous.

In the spring of 1882, while Thomas [Stokes] 
was blasting rock out of the irrigation ditch 
in Willow Creek Canyon so water could run 
down the ditch into Draper, the blast took 
Thomas’s left hand. He wore a hook on his 
arm the rest of his life.6

In spite of the risks, the residents’ survival depended 
on bringing water from the mountains to their fields 
and homes. They often went to great lengths to secure 
access to water sources.

One place in Bell Canyon, called the Point, was 
especially difficult to keep open for the water to 
flow through into Draper. Rocks and soil would 
come off the steep Point during winter months 
and close off the ditch. Eventually this was 
corrected by building a 400-foot long square 
tunnel constructed of large granite rocks. Upon 
completion, the steep Point gradually buried 
the tunnel. Much spring work and dynamite was 
saved with this tunnel.7

Apparently some of the men who had worked in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon quarrying stone for the Salt Lake 
City LDS temple (completed in 1893) also worked on 
this tunnel, which was east of the settlement of Granite 
at approximately 9800 south. They rigged up a derrick 
to lift flat stones to span the space and create a roof for 
the tunnel, which was large enough that a man could 
walk through it.
 Richard Carlquist, onetime president of Draper 
Irrigation Company, described it this way:

[T]hey brought this additional water over into 
the Draper area, which ordinarily you would 
have thought to be used in the East Crescent area 

6 People of Draper 1849-1924, Draper Historical Society, © 1999, 
Salt Lake City, UT, p. 679.
7  True to the Faith: The Life of W. B. Enniss, 1857-1947, by Noel H. 
Enniss. © 2004, Salt Lake City, UT, p. 79.

In pioneer 
times, the 
water for 
drinking 

and washing 
probably 

came directly 
out of the 
irrigation 

ditch.
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always vulnerable to contamination from livestock 
and homes near the ditches.

[Before there was a culinary system, people]
had to bring water to their house because 
there was no water on their land. They put 
50-gallon barrels on a conveyance called a 
“slip.” They put a piece of white canvas on 
the barrels held down by a hoop. This was so 
the water wouldn’t spill out. They also used 
the water that dripped from the roof when it 
rained [and was collected in rain barrels]. 
Snow was melted in the winter for water.9

 Many pioneers, not having a well or stream 
near their cabins, used a stone boat [a large 
horse-drawn sled designed for hauling stones] 
with a barrel fastened on top to haul water for 
the home and animals.10

9   People of Draper 1849-1924, p. 479
10 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 71.

of the South Granite part of Salt Lake County. 
In order to bring this water, it was necessary 
for them to make some structures and to make 
a ditch through very adverse conditions…. 
They came across a glacial moraine, where a 
glacier had deposited great granite boulders 
and big monoliths, and with also a type of clay 
material; and they cut through this material but 
they found it was unstable and so in order to 
provide for this they had to construct a water 
box, or covered channel, out of the cut granite 
rocks that were available…at the site there…. 
[A]s I can recall from memory, the price for this 
was about $550. It was constructed by the Smith 
Brothers who were stonemasons who did do 
work with granite that way.8

The purpose of the lateral ditches was to bring water 
from the main ditch to the individual farms. When 
the ditch reached a point where water would flow out 
into a farmer’s field, there was a wooden head-gate 
that could be opened to divert the flow of water from 
the main ditch into the farmer’s ditch in his field. 
When the farmer’s irrigation “turn” came, he would 
open the head-gate, allowing water to flow into his 
ditch and out into his fields for a scheduled number 
of hours.  In those days, irrigation turns were usually 
scheduled by the group of farmers who had water 
rights along a given ditch. If a farmer left a head-gate 
open after his turn was over, or opened it when it was 
not his turn, there would not be enough water for the 
others further along the ditch.
 When there was a break or leak in a ditch, those 
who used the ditch came immediately – in the middle 
of the night if needed – to repair it with hand labor to 
protect the precious water. 
 In pioneer times, there was no distinction 
between irrigation water and culinary water. Those 
lucky enough to have wells on their property had a 
source of pure drinking water, but for others, the water 
for drinking and washing probably came directly 
out of the irrigation ditch. The mountain water was 
generally very pure at its source, but open ditches are 
8  Interview with Richard Carlquist. Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981, Box 4, folder 2, Utah Historical Society.

Headgate in a ditch.
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In those early days, most water rights were held by 
individuals, who secured their rights by filing with 
the authorities. At that time there was virtually no 
separation of church and state in the territory, so a 
system of “bishops’ courts” run by the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints (commonly abbreviated 
as LDS, and often called the Mormons) was used to 
settle disagreements:

Litigation was discouraged and people were urged 
to settle their grievances in a system of arbitration 
before Bishop’s courts where Mormon and non-
Mormons generally received satisfactory justice. 
These ecclesiastical courts distinguished Utah 
from other frontier communities where vigilante 
committees periodically arose to help maintain 
law and order.11

11  “The Legal History of Utah,” D. Michael Stewart. From the Utah 
History Encyclopedia, 1994, University of Utah Press.

In spite of the church’s effort to arbitrate disputes, 
some people continued to disagree over the rights to 
specific streams. In fact, at least one man was killed in 
the South Willow Creek area in a dispute over water:

John Heber [Enniss’s] untimely death came 
on 10 October 1883, the result of wounds 
received in a fight over water that took place 
several months before his death. Water was 
precious in those early days. If a watering turn 
was missed, the garden and crop suffered and 
might dry up entirely.12

Eventually, a group of citizens decided that their 
water rights would be more defensible, and the 
process of securing water easier, if they joined 
forces and incorporated.

12  True to the Faith, p. 66.
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INCORPORATING THE COMPANY: 1888

raper Irrigating Company was incorporated 
in 1888 to protect the water rights of its 
shareholders. The Company was organized 

under the territory of Utah, eight years before 
Utah became a state, and 90 years before Draper 
City was incorporated. In those early days, the 
Company1 was concerned with providing only 
irrigation water, not culinary (drinking) water or 
wastewater (sewer) service.2

 The biography of W. B. Enniss, one of the 
founding shareholders of the Company, describes 
it this way:

There were many squabbles over water, and 
those involved in these problems wanted to put 
the situation on a more fiscally sound basis. For 
these and other reasons, the Draper Irrigation 
Company was incorporated in March of 1888, 
with 1010 shares of water stock.
 When the Company was started, Draper 
farmers within the system lined up to buy shares 
of stock at $30 per share. Usually about one 
share per acre of land was desirable. Farmers 
could pay cash or work off the value of the 
stock they needed to irrigate their farms.
 Most farms above the East Jordan canal, 
and a distance of one block below, were 
welcome to buy stock and allowed irrigation 
water according to the number of shares each 
stockholder owned. The Company met expenses 
like any other company, on an annual basis. 
In October, each stockholder was assessed a 
dollar amount per share to cover the cost of 
operations for that year. Assessments were paid 
in cash or by working out the amount owed 
doing ditch maintenance in late fall or early 

1 The Company was incorporated as Draper Irrigating Company, 
later changed to Draper Irrigation Company. It is referred to by that title 
(or simply as “the Company”) throughout this book. In the 1990s, Wa-
terPro was formed as a management company to operate the culinary 
water system and pressure irrigation system under contract to Draper 
Irrigation Company. The title to all assets remains in the name of 
Draper Irrigation Company, but all business is carried on in the name of 
WaterPro, the employees are employed by WaterPro, and customers pay 
their bills to WaterPro.
2  Note: Today (2011) the Company provides culinary water and 
irrigation water, but not wastewater service.

spring. The directors set the pay scale for those 
who worked (men, men with horses, and boys 
over 14) so they knew the pay scale before they 
began working.3

Incorporation solved many water disputes. As an 
example, before incorporation there were some parties 
who were using water that did not belong to them, so 
those who were planning to incorporate decided to sell 
the rights to the water in Bear Canyon for $300 and 
the water in Little Willow for $300. Unfortunately, the 
individuals who bought these rights did not pay the 
agreed-on amounts, with the following result:

When Draper Irrigation Company was incor-
porated, Little Willow and Bear Canyon 
streams were included in the articles and 
those who had not paid for these two streams 
signed the Articles of Incorporation. Without 
realizing it, as soon as the shareholders signed 
the articles, they acknowledged the rights of 
the corporation to these streams. Then officers 
of the newly formed corporation gave them 
notice: “Now you will pay for these streams 
what you agreed to pay.” They finally paid the 
$300 for each stream.4

The Company is and always has been a non-profit 
organization. The original organizers received Class 
A stock, which represents ownership in the Company’s 
water rights and other assets, as well as voting rights. 
Rather than receiving a dividend, stockholders receive 
the right to use the Company’s water, after paying fees 
associated with that water use.
 From its inception, Draper Irrigation Company 
has always been a community-based public service 
organization. Early stockholders donated hundreds of 
hours of labor without pay to keep the water systems 
operating. During the first century of operation, 
business was conducted in the homes or the private 
offices of the officers or employees. For some 60 
years, Class A stockholders paid their water bills at 
the S. J. Mickelsen Company, a family business that 
3  True to the Faith, p. 78.
4  Sivogah to Draper City, pp. 139-40.

D
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was partly owned by Woodrow Mickelsen, secretary-
treasurer of the Company at the time. As he said:

It can be stated without fear of contradiction 
that there never has been an individual or a 
group of individuals who have profited off the 
Company. The directors started out getting 
twenty-five cents per meeting. Over the years, 
this was raised to fifty cents, to five dollars, then 
to ten dollars, and finally to a realistic figure 
of fifty dollars for a meeting that usually lasts 
some three to four hours.5

 Draper Irrigation Company is now and 
always has been a non-profit organization. 
Never have the rates or assessments been set 
to generate a profit or to pay a dividend, bonus, 
or excessive wages. In simple terms, the rates 
were set to generate what was necessary to pay 
the bills. It is and always has been a public 
service organization. It was never operated 
for the benefit of any individual or group of 
individuals. The town as a whole was its only 
concern, and still is.

The First Board of Directors
The Draper Irrigation Company has always been 
managed by a board of directors, who are elected 
at the annual meeting of the stockholders. The first 
officers of the Company were:

5 As of this writing (2011), that amount is $200 per monthly meeting.

In a board meeting held in January 1895, 
directors voted to pay themselves 50 cents 
for each board meeting they attended. Their 
services to that point had been free and the 
board usually met three or four times each year, 
or as often as business had to be conducted.6

The officers of the Company are elected from the 
board of directors each year. The exception is the 
secretary, who at times has been a director, but until 
1997 was most often an appointed position. The 
secretary is now a board position.
 For many years, the annual meeting of the 
stockholders was held in December of each year. Later 
it was moved to January, usually the second Monday. 
Still later, when the Company borrowed money 
from the Farmers Home Administration, the FmHA 
required additional reports and an outside auditor. 
With this added work, it was impossible to meet the 
January deadline, and the Articles of Incorporation 
were revised to set the date at the second Tuesday in 
February. The meeting is now held in mid-March.
 For the first couple of years, the directors were 
elected for just one year. The term was later raised to 
two years and remained that way for many years, with 
all the directors coming up for re-election at the same 
time. Then in 1943, at the suggestion of then-President 
Richard Carlquist, the Articles were amended to 
stagger the terms of office. 
 To convert to the new system, the terms of three 
of the directors were specified as one year; for two of 
the directors, two years; and for the other two, three 
years. This arrangement did not change until a ruling 
came from the State that if there were fewer than nine 
directors on the board, all had to be elected every year. 
When it was realized that this ruling was really not 
in effect, the Company went back to the program of 
staggered terms. All directors currently (2011) serve 
three-year terms. Since incorporation, there have been 
64 people who have served as directors (see Chapter 8 
for a complete list).

6   Sivogah to Draper City, pp. 168-9.

President Joshua Terry
Vice President John Enniss
Secretary/ Treasurer R. A. Ballantyne
Directors Willard B. Enniss

John Enniss
Joseph Terry
Lauritz Smith
Norman Brown
Joshua Terry



INCORPORATING THE COMPANY: 1888

This map shows the ditches that were 
once used for irrigation water.



A HISTORY OF DRAPER IRRIGATION COMPANY/WATERPRO

14

Early Board Meeting Highlights
The first meeting of the board was held 3 April 1888. 
One of the first items was setting wages – $3 per 
eight-hour day for a man and team, $1.50 for just a 
man, “and proportionally for boys according to their 
comparative value.” As an indication of things to 
come, in this first meeting a notice was sent out to 
people in the flat area of the valley to remove their 
dams from the Company’s stream. In later years, this 
was to occur on most of the streams. It seems that in 
almost every meeting of the board of directors, this 
problem came up. In every case, a committee was 
appointed to investigate the situation and submit their 
findings to the board for decision.

• In the second meeting, a director was assigned 
to be in charge of each of the ditches.

• In mid-1888, it became necessary to hire a 
man to guard the Company’s streams. He was 
paid a dollar per day.

• The first annual meeting of the stockholders 
was held on 2 December 1899 in Rideout 
Hall7  in Draper at 10:00 a.m. Directors were 
elected for one year.

7  Rideout Hall was a meeting room above the Rideout Store, which 
was located at 12570 South 900 East between the cemetery and what is 
known now as the Draper Historical Park. The hall had an outside stair-
case for access, and was used for meetings, plays, and dances featuring 
live bands.

• At the annual meeting in December 1890, the 
term of a director was raised to two years.

• In 1895, a decision was made to pay the 
directors 50 cents per meeting.

• In 1897, because of problems that came before 
the board, they ruled that nobody should 
change gates or divides except a member of 
the board or one of the ditch bosses.

The minutes of those first years record that ditches 
were continually being built or changed to meet the 
needs of that time. The basic system was made up 
of the North ditch, the Middle ditch, and the South 
ditch. The system later expanded to include the City 
ditch and the Hill ditch, although the Company ceased 
using ditches for distribution of irrigation water when 
the pressure irrigation system became operational 
in 1995. While the three original ditches pre-dated 
the incorporation of the Company, the locations of 
the head-gates, the number of head-gates on each 
ditch, and the location of the ditches themselves were 
constantly being changed. During the early years, in 
practically every board meeting there were requests to 
make a change.
 In the years since incorporation, protecting water 
rights has been a continuous effort for the Company. 
The minutes of the board meetings mention many 
lawsuits for protecting water rights. 
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raper Irrigation Company was incorporated 
in 1888 to protect the water rights that 
had previously been held by individual 

landowners. Throughout its history, the Company 
has continued to focus on acquiring and protecting 
water rights.
 In the early days of the Company, mountain 
streams were the primary source of water. Over 
the years, however, three major sources of water 
have been used, as shown in the table below.

Mountain Streams
The first and most obvious source of water for the 
early inhabitants of present-day Draper was the 
many streams flowing down from the mountains 
to the east. These streams are fed largely by the 
snow pack that accumulates in the mountains each 
winter, although some streams are also fed by 
springs in the mountains.
 Mountain water is considered the highest-
quality water in the Salt Lake Valley. It is generally 
very clean at its source, but because it flows above 
ground through the watershed area, it might 
become contaminated and must be treated before 
it is suitable for drinking. In the early days of the 
Company (and throughout the Salt Lake Valley), 
drinking untreated mountain water often caused 
dysentery, cholera, typhoid, hepatitis, giardia, 
and other diseases. Also, as the population of the 
Salt Lake Valley increases, more people turn to 
the mountains for recreation, and pollution of the 

D

Water Source Characteristics Use
Mountain Streams Generally very clean and good-tasting; supply depends on 

snow pack. Spring runoff depletes the snow pack, so the 
water is available only until midsummer unless it is stored in 
reservoirs and tanks.

Culinary and irrigation

Utah Lake Poor quality for drinking, but usable for irrigation. Utah 
Lake provides a more dependable late-season source than 
snow pack.

Irrigation

Wells A dependable source of supplemental drinking water, 
although some people object to the taste.

Culinary

watershed has become a greater problem.
 Draper Irrigation Company owns rights to the 
following mountain streams (although water rights 
are constantly being negotiated and changed, so 
this may soon become out of date): 

• North Fork of Dry Creek (also called Bell 
Canyon) – 50%

• Middle Fork of Dry Creek – 100%
• South Fork of Dry Creek – 100%

• Rocky Mouth – 100% (except for the first 
1/5 of one cubic foot per second or cfs, 
based on an old agreement with the owner 
of a turkey farm; anything above one cfs is 
100% owned by the Company)

• Big Willow – 100%

Big Willow is the primary source of drinking 
water in the Company’s system, because it has the 
best year-round springs. Two intakes (pipelines) 
have been built in the Big Willow stream over 
the years to collect culinary water – the first in 
1918, and one further upstream in 1988. During a 
drought in the 1950s, Draper Irrigation Company 
got an emergency loan from a bank to build an 
intake in the South Fork stream to obtain more 
drinking water.
 The Corner Canyon stream was originally 
owned by W. B. Enniss, an original director of 
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the Company, and Fredrick Sadler. The water 
rights in Corner Canyon later became the basis 
for the Corner Canyon Irrigation Company; the 
Company purchased the entire system, including 
the water rights, in 2006. The Utah State Prison 
in Draper owns most of the rights to the water in 
Little Willow.1
 Cherry Canyon is a poor early-season producer 
and does not appear to have been involved in the 
acquisition of water rights; Cherry Canyon water 
is not used in Draper. When a few men tried to 
acquire some rights to the Bear Canyon stream, it 
caused controversy in the town, and the problem 
was solved by the sale of part of this right for 
$300 – possibly to the City of Riverton, which 
eventually acquired the rights to the Bear Canyon 
water. Another possibility was that Heber A. Smith 
acquired these water rights to irrigate his farm, 
which is now owned by the Hidden Valley Country 
Club and the Utah State Prison. Historical sources 
are unclear about the ownership history of the Bear 
Canyon water rights. The Little Willow stream was 
also sold for $300.
 Because other parties owned part of the rights 
to the water from the Bell Canyon stream, the 
stream had to be divided with a weir, also called a 
divide gate. Some questioned the accuracy of this 
method, as was noted in the minutes of a meeting 
of the Company’s board of directors in 1911.
 

A joint meeting of the Draper Irrigation 
Company and the Dry Creek Irrigation 
Company was held to discuss the divide gate 
on the North Dry Creek (Bell Canyon) stream. 
The stream was supposed to be divided 
equally. Adolph Mickelsen from Dry Creek 
Irrigation Company reported that he had 
made several trips to the divide gate, and felt 

1  Richard Carlquist described the situation with the Little Willow 
water: “[T]he Little Willow Irrigating Company…was north of Bear 
Canyon. The state prison later bought part of the minimum flow of the 
Little Willow stream and made some improvements on the stream chan-
nel where there was a tremendous loss of water over the porous, rocky 
terrain, so that the Little Willow people who sold the water felt that they 
were saving about as much as they had sold.” Interview with Richard 
Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project Inventory, 1979-1981.

that the stream going to Draper was ¼” to ½” 
deeper than the other part. It was decided that 
measurements should be made by a competent 
engineer, so the State Engineer was asked to 
send out a man to make this measurement. 
Representatives from each company should 
be present, and the decision of the engineer 
should be binding on both companies.

The flow from the mountain streams largely 
depends on two things: the amount of snow that 
accumulates in the mountains each winter, and the 
weather pattern in the spring and early summer. 
A deep snow pack means that a large quantity of 
water is available; however, springtime weather 
that is warm for an extended period melts the 
snow too quickly, which causes heavy runoff 
that wastes the precious mountain water and 
can cause flooding. The ideal situation is a good 
accumulation of snow in the winter, followed by 
an extended cool spring. Although stream flows 
vary from year to year, in most years the water 
from the mountain streams would be so low by 
July that the irrigation season was over.

The year 1934 was an exceptionally dry 
year. Some have told stories saying that 
Draper Irrigation Company, even with all the 
mountain streams, didn’t have enough water 
to run down a row of beans.2

The only consistent source for late irrigation water 
was Utah Lake, in which the Company had no 
rights until much later in its history.

Estimating the Mountain Snow Depth
As the irrigation season approached each year, 
there was always speculation as to how much water 
would be available through the season. The main 
factors to consider were the level of Utah Lake and 
the snow pack in the mountains.
 The snow pack at the head of the mountain 
streams coming into Draper is next to the Alta 

2  True to the Faith, p. 278
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Ski Resort. No measurements are taken on the 
Company’s watershed, but measurements are 
taken regularly at the ski resort. In the words of 
Woodrow Mickelsen:

I have always felt that the measurements at 
Alta are a good indication of what is on the 
Draper watershed. Based on no scientific 
calculation but just on listening to the ski 
report over the years, I have always felt that 
if we could go into spring with at least 120 
inches on snow at Alta, we would have a 
pretty good year water wise…. 
 While I stated that there were no 
measurements taken on the snow pack on the 
Draper [Irrigation Company] watershed, 
some of the local people had their own 
method of checking it. There were some 
dead trees in the watershed, and by using 
binoculars, they could see how high the 
snow was on those trees and make their own 
calculations on that basis.

Upper Bell Canyon Reservoir
One means of extending the season for the 
mountain water was to capture it in reservoirs. The 
early settlers in the valley sometimes built private 
reservoirs, as described in this excerpt from the 
biography of W. B. Enniss.

Willard’s part of the Corner Canyon water 
right had to be used at top efficiency. To 
keep from “tending” the irrigation water day 
and night, he built a reservoir (the year of 
construction is not known). The reservoir was 
above the railroad tracks, to furnish water 
to steam engines pulling loaded trains south 
around the Point [of the Mountain] into Utah 
County. Corner Canyon water was allowed 
to run into the reservoir during the night. 
During daylight hours, the water was used 
to irrigate orchards, gardens, grain and hay 
fields. This water was also used for watering 
the stock in corrals and barns that were being 
developed near the little rock home. Ice that 

In most years 
the water 
available from 
the mountain 
streams would 
be so low 
by July that 
the irrigation 
season was 
over.
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referred to as either the Upper Dry Creek reservoir 
or the Lone Peak reservoir. There was already a 
small natural cirque (a steep-walled semicircular 
basin) containing a lake at the head of the canyon, 
and the Company selected that lake as the site of 
the reservoir. A committee went up to measure the 
breadth and depth of the lake.
 Although the details are unclear, it appears the 
dam was built sometime between 1894 and 1900, 
using hand tools and horses. The Company’s board 
minutes of 1900 mention repair work on the dam, 
so it is likely the construction was completed before 
this date. A history prepared by Harold O. Smith 
describes how the dam was built.5

over and went southward along the face of the mountain.” Interview with 
Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project Inventory, 1979-1981.
5 Story of the Upper Dry Creek (Bells Canyon) Reservoir: Extension 
of a report made to the Draper Historical Society, by Harold O. Smith, 
dated May 25, 1983.

formed in the reservoir during winter months 
was cut and placed in an icehouse for cooling 
into the summer months. Walls of the well-
built icehouse were lined with sawdust, and 
rock salt was scattered between the layers of 
ice to keep the temperature down so the ice 
would last longer.3

In 1893, Draper Irrigation Company and Dry 
Creek Irrigation Company (co-owners of the water 
rights to the Bell Canyon/North Fork Stream) held 
a meeting to discuss building a reservoir in upper 
Bell Canyon.4 This reservoir is also sometimes 

3 True to the Faith, pp. 79-80.
4  Richard Carlquist mentioned a reservoir in lower Bell Canyon, 
owned by the Bell Canyon Irrigation Company: “There was one reser-
voir site at the bottom of Bell Canyon that was developed, but it was 
below the topographical point at which water could be delivered to the 
Draper people. It was just below the point where Draper’s ditch took 

Upper Bell Canyon Reservior in 2008. 
Photograph by Clyde Grover

Rock dam from inside the Upper Bell Canyon Reservior, 
showing where the Forest Service breached the dam. 
Photograph by Clyde Grover
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A crew camped at the site below the dam with 
their teams, and pack trains brought food and 
supplies up the canyon almost daily. The men at 
the site were paid for a nine-hour day and were 
given meals. They were paid for the time going up 
the canyon, but had to come down on their own 
time. Apparently some of the men turned out to 
be very good cooks, including the man running 
the pack train.
 Richard Carlquist also described in an 
interview the process of building the dam.

Originally, they built a log crib dam at this 
reservoir site. It did not last too long…. So it 
was replaced with a cut-granite rock dam… 
[T]hey were rectangular rocks for the most 
part, approximately two feet by eighteen 
inches in size and eighteen inches in depth…. 
They did assemble a wagon cart up there – 
wagon wheels with a kind of underslung body 
– so they could haul some of the rocks from 
the surrounding area over to the dam site. 
They hauled some scrapers up there to do a 
little scraper work, and they hauled cement 
up there. All material, except sand, used in 
the construction of this dam was taken up the 
canyon to the dam site by pack horse…. They 
were only able to secure enough sand to mix 
mortar to put into the face of the rocks as they 
built them up; there was not enough to lay it 
clear through the full width of the dam.6

Mr. Smith’s book states that water was first stored 
in 1904, but the minutes of the Draper Irrigation 
Company mention repairs to the dam before this 
date, so there is a question as to the exact date 
when the reservoir was first used. Soon, the dam 
was raised to increase the capacity of the reservoir:

Three years later [in 1907], the directors of the 
two companies decided to raise the dam ten feet 
and Laury [Lauritz Smith] was hired to ‘take 
charge of cutting rocks and laying the dam.’7

6  Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.
7  People of Draper 1849-1924, p. 606.

Draper Irrigation and Dry Creek Irrigation 
Company each paid half of $1,420.10 in 1907 
to raise the elevation of the Upper Dry Creek 
(Bell Canyon) Reservoir dam ten feet, so more 
water could be held back for later use in the 
irrigation season.8

 [T]hey went up at a later date and made 
an addition, built up on top of this first dam; 
there was a slight deviation in the contour… 
the first rock dam went right straight across, 
the second rock dam made a slight curvature 
on either side so you could definitely tell where 
the change in the dam structure developed. 
The valve was placed…right inside the dam… 
a granite block box was under the dam itself, 
and of course, for safety’s sake, they always 
require and expect an outlet valve to be 
placed on the reservoir side.9

In 1910, the board gave permission to have fish put 
into the reservoir.
 The dam was repaired and raised several times 
in later years, as indicated in these samples from the 
minutes of the meetings of the board of directors:

• 1910: At the annual meeting held in 
December, superintendent L. H. Smith 
reported that the [Company should raise] 
the dam on the reservoir another 30 feet at 
an estimated cost of $10,000. The following 
April, the Company discussed bonding to 
finance that project and other improvements.

• 1944: In the stockholders’ meeting in 
January, it was reported that the State 
Engineer had ordered repair work to be 
done on the dam in Bell Canyon before it 
could be used to the fullest.

• 1947: Representatives of Draper Irrigation 
Company and Bell Canyon Irrigation 
Company visited the Bell Canyon Reservoir, 
along with representatives of the Utah 
Water and Power Board and the U. S. Forest 

8  Sivogah to Draper City, p. 207.
9  Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.
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Service. The Forest Service and the Water 
and Power Board recommended replacing 
the drainpipe and completing the dirt fill on 
the face of the dam. The sum of $35,000 
was allocated as a loan without interest, to 
be used on repairing the dam if desired.

• The dam required regular maintenance, as 
described by Richard Carlquist:

There was a grid made in front of the 
[outflow] pipe with this [concrete] box there 
and of course the debris would get in there…. 
[W]e went up in the fall of the year to close 
the reservoir…. We’d go up to look at the 
reservoir in the latter part of June, and we’d 
have to break snow to get down to where the 
valve was…. [D]epending on conditions and 
so forth, we’d ordinarily wait to open the 
reservoir itself until about the twenty-fifth 
of August or something like that when the 
mountain streams began to get down to a very 
minimal flow. And so we made three trips a 
year up there to take care and inspect and to 
operate the dam, to close it up then to look 
after it in the spring or early summer, and 
then to open it up to bring the water down…. 
 [I]t’s quite an industrious hike up there. 
We went up one time with an engineer and a 
director of the Utah Water and Power Board. 
We took a couple of good horses up there. I 
forget the name of the man from the Water 
and Power Board, but he held onto the horse’s 
tail.
 When he got there, he said, ‘They built 
the This Is the Place monument in the wrong 
place. Anybody who would come up and build 
a dam in this place should have a monument 
to them.10

The reservoir held around 110 acre-feet11 of water, 
which would be used in late August to supply 

10  Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981..
11 One acre-foot is the amount of water that would cover one acre of 
ground to a depth of one foot, or approximately 325,850 gallons.

additional irrigation after the mountain stream 
runoff had dried up. This water supply would 
generally last for about two turns, or an additional 
sixteen days at the end of the irrigation season. 
 Like any other structure, the dam suffered 
from deterioration over time, and the Company 
investigated the possibility of repairing it. 
Unfortunately, although the dam had been built 
with hand labor, it would be too difficult and 
expensive to repair it using mechanized methods.

Of course, frost over the years would loosen 
up the mortar, the mortar would break away 
from the granite blocks… [W]hen the dam 
was filled there would be a considerable 
amount of water which would seep through 
the dam and people were quite concerned 
about the safety of the dam.
 We investigated the possibility of making 
improvements on the dam through the Water 
Resources Board to try and see if we could 
get some funding from them to modernize the 
dam, but all estimates to get equipment under 
our modern standards and so forth up there 
was so high and expensive that it was deemed 
infeasible to improve that dam.12

The Company was not the only party worried about 
the safety of the dam. At the board of directors’ 
meeting of 14 August 1968, President Richard 
Carlquist reported that the Forest Service had 
real concerns about the condition of the dam on 
the Bell Canyon reservoir. After he and Mr. Ames 
Harrison of the Forest Service inspected the dam, 
they agreed that the dam should be breached down 
to about two feet above the original rockwork. 
 The Company and its shareholders resisted 
the effort to breach the dam, sometimes with 
inventive proposals.

Earl Allen, using Wendell Vawdrey’s “cat,” 
drove up the face of the Wasatch Mountain 
south of Cherry Creek; the tracks can still be 

12  Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.
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seen in Draper to this day. The objective of the 
trip was to see if Earl could get the cat over 
into the upper Bell Canyon Reservoir area, so 
as to repair the pioneer dam there and remove 
the Forest Service’s need to destroy the dam. 
Earl told Draper Irrigation Company officials, 
“Give me a few sticks of dynamite and I believe 
I can get the cat over to the dam site.” His 
statement was never acted on.13

The Company gave in to the Forest Service’s urging 
and allowed the dam to be breached. Richard 
Carlquist, then president of the Company, went up to 
the site in a helicopter owned by the Forest Service, 
on which the Company paid rental. Mr. Carlquist 
described his feelings as he witnessed the demolition:

I personally felt a considerable amount of guilt 
or shame to participate in the destruction of 
such a magnificent monument to the fortitude 
and determination of the early settlers of 
our communities to provide for their needs 
and those who would follow. I felt that the 
concerns expressed by the Forest Service 
were overstated, but if there had been a dam 
break after they had taken such a position, 
the companies would have had a very serious 
legal responsibility.14

Apparently the dam was much more solid than 
the Forest Service had thought, and breaching it 
was more difficult than expected. Perhaps the dam 
had been safe after all in its previous condition. 
After using the explosives, however, the dam was 
definitely unsafe, and the reservoir was no longer 
used. There is still some water in Bell Canyon in the 
original cirque lake that was used as the basis of the 
reservoir, but the Bell Canyon dam no longer exists. 
The reservoir was a valuable asset for many years.
 Since 1968, the Company has looked several 
times at the feasibility of building another dam for 
the mountain streams, but the price of property – 

13 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 414.
14 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 415.

especially desirable “view lots” in the foothills – has 
been too high to make the project practical. As the 
demand for water grows with Draper’s population, 
however, it is obvious that the Company needs a way 
to preserve snowmelt water that currently runs down 
in the spring, a time of low water demand, and is lost. 
 In 2008, while Draper City was in the process of 
developing a park in Corner Canyon, the Company 
proposed building a culinary water tank and a dam 
to create an open reservoir in the canyon that could 
be used for fishing and recreation, as well as storing 
spring runoff water. Two water tanks were built, but 
public concern about the safety and appearance of 
the dam (in spite of engineering studies that showed 
it would be safe) prevented the Company from 
creating the reservoir.

The “Elephant’s Trunk”
In the early part of the 20th century, as demand 
for water grew, the Company saw that some of its 
collection methods had drawbacks. During the spring 
when the snow melted and the season of highest 
runoff began, the water rushing down from the 
mountains caused a great deal of erosion. To solve 
this problem, the Company came up with a solution.

In the spring of 1907, before the snow melted 
and water began leaving the large snow packs 
in the mountains, Draper Irrigation Company 
began building a concrete culvert 650 feet 
long, built in thirty sections. As the water 
moved down the 20% grade and emptied into 
a ten-foot square by eight feet deep concrete 
box, the velocity was reduced to a normal 
stream of water, and years of erosion began to 
be cheated with this structure. The box had a 
concrete post standing vertical in the middle. 
Fast-moving water coming into the box struck 
the post, and was reduced to a normal speed. 
As the water left the box, it emptied into a rock-
lined ditch on the exit side. This concrete box 
and culvert cost $1,100 and became known as 
the Elephant’s Trunk.15 

15  Sivogah to Draper City, p. 206.
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Utah Lake.
Photograph by Lindy Shock

Undated photo showing the newly-
constructed Elephant’s Trunk.

The Elephant’s Trunk today (it is no 
longer in use).
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Utah Lake
Utah Lake, south of Draper in Utah County, was 
considered as a source of irrigation water at least as 
early as the 1860s, when Brigham Young suggested 
building a canal to carry water north from the lake 
to farmers’ fields. 

President Brigham Young, understanding 
the Salt Lake Valley water problems, sent 
qualified engineers in the early 1860s 
to survey the valley terrain, including 
Draperville and other settlements between 
Utah Lake and Great Salt Lake. The surveys 
were successful, except for the East Jordan 
Canal. Brigham Young’s engineers could not 
find a route through the Jordan Narrows. 
Henry Eastman Day, James Rawlins, and a 

few others found a clay bank in the narrows 
that was suitable for bringing in the East 
Jordan Canal to Draperville and beyond. 
With this canal and the others constructed 
following President Young’s counsel, 
Utah Lake water brought hundreds of 
acres below these canals into productive 
farms. Plans for canals were begun, but not 
completed, in this decade.16

Utah Lake water is of much poorer quality than 
the mountain water. It is technologically possible 
to treat the lake water to the point where it is 
drinkable, but the costs are too high to treat the 
water sufficiently to bring it up to the taste and 
quality standards that the Company’s customers 

16  Sivogah to Draper City, pp. 51-52.



A HISTORY OF DRAPER IRRIGATION COMPANY/WATERPRO

26

would expect. For now, the mountain streams 
provide ample culinary water, and Utah Lake is 
used only for irrigation. The biggest advantage 
of Utah Lake is that it is normally a steady 
source of late-summer water after the mountain 
streams have dried up.
 Utah Lake water is an important part of the 
Company’s supply. For more information on the 
history and use of Utah Lake, see Chapter 4: The 
Irrigation System.

Wells
Well water is generally good for culinary use. Most 
well water in the Draper area is purified naturally 
by flowing through layers of sand and gravel as it 
passes from the surface to the water table below, 
so it often does not require treatment (beyond 
chlorination) to be used as drinking water. Another 
advantage of using wells is that they are generally a 
reliable source of water, not subject to the seasonal 
variations of mountain water. Unfortunately, many 
people object to the taste of well water because of 
the high amount of dissolved solids (although these 
are still well within safety standards), especially 
those who are used to mountain water.
 Wells have been a source of water in the 
southern Salt Lake Valley almost since the first 

settlements. Some early landowners drilled private 
wells, and Draper Irrigation Company has long 
made use of wells as a source of water. For more on 
the use of well water, see Chapter 5: The Culinary 
System.

Managing Water Capacity
Providing irrigation water to a few hundred 
farmers is dramatically different from meeting the 
water needs of over 36,000 residents and hundreds 
of businesses. As Draper grows, managing the 
increasing demand for water becomes more and 
more important.
 The Salt Lake Valley, like most of the west, 
suffered a serious drought in the first few years of 
the 21st century. Yet in the spring of 1983, northern 
Utah was awash in excess water, with “rivers” 
flowing between sandbags down State Street in Salt 
Lake City. Through drought years and wet years, 
Draper Irrigation Company strives to manage 
water capacity so that those who need water can 
have access to it.
 Especially in recent years, Draper 
Irrigation Company has undertaken several 
ambitious development projects to protect 
the future water supply. See Chapter 10: 
Building New Capacity, for more information. 
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tHe irrigAtion system
CHApter 4
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raper Irrigation Company started out as 
just that: a company that provided water to 
farmers, mostly for growing crops with flood 

irrigation. The Company managed a system of canals 
and ditches that gathered water from the mountain 
streams or from Utah Lake and directed it into 
smaller ditches that ran past the farmers’ fields.
 To get water from the ditches, each stockholder 
received an assigned irrigation “turn” of a specified 
length of time for each share of stock he or she 
owned (for tax purposes, the Company cannot serve 
anyone who is not a stockholder). At the beginning 
of that turn – even if it came in the middle of the 
night – the farmer moved a head-gate to divert water 
out of the ditch and into his fields, where it flowed in 
furrows between the rows to water the crops. When 
his turn was over, he closed the head-gate so the 
water could flow to the next farmer’s fields.
 Flood irrigation was used for the first century 
of the Company’s existence, but was replaced by 
a more efficient pressure irrigation system in the 
mid-1990s (see Chapter 7: Pressure Irrigation). 
Also, with Draper’s shift from an agricultural to 
a residential community, the culinary system has 
taken on more importance in the minds of many 
people. But for over 100 years, the system of canals, 
ditches, and irrigation turns was the bread and 
butter of the Company. In the words of Woodrow 
Mickelsen:

To fully understand and appreciate the 
things that happened in those early years 
and understand the thinking of the people at 
that time, one must understand how different 
things were then, especially during the first 
50 years or so. Their very lives, their very 
existence, depended on what they could raise 
during the summer months. Insufficient water 
or a missed irrigation turn could ruin a whole 
year’s crop and wipe out the entire year’s 
food supply and income. The irrigation water 
was literally the lifeblood of the community. 
Even with things being so different today, the 
importance of irrigation water has diminished 
very little in the minds of many people.

The Canal and Ditch System
When the Company was incorporated in 1888, the 
system included the ditches that the local landowners 
had built cooperatively. The biography of W. B. Enniss 
describes building the main ditch at least a decade 
before the Company was founded:

Farmers were always interested in obtaining 
more mountain water – if not by filing claims 
on additional mountain streams, then by 
conservation techniques. Willard and John 
Heber [Enniss] were given work assignments, as 
were many other fathers and sons, of digging a 
ditch along the base of the Wasatch Mountains 
north of Draperville. The ditch intersected 
canyon streams from Bell Canyon (Dry Creek) 
on the north and coming south, Middle Fork 
of Dry Creek, South Fork of Dry Creek, Crow 
Canyon, Big Willow, Little Willow, Rocky 
Mouth, and Bear Canyon. As water from each 
stream came into the common ditch, the ditch 
was enlarged to accommodate the extra water. 
 Over the years, in many places the ditch 
had to be moved out of the natural channel, and 
a new rock-lined ditch built to keep the water 
from seeping into the sandy mountain soil and 
preserve it for the pioneer farms. All of this work 
over the years improved the sandy ditch sides, 
and helped the water cross the Wasatch Fault 
as it descended to the farms below over rocky 
terrain and some flat places with heavy willow 
infestation. Such willows robbed the farmers 
of up to fifty percent of available water. Again, 
excellent rock-lined ditches were built to convey 
water around these areas. 
 Sandy banks were at fault many times when 
ditch breaks occurred and precious water was 
wasted. Day or night when this happened, 
farmers would be notified immediately, leave 
their work or warm beds, and go with horses, 
scrapers, stone boats, picks, shovels, and other 
equipment to make the necessary repairs. 
Backhoes, dump trucks, excavators, and other 
powered equipment had not been developed at 
that early time, so if the horses couldn’t do the 

D
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job with a scraper or stone boat, it had to be 
done by hand. Head gates were made of wood, 
as concrete wasn’t yet in use [in Draper]. The 
wooden head-gates rotted out and caused 
problems.1, 2 

Richard Carlquist also described the process of 
building ditches.

In some instances, [the Company] would make 
labor assessments. [Stockholders] would have 
to construct so many linear feet [of rock-lined 
ditch] per share…. If a stockholder was not in a 
position to go do work he would have to arrange 
for somebody else either to trade with him or 
some other means….
 They had built a [concrete] trough or ditch, 
which was quite narrow – it was almost a foot 

1  True to the Faith, pp. 24-25.
2  The main streams coming into Draper must have been heavily 
wooded. According to stories handed down, during town celebrations the 
citizens of Draper would re-enact early clashes with the local Indians, 
when the Indians would charge out of the woods along the streams.

wide at the bottom and maybe only two feet 
wide at the top and about three and a half feet 
deep. They just found that this just did not stand 
up to the wear and tear of this water which was 
bringing sand and gravel down and it would 
wear and cut the cement at the bottom. Also, the 
steepness of the sides, through the freezing and 
the elements, it would cave in… So, this had to 
be torn out….
 The rock ditches were laid with a one foot 
bottom and sides with a one to three slope. These 
ditches have been very effective in saving the 
water and preventing erosion. There were a few 
places where the ground was very sandy where it 
was necessary for them to grout with [concrete] 
in between the rocks…[b]ut in most areas a moss 
and a grass developed around the cracks in the 
rocks and sealed it and made it water-tight.3

As time passed, portions of the main ditch were 
put into a pipe or a lined culvert because of breaks 

3 Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.

Old wooden 
headgate.
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or washouts. This ditch was largely hand-dug and 
there are stories about how careful the men had to 
be to avoid rattlesnakes.
 In August 1904, a committee appointed by the 
Company measured the total inflow of the Company’s 
stream system at 4.2 cubic feet, while the total reaching 
the distribution system was 2.45 cu ft, for a net loss of 
1.75 cu ft, or about 41%. The board discussed ways to 
minimize this loss, such as piping the Big Point hill for 
$2,500-$3,000. Some directors thought the Company 
should get out of debt before paying for any work of 
this sort. The Company discussed the issue with the 
State Engineer, who suggested they identify the points 
of greatest loss and make permanent repairs on these 
areas. The minutes do not specify whether repairs 
were made at that time, but throughout the use of flood 
irrigation, the Company constantly tried to improve the 
system’s efficiency.
 From this main ditch (also called the Mountain 
ditch), three ditches initially branched off: the North 
ditch, the Middle ditch, and the South ditch. Other 
ditches existed during the early times that have 
disappeared or exist now under a new name. Later there 
were five ditches that were used until flood irrigation 
ceased in 1994: the City ditch, the North ditch, the 
Middle ditch, the South ditch, and the Hill ditch. All 
of these ditches are referred to as “lateral” ditches, to 
distinguish them from the main, or Mountain, ditch.
 In addition to the ditches, the Company also owned 
and operated a canal to convey irrigation water from 
Utah Lake, starting early in the 20th century (described 
later in this chapter). This canal was always referred to 
simply as “the canal.” 
 When the spring runoff water came from the 
mountain streams, it flowed through the Mountain 
ditch and into all the lateral ditches. Later in the season 
after the runoff had slowed, Utah Lake water from the 
Company’s canal flowed into all the lateral ditches except 
the Hill ditch, which was above the canal. Because of this, 
many times the irrigation season for landowners on the 
Hill ditch would end much earlier than for those below 
the canal. In 1919 the board discussed forming a second 
company and issuing two classes of stock, Class A for 
those above the canal using the Hill ditch, and Class B for 
those below the canal, using all the other ditches.

Because of the difficulty of distributing water to the 
Hill ditch, there was some contention between the 
users of the Hill ditch and the landowners farther 
down in the valley.

Some of the minutes indicate that there were a 
number of meetings and discussions held prior 
to the inclusion of the Hill Ditch area into the 
Draper Irrigation water system. There were 
certain stipulations put on them and they were 
supposed to have at that particular time more 
or less of a surplus, high water rights, only 
when the water was abundant…. But over the 
period of years…it has come so that they have 
been recognized as having just as valid a right 
to as much water as the rest of the system…. 
[I]t created certain frictions because some of 
the lower people said, ‘Well, they came in and 
you gave our water rights to these people… 
they had no business for it.’ We even had some 
stockholders who would go up and during the 
night would throw the diversion gates over 
because these people were illegally getting the 
water which was not through the process of legal 
requirements and so forth…. [Some Hill Ditch 
area residents] feel that they have possibly a 
priority right because they are the highest on the 
mountain stream…. [T]hey will go the other way 
and push the mountain stream diversion gate 
over it if isn’t locked, to provide more water for 
them.
 [T]here were personal contentions which are 
part of a community’s growth and development.4

This inequity was finally solved in the mid-20th 
century by buying water from the Salt Lake aqueduct 
(also called the Deer Creek aqueduct, owned by the 
Metropolitan Water District) that ran through Corner 
Canyon, and putting that water into the Hill ditch. 
Another possible solution that was considered but 
never used was to install a pump in the Company’s 
canal at about 1400 East and Pioneer Avenue to pump 
the water to the top of the hill.
4  Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.
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It is interesting to note that after the culinary system 
was in use (see Chapter 5) and the water treatment plant 
was operating, some of the users of the Hill ditch tried 
to put a ceiling on the number of culinary connections, 
because they felt that each new culinary connection 
took more water away from the Hill ditch.

Changes to the Ditches
The minutes of the Company’s board meetings show 
that, especially in the first part of its history, there 
were nearly constant requests or suggestions to change 
a weir  location, construct another weir5 or head-
gate, or change the location of a ditch. Nearly all the 
ditches ran through private property, so the Company 
was constantly negotiating with farmers to come to 
agreements about the location of its ditches. Many of the 
requests and suggestions for changes were granted, so 
the basic pattern for distributing the water was changed 
many times. However, during the second half-century 
of the Company’s history, the pattern was quite stable.

Irrigation Turns
Assigning irrigation turns was one of the ongoing 
problems with flood irrigation. Each landowner on 
a ditch was assigned a certain length of time for an 
irrigation turn, depending on the number of shares he 
or she owned or rented. According to an unidentified 
source, around 1855 a Draper schoolteacher named 
Thomas V. Williams worked out the rotation of turns. 
Under this rotation, each share got a turn every eight 
days and six hours. Later, some of the ditches chose to 
operate on a 6-day/6-hour schedule. Some efforts were 
made at times to put all the ditches on a 6-day/6-hour 
rotation, but the users of most of the ditches rejected the 
shorter schedule. The argument in favor of the 6-day/6-
hour schedule was that some crops, including gardens, 
need water more often than every eight days. Those who 
favored the 8-day/6-hour rotation said that for those 
landowners using several shares, the more frequent 
turns made the time between turns very short, and 
landowners felt as if they were irrigating continuously. 
 Both methods had the drawback of being confusing, 
especially for people who had never irrigated before. 
5 A weir was a device for diverting water out of the mountain ditch 
or canal. Weirs had a vertical ruler for measuring water depth.

Arguments 
erupted, 

a fistfight 
occurred, 

and at one 
time a man 
was killed 
because of 

disagreements 
over irrigation 

turns.
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Handwritten irrigation ticket from August 1902.

Most ditch managers wrote and handed 
out tickets to each shareholder showing 
the assigned turns, but taking a turn on 
a different day and at a different time 
each week was still confusing. Even 
those who had worked with it for years 
sometimes made errors. Arguments 
erupted, a fistfight occurred, and at 
one time a man was killed because of 
disagreements over irrigation turns.

Managing the Ditches
The management of the lateral ditches 
that branched off the main ditch varied 
through time. At first, the Company took 
the responsibility to assign a director to 
oversee each ditch. Later, the decision 
was made that the lateral ditches were 
not a part of the Company’s system. 
This was announced at one of the 
stockholders’ meetings, and time was 
taken during the meeting for the people 
on each ditch to meet and organize. 
This meant that the people on each ditch 
would be responsible for maintaining 
the ditch and ticketing the turns.
The secretary of the Company asked 
each stockholder where he wanted 
his water ticketed. Then the secretary 
sorted the information according to the 
ditches and gave that information to the 
appointed person on each ditch, so that 
person could figure the time for each 
turn, write the tickets, and distribute the 
tickets to each water user.
Some streams came directly out of the 
canal through a weir (which measured 
the water), rather than through the 
lateral ditches. A Company employee 
would open and close the weir, as well 
as figure and deliver the turn tickets for 
the shareholders along the canal.
Even after management of the lateral 
ditches was turned over to the ditch 
users, there was still a lot of work 
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in connection with the irrigation water, including 
operating the canal and opening and closing the weirs 
on the various ditches and the streams that came directly 
out of the canal. Many of the weirs had to be operated 
during the night to coincide with the turn schedules. 
The Company appointed a water master to perform all 
these duties. Men who served as water master were:

Lauritz H. Smith
Joseph Howard
J. N. Smith
Robert L. Smith
W. Cyrus Vawdrey
Reid Fitzgerald
James L. Smith
Northrup E. Garfield
Richard Carlquist
Elmo Mills
David A. Gardner
Wayne Ballard

In the early days, the water master was hired for the 
irrigation season only. He had to furnish his own 
transportation and most of the tools he needed. 
When the culinary water system was put into 
operation, the water master’s responsibilities were 
expanded to include that system too.
 It wasn’t until the early 1970s, when Elmo 
Mills had the job, that the Company obtained a 
vehicle for the water master and began to consider 
the hours required for the duties. Mr. Mills actually 
submitted his resignation once because of the time 
requirements, the cost of gas, and the complaints 
from the shareholders about his decisions. The 
board realized that Mr. Mills was a very capable 
employee, so they agreed to make adjustments in 
connection with his concerns, and he agreed to stay 
on. He was also allowed to hire David A. Gardner as 
an assistant.

Taking Water from Open Ditches
Throughout the Company’s history, it has always 
been difficult to prevent people from taking water 
out of the open ditches. In the very first board 
meeting held after incorporation, one of the actions 

taken was to notify people to remove their dams 
from the ditch.
 In some years, a man was hired to patrol the 
ditch – sometimes at night – to keep people from 
taking water. Sometimes water was taken legally 
under agreements between the Company and other 
parties, and some of the people on the hill arranged 
to get water from the ditch for culinary purposes. At 
one time during a drought, some of them appealed 
to the board for a couple of turns to save their corn 
and trees; this request was granted.
 In the latter half of the 20th century, Sandy 
City began granting building permits along the 
Company’s ditches, which only increased the 
problem. Some people simply do not understand 
that water flowing in an open stream is not just there 
for the taking. Fortunately, the pressure irrigation 
system (described in Chapter 7) put an end to the 
use of open ditches, and solved this problem.

A Pipeline Project in 1915
From the very early days of the Company, certain 
sections of the ditches have been piped for various 
reasons, sometimes because sections were subject to 
landslides or otherwise hard to maintain.
 The board minutes of 1915 note that an engineer 
named Mr. Blossom was hired to work out estimates 
for a pipeline project – and interestingly, for a power 
plant as well. Building a hydroelectric power plant 
has been discussed almost throughout the Company’s 
history, but was not practical until the 21st century 
(see Chapter 10). 
 While Mr. Blossom’s estimates varied according 
to the size and kind of pipe used, the first estimate 
was for 8” and smaller pipe. The motion was made 
that the first section of pipe, down to the possible 
location of a power plant, be 12” and 10” pipe. At a 
board meeting in March, several pipe companies were 
given 20 minutes each to discuss their particular kind 
of pipe. Mr. Blossom was then requested to work 
out the specifications for the line and give them to 
the pipe companies for bidding. Bids were received 
and tabulated, and the decision was made to use a 
combination of wood, cast iron, and coated wrought 
iron pipe. Later the decision was made to use wrought 
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iron in place of the cast iron pipe. Still later, the 
decision was made to make the pipeline a pressure 
line down to the proposed location of the power plant, 
since pressure would be needed to drive a turbine. 
 Wood stave pipe would be used for the upstream 
part of the pipe, where the pressure was lowest. As the 
water traveled downhill into Draper and the pressure 
increased, stronger wrought iron pipe would be used.

Managing the Canal: Breaks and Other Problems
The Company’s records do not describe the actual 
construction of the canal on the eastern side of Draper. 
The first mention of the canal appears in the board 
minutes of 1916.
 Operating a canal is a difficult job, with heavy 
responsibility and liability. Clay and sand accumulate 
along the sides and bottom of the canal. Many people 
dump lawn clippings, junk and other debris into a 
canal, so it must be cleaned regularly.
 The Company also had to patrol the canal 
continually to prevent breakage. At the beginning of 
each irrigation season when water was first released 
through the canal, a Company employee would walk, 
ride or drive the length of the canal to look for gopher 
holes. Gophers burrow above the water line, but when 
more water is released into the canal, the water may 
reach a hole and flow out through it. The flowing water 
erodes the hole and makes it larger, until it can break 
down the entire side of the canal.
 On one occasion, a break in the canal caused 
serious flooding on a farm west of the I-15 freeway in 
the Bluffdale area, completely wiping out a shed full 
of turkeys. Because of circumstances in connection 
with the break, it appeared that the Draper Irrigation 
Company was not liable.
 There were other interesting occurrences in 
connection with the water in the canal and ditches. In 
one case, a man was told that his pigs were befouling 
the water in the South ditch, and this had to cease. In 
another case, a claim was filed for the death of 18 little 
chicks that had drowned in the stream.
 More seriously, canals and ditches filled with 
water are a very attractive hazard to young children. 
For this and other reasons, liability insurance became 
very difficult and expensive to get.

Pipe made from wooden staves wrapped with 
wire was once used for water mains.
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The Ditches and Canal Today
The Company used the ditches and canal successfully 
for many years. With the coming of the pressure 
irrigation system in 1995, however (see Chapter 7), the 
ditch-and-canal system became obsolete for irrigation.
 Draper City, Sandy City and Salt Lake County 
found the Company’s ditches and canals useful for 
channeling runoff water during storms. Unfortunately, 
this could lead to problems, such as the time in May 
of 1997 when a break, apparently started by a gopher 
hole, appeared early one morning in the canal. The 
floodwater ran through the Victor’s Pond subdivision 
of Draper and caused damage to several homes, 
including one where the basement was filled with 
sand nearly to the ceiling. Company employees and 
contractors worked for nearly 24 hours straight to 
clean up the mess, even though it was not clear where 
the liability lay since it was not the Company’s water 
in the canal. The Company’s insurance provider paid 
claims, but planned to seek redress from Draper City 
and Salt Lake County. Company records do not show 
the outcome of any action.
 As development spreads in Draper and Sandy, 
the cities have piped some of ditches for use as storm 
drains. Some unused ditches and portions of the canal 
still exist, but they are rapidly being piped or filled in 
as the south valley becomes more developed.

Power Generation
When water flowing from the mountains is channeled 
into a pipeline, this creates pressure, which can drive 
a turbine and generate electricity. From the early 
days of the Company, the board of directors has 
considered building a hydroelectric plant to make 
use of this free power source. 
 One of the first recorded discussions on this topic 
appears in the Company’s minutes for 1903, when a 
Mr. Chris Garff, representing a power company,6 met 
with the board. He proposed that Draper Irrigation 
Company and the power company cooperate on 
putting the water into a wooden pipe in order to 

6  The board minutes do not specify which power company Mr. 
Garff represented. Utah Power and Light (now Rocky Mountain Power) 
was formed in 1912, and before this time there were many independent 
power companies along the Wasatch front.

Unused ditches are often vandalized 
and can be safety hazards.
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generate power, with each company paying half the 
cost of the line, and the power company maintaining 
the line. Any additional water that was developed 
would belong to Draper Irrigation Company, and the 
power would belong to the power company. The cost to 
Draper Irrigation Company would be about $16,000.
 After a lengthy discussion, the Company decided 
to turn this proposal down, but this vote did not 
end the matter. Additional figures were developed, 
including estimated income. At a special meeting of 
the stockholders, all of these figures were discussed, 
and the stockholders voted to leave the decision up 
to the directors. Subsequent minutes do not give the 
decision of the board on this matter, but the power 
plant was not built at that time.
 The idea of piping the stream did not die, and was 
actually done later (in 1918, as described above), with 
the first 500 feet of this line being built as a pressure line 
just in case a power plant was constructed in the future.
 In 1988, the pipe picking up the Big Willow water 
was extended about two thousand feet farther up the 
canyon. This, among other benefits, greatly increased 
the pressure in that line. The idea of power generation 
was so strong at that time that the Company obtained a 
federal permit. However, the economics of the project 
indicated that it was not feasible at that time.
 Finally, in 2004, power generation became a 
reality for the Company. A new process used in the 
water treatment plant increased the Company’s need 
for electricity, making power generation economically 
feasible for the first time. See Chapter 10 for details.

Assessments on Class A Stock
Assessments were levied on the Class A stock each 
year to cover the irrigation costs. After the culinary 
system was in operation, the Class A stockholders 
were concerned that the culinary system was using 
part of their irrigation water without cost. To correct 
this problem, when the assessments were figured all 
the irrigation costs were totaled, and then a credit 
was made for the water used by the culinary system. 
The amount used was calculated, and then a price 
per acre-foot was placed on it to determine the 
amount of the credit. 
 The amount of the assessment has changed greatly 
over the years. The first assessment was 25 cents per 
share, then it went to 50 cents. In one year, because 
of heavy vandalism when all the copper parts on the 
pumps were stolen, the assessment was $15 per share. 
 Now there are no assessments on stock; those 
who are using water pay a fee according to the size of 
their lot. Some stockholders do not use any water and 
therefore do not pay any fees, but hold onto the stock as 
an investment. The danger of this policy is that the state 
of Utah can revoke water rights that are not being used, 
a process called “partial forfeiture.” A stockholder 
who has shares for 1000 acre-feet, for example, may 
only use 500 acre-feet, so if the company were asked 
to prove up its water rights (compare the water rights 
to the actual acreage served), that 500 acre-feet might 
be forfeited. While the individual stockholder could 
lose his rights and stock, when the Company loses 
water rights its assets become less valuable, and the 

WaterPro’s hydroelectric 
generator went into 

operation in 2004.
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value of each share of stock declines. Because each 
share of stock represents water that should be used, the 
Company discourages ownership of stock by those who 
are not using the water.

Utah Lake Irrigation Water
In the early days of the Company, when mountain 
streams were the only source of water, the irrigation 
season generally ended by midsummer. This limited the 
crops that the farmers could grow – for example, peas 
and oats, and only two cuttings of hay (as opposed to 
three or four with irrigation throughout the summer). In 
order to grow sugar beets, a major cash crop of the day 
that could be sold to the Utah Idaho Sugar Company, 
farmers needed a source of irrigation water that would 
last until the autumn.7 The biography of W. B. Enniss 
spells out the problem.

DIC [Draper Irrigation Company] had been 
facing a water shortage problem almost from its 
incorporation in 1888. There were two problems: 
first, late water from the mountain streams was 
not sufficient for growing crops needing water 
after the middle of July; and second, the Bear 
Canyon culinary water company stock was being 
bought up by people in Riverton, and many of 
the Draper culinary water users were moving to 
Riverton. As mountain water was made available 
by DIC to culinary water users in Draper, there 
was less water for irrigation. 
Farmers were able to harvest only two crops of 
hay each year due to the shortage of late water… 
By reviewing the minutes of DIC at that time, it is 
plain to see the two problems.8

The solution, as many saw it, lay in the big body 
of water past the Point of the Mountain to the 
south of Draper: Utah Lake. This large, shallow 

7   Draper farmers who were receiving water from the East Jordan 
Canal had irrigation water up until the middle of October every year, and 
were able to grow sugar beets long before those farmers who relied on 
Draper Irrigation Company water.
8  True to the Faith, p. 218.

lake acts as a natural reservoir, capturing water 
from the Provo River and Spanish Fork River.9

Transporting Water from Utah Lake to Draper
Water runs northward out of Utah Lake via the 
Jordan River, eventually flowing into the Great Salt 
Lake to the north. The Jordan River is some miles 
west of Draper, so getting the Utah Lake water from 
the Jordan River into Draper – which is at a higher 
elevation – would require some ingenuity. 
 As stated before, as early as the 1860s Brigham 
Young appointed a committee to study the possibility 
of building one or more canals to bring water from the 
area called the Jordan Narrows into the eastern part of 
the valley, including Draper. The Company’s records 
show that the possibility of getting water from Utah 
Lake for the Company’s irrigation system was first 
discussed in 1914. Eventually, this led to construction 
of a system to move water throughout the valley. 
Irrigation water reached Draper via this method:

• From Utah Lake, the Associated Canal 
Company pumps transported water to the 
Turner Dam.

• From Turner Dam, water was diverted into 
a number of canals, including the East 
Jordan canal.

• From the East Jordan canal, water was 
pumped up some 100 feet in elevation into the 
Draper Irrigation Company’s canal (usually 
called just “the canal”).

• From this canal, water could be diverted 
into the Company’s ditches at the point 
where they crossed the mountain stream, 
called Chase’s Corner, at 12500 South 
and 1565 East. The Company’s canal also 
delivered water farther north to Sandy.

9   In addition to the natural inflows, Utah Lake also holds water 
imported from the Colorado River as part of the Central Utah Project, a 
water resources development program.
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Pumping water from Utah Lake, moving it uphill 
across the Salt Lake Valley, and then distributing 
it fairly according to the legal rights to that water, 
required cooperation among many entities. First the 
Company had to acquire water rights in Utah Lake, 
then work with organizations including the Associated 
Canals, the East Jordan Canal, the Utah Lake 
Distributing Company, and the Sandy Canal Company. 

The following sections describe how the Company 
worked with all these organizations over the years.
 Parts of this system are still in operation at the 
Company’s pump station, although the Company’s 
pressure irrigation system (described in Chapter 7) 
required many changes. Still, the system described 
was in use for many years. The following sections 
describe its history and development.

This map shows various canals and their 
location relative to Draper.
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BOTTOM RIGHT: Chase’s Corner today.

TOP RIGHT: Artist’s rendering of the old pump 
house. (Layout included on page 47)

Drawing done by Lindy Shock

BELOW: Turner Dam
Picture provided by JVWCD  

Photography by Don Green Photography
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Acquiring and Defending Utah Lake Water Rights
One of the major components of this system is the 
right to use the water. Draper Irrigation Company 
does not own the water in Utah Lake; it simply owns 
rights to use a certain portion of the water in the lake, 
and those rights are subordinate to the rights of certain 
other water users.
 The need for late water was very strong in Draper, 
and around 1912 the Company took steps to get it. 
The first step was to get a water right in Utah Lake, 
so the Company made an application to the State 
Engineer’s Office, which was eventually granted. This 
is described in the biography of W. B. Enniss.

The deal was consummated as a secondary 
water right for DIC for 21,000 acre-feet of 
water out of Utah Lake that could be drawn 
annually during the irrigation season. The 
problem of insufficient late water in Draper was 
essentially solved. The president of DIC became 
a member of the Board of Canal Presidents, but 
was not given a voting right, as their water right 
was only secondary. A secondary water right 
meant that if there was a shortage of water due 
to drought, DIC’s right would be the first to be 
short of water. Utah Lake water was not of the 
same quality as the mountain water….10

Water rights are not absolute – they must be 
“proved up” if required by the state. If the holder 
of a water right is not using the water, that right 
may be nullified or forfeited. Again, the biography 
of W. B. Enniss describes this.

Willard made an important point about farmers 
losing their unused water rights…. For example, 
Draper Irrigation Company (DIC) owned only 
the right to use Utah Lake Water; they did not 
own the water. The State Engineer periodically 
forced DIC to hire engineers to make a study 

10    True to the Faith, p. 220.

of the acreage under cultivation in the DIC 
system, then apply five acre-feet of water to 
each acre being irrigated. If DIC wasn’t using 
all the water in their entitlement, the State 
Engineer would remove it from DIC’s water 
right. Not only was Utah Lake water assigned 
in this manner, but the mountain water was 
also included in these studies.11

This requirement to prove up water rights remains a 
challenge for the Company to this day, especially as 
the shift from agricultural to residential use changes 
the water usage patterns in Draper.

Canals: The East Jordan Canal and the 
Company’s Canal
Obtaining the water right in Utah Lake was the first 
step. Canals for conveying the water were another 
crucial component of the system. Two canals were 
used to carry water from Utah Lake to Draper: the 
East Jordan canal, and the Company’s canal.
 In the 1860s, Brigham Young appointed a 
committee to study the possibility of getting water 
from Utah Lake through the Jordan Narrows in a 
canal that would serve the eastern part of the valley. 
The line that was surveyed eventually became the East 
Jordan Canal. The East Jordan Canal Company was 
incorporated in 1878, and construction of the canal 
began the following year. This canal goes through 
Draper on a north-south axis at about the middle point 
and could furnish water to the western half of Draper. 
 Starting around 1908, the Utah Lake Distributing 
Company, headed by a Mr. J. R. Murdock, built a canal 
that passed through the eastern part of Draper and 
into Sandy. Mr. Murdock purchased land two to three 
rods wide for his canal (one rod = 16 feet 6 inches, or 
5.5 yards). This was known as the Sandy Branch or 
the Murdock Canal, but is referred to here simply as 
the “Company’s canal.”

11    True to the Faith, pp. 409-410.
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From this [canal] they sold two rights of water, 
an early water right or a full right and then 
they had a late water right to supply to people 
who had water from the mountain streams. 
[Mr. Murdock] hoped to make a personal 
gain off the development and selling of this 
water. However, it proved, I guess, to be quite 
a difficult undertaking for an individual. So he 
began to negotiate with the Sandy people and 
the Draper people for the sale of his canal. [I]n 
approximately 1918 or 1919 the Draper people 
and the Sandy people made an agreement after 
much discussion and consideration to purchase 
the water rights and the canal facilities from 
Murdock. There was considerable division 
among many of the people in the community 
as to whether this should be done. Some of 
them thought it was a tremendous financial 
obligation which would be a white elephant and 
could not be paid off. In fact, there was one of 
the directors of the Draper Irrigating Company 
who resigned his position because the Company 
had made the decision to go ahead and make 
this purchase.
 [The agreement between the Sandy people 
and the Draper people meant that the Company 
would operate the canal,] and then at the end 
of that year there would be a settlement made 
and Sandy would pay for the operation of the 
canal…. There were a number of disputes…but 
it succeeded very well over a period of years.
The Board of Directors had to…mortgage their 
own personal assets in order to…make this 
venture financially possible…. [T]he bank would 
not just take the signature of the Company itself. 
They did not feel the assets of the Company were 
worth enough to secure the risks and obligations 
which they would be assuming.12

12   Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.

The Company’s board minutes of 1920 show that 
Mr. Murdock’s Utah Lake Distributing Company 
asked for a payment of $15,000, and Draper Irrigation 
Company would have to take care of the Utah Lake 
Distributing Company stockholders. It was proposed 
that a trade would be made in which Draper Irrigation 
Company stock would be exchanged for the Utah Lake 
Distributing Company stock. Some of the Utah Lake 
Distributing Company stockholders refused to sign, so 
it was decided that they would not be allowed to have 
their water carried in Draper Irrigation Company’s 
ditch system. After this point, Draper Irrigation 
Company was considered the owner of the canal. 
 Once it secured the Murdock canal, the Company 
entered into a contract to pay for use of the East Jordan 
canal to transport its water some three miles, from 
the Turner Dam at Jordan Narrows to the Company’s 
pump house and canal. In addition, the Company had 
to enlarge the East Jordan canal to carry an additional 
60 second-feet of water.
 In the early years, water was brought to the 
Company’s canal through a siphon located west and 
south of Bluffdale. This siphon was a wood stave pipe 
suspended across the river and over the railroad tracks 
on a wooden trestle. The biography of W. B. Enniss 
describes the canal and siphon.

Willard and Emily [Enniss] had deeded land 
for a canal to Utah Lake Irrigation Company, a 
corporation of Utah, on 9 June 1914 for the sum 
of $230.00, as recorded 1 July 1914. The canal 
was built through the bottom of their 80-acre 
farm at about a 30-degree angle northeasterly 
from 13400 South on 1300 East and across 
13200 South going north. This was, it appears, 
deeded for a canal to be built from the west 
side of the Jordan River, across to the east side 
through a wooden siphon that emptied into the 
canal on the east side of the river. The canal 
was constructed with a fall of one foot per mile 
through Draper, Crescent and into Sandy. At 
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Dry Creek was a metal pipe siphon used to take 
water across the Dry Creek wash into Sandy….
As a side note regarding the wooden siphon, a 
young man by the name of Sander Anderson came 
to Draper in 1914. He claims he can remember 
the wooden Jordan Narrows siphon catching 
on fire. He says it was so badly damaged, the 
cost to make repairs was out of the question. 
From Draper Irrigation Company records, it 
is known that the siphon was abandoned some 
time around 1920. In place of the siphon, four 
electric pumps were installed, and a house built 

A sand pit swimming hole, circa 1870.
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over them. The four were capable of pumping 60 
second-feet of water 90 feet up into the Sandy 
Distribution canal. The pumps took water from 
the Associated Canal.13

The siphon burned sometime around 1918. 
Sander Anderson used some of the wood from the 
now-abandoned trestle to build an outbuilding 
on his property. 
 During the drought year of 1934, it was necessary 
to modify the canal temporarily to make the most of 
the water it carried.

In 1934 when the severe drought was in effect, 
because the canal was built for sixty second 
feet, and if they put just ten second feet into it, 
it would spread out and so much would be lost 
by seepage and evaporation, they went down 
with a team and horses and took a ditcher and 
made as minimum size ditch as they could in the 
bottom of that canal and tried to take it around 
and distribute the very limited amounts of water 
to the stockholders…to save the trees….. There 
was no way whatever they could continue the 
crops because there just wasn’t enough water.14

Maintaining the Canal
An open canal requires a lot of maintenance, and over 
the years the Company encountered many problems in 
keeping the canal in working order.
 The canal was originally unlined, and in sandier 
portions the water often hollowed out a large “swimming 
hole.” In those days, farmers would use hand plows and 
horses to square the corners of the canal. To minimize 
water loss and upkeep, a few years after the Company 
bought the canal from Utah Lake Distributing Company, 
they lined the sandier portions with concrete.
 Early in the season before water began to flow, the 
Company would have to send a work crew to clean out 

13  True to the Faith, p. 218.
14    Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.

tumbleweeds and other debris before the water began to 
flow. Some farmers along the canal’s route seemed to 
regard it as a dumping ground, and crews often found 
dead chickens and other detritus in the canal. In later 
years, the company purchased a 19-foot extension for its 
backhoe to simplify the cleanup.
 Some farmers along the canal’s banks thought it 
would be a good source of water for their cattle. But 
having cattle enter the canal would soon break down the 
canal’s walls, so the company erected fences along both 
sides to keep livestock out. Others thought the canal 
was a good source of free irrigation water, so they put 
pipes into the canal and pumped out the water illegally. 
When the Company’s crew discovered these pipes, they 
dismantled them.
 Some farmers strung fences right across the canal, 
but the Company required them to install gates so the 
Company’s crew could access the canal for maintenance. 
Some also built their own bridges across the canal.

Pumping Water from Utah Lake
During dry years when the water was low, getting water 
from Utah Lake into Draper required pumps. Once 
again, the Company worked with other organizations 
to accomplish this.
 The Associated Canal Company pumped water 
out of Utah Lake into the Jordan River to the Turner 
Dam, from which it flowed into the East Jordan canal. 
At the time they were installed, the Associated Canal 
pumps were among the largest in the world. To lift the 
water some 87 feet from the East Jordan canal to the 
head of its own canal, the Company was required to 
build its own pump station.
 The Company’s board minutes show that at the 
stockholders’ meeting on 3 October 1919, J. R. Allen 
reported that the estimated cost of getting the water from 
Utah Lake into the Company’s system was about $25,000.

• Interest in Associated Canal pumps at the 
lake, $500

• Use of East Jordan Canal, $2,000
• The Company’s own pumps, $2,834
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• Freight, $400
• Pipe, $1,000 
• Motors and freight, $2,928
• Building, $1,000
• Installation, $1,000
• Filing on water, $200
• Utah Lake Distributing Canal, $7,638

These figures were based on 20 second-feet 
of water. The biography of W. B. Enniss notes 
similar calculations.

The question discussed was as to terms on 
which DIC could get into the Sandy Distribution 
Canal? The cost of construction was the basis 
from Utah Lake Irrigation Company, the two 
companies to pay the total cost of the canal 
section desired by DIC, which was from the west 
end of the Narrows siphon to Pioneer Street 
in Draper. The said cost would be prorated 
according to the amount of water each desired to 
convey through the same canal. The cost stated 
in a general way was about $35,000.00….15

W. B. Enniss’ figures were higher than those reflected 
in the minutes of the board because the Company paid 
only 70% of the cost, with the Sandy Canal Company 
paying the other 30%. Enniss’ figures presumably 
reflect the total cost, not just the Company’s share.
 The Sandy Canal Company’s irrigation service 
area was north of that served by the Draper Irrigation 
Company, so the two companies decided to cooperate 
in bringing irrigation water from Utah Lake. The 
Sandy Canal Company participated in acquiring 
water rights in Utah Lake, so that they owned 30% 
of the Company’s Utah Lake water rights. They also 
participated in the cost of the pumping plant. 
 The two companies worked out a contract under 
which Sandy Canal paid their portion of the cost of 
getting the water to them. Some of the costs were 
divided on the basis of the 30% ownership in the water, 

15  True to the Faith, pp. 219-220.

and some were divided on the basis of the actual 
amount of water that was delivered to them. Before 
a firm agreement was signed, the records indicated 
that Sandy was getting more water than they were 
entitled to. An effort to correct this orally was not 
successful until the matter was taken to court. Before 
the case was tried, however, the two companies reach 
an agreement.
 Draper Irrigation Company agreed to carry 
Sandy Canal’s portion of the water from the pumps 
at Utah Lake owned and operated by Associated 
Canals to the Williams Weir, just south of the Dry 
Creek wash.16 Because Sandy Canal was paying 
part of the costs, they wanted to participate in all 
of the decisions about the canal’s operation, which 
sometimes led to conflicts.
 The Company’s board minutes of 1920 discuss 
the building of the pump station. At first, the Company 
planned a pumping capacity of 20 second-feet. As 
discussions continued, the final decision was that 
the building and the transformers should handle 60 
second-feet. The original pump installation would be 
two 10-second-foot pumps.
 The Deseret Savings Bank agreed to lend the 
Company $25,000 in 1920, with the possibility of 
another $25,000 later. As additional security for the 
bank, the president and secretary signed the note, with 
all the directors but one endorsing the note.
 In April of 1920, the Company made arrangements 
with Mr. Murdock to get about seven second-feet of 
late water. This appears to be the first time that the 
Company would receive late water from Utah Lake. 
At this point, the future was in question because a 
railroad strike had delayed the shipment of the pumps. 
It was later decided that the Company would get only 
five feet, and rental would be $1,000 for the season.
 By 1922, the board minutes show that the pumps 
were working at a rate of 40 second-feet, and were 
being operated by men on 12-hour shifts. Eventually 
the Company added two more pumps to bring the 
capacity to 60 second-feet, but there was some doubt 
about the ability of the canal to handle the increased 

16 Associated Canals billed the Company for its share of pumping 
expenses annually, and the Company billed Sandy City 30% for their 
share of the water carried in the canal.
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volume. When the pumps first started operation at the 
maximum capacity, the Company stationed people up 
and down the canal to make sure it didn’t overflow. 
One local history describes the pumping operations.

By this decade, pump operators of Draper 
Irrigation Company worked twenty-four hour 
shifts to operate the four electric pumps at the 
Jordan Narrows. When all four pumps were 
operating, 60 second-feet (when the pump 
blades were in top condition) filled the canal 
to capacity. There was a small “apartment” on 
the west side of the pump house that employees 
used, as they remained for such long hours.17

There was a steel I-beam across the ceiling of the 
pump house for lifting the pumps out for repair. 
 The pump house was used only during the 
irrigation season, but during those summer months it 
was used heavily and required 24-hour supervision. 

17 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 275.

For example, the electrical panel sometimes got so 
hot it would turn off, and required an operator to turn 
it on again. The Company hired seasonal workers to 
staff the pump station, usually men who were past 
retirement age. At least one operator was well into his 
eighth decade.

Signed end of the month checks for DIC 
pump operators. Ray Hoffman will no longer 
be working for us. His health is such that he 
should not be alone at the pumps, and then, he 
is 87 years old.18

During the months when the pumps were not 
in operation and there was no one at the pump 
station, it became a tempting target for thieves and 
vandals. Once thieves stole all the copper wire and 
copper pump parts from the station. The Company 
replaced the copper wire with aluminum, which 
was less valuable and less tempting to thieves. The 

18 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 31 July 1991.
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Company also installed an alarm at the pump house 
that would ring at the Utah State Prison. Several 
times prison officials called the Company when the 
alarm went off. No one was ever caught, but some 
were chased away.
 Where the canal crossed the state highway 
near the prison, a deeded right-of-way had been 
given to the Utah Highway Department to cross the 
canal. When I-15 was expanded, this crossing had 
to be made at a different place. To make the change, 
certain deeds were exchanged and were signed by the 
officers of Draper Irrigation Company. At this time, 
the Company still had a loan from Farmers Home 
Administration, who had a mortgage on all of the 
Company property. Apparently, the Company did not 
get proper authorization from Farmers Home, and 
their attorney felt that the officers who signed those 
deeds had committed a felony and should spend some 
time in a board room of a government prison facility 
in Arizona. Fortunately, nothing came of this threat.

Maintaining the Lake’s Compromise Level
The water supply in Utah Lake, just like the water 
supply from the mountain streams, depends heavily 
on the weather. Over many years, Utah Lake had 
gotten smaller. As the level of the lake receded, 
more land was exposed along the edges of the lake. 
Farmers in the area took over this land and used it, 
mainly as pasture.
 So that this land would not be flooded again, 
“[i]n 1884 a committee of prominent citizens led by 
President John Taylor of the LDS Church arbitrated 
the dispute [over water rights in Utah Lake].”  This 
committee established a “compromise level” for the 
lake, which was the maximum level that the lake 
would be allowed to reach. To maintain the lake’s 
level at or below compromise, a dam was built at 
the north end of the lake, and a dam committee 
was formed, consisting of one representative from 
each of the two counties that used the water, Utah 
County and Salt Lake County, and an impartial one 
from Davis County, which is to the north of Utah 
Lake and the Jordan River and does not use Utah 
Lake water. This committee decides when the dam 
is opened and when it is closed.

In general, the gate is opened at the beginning of 
the irrigation season, and closed at the end of the 
irrigation season, so that the winter moisture can 
build the level back up to the compromise. If the 
level of the lake goes over the compromise point or 
has the potential of doing so, the gates are opened so 
that the excess water can run down the Jordan River 
into the Great Salt Lake.
 Managing the level of Utah Lake has worked quite 
well over the years, but Nature is really the controlling 
factor. There have been many years when the lake did 
not reach compromise, and this made it necessary 
to allocate the amount of water taken from the lake. 
At least once, however, the amount of water coming 
from the mountains and the sky was so great that it 
was uncontrollable: in the spring of 1983 there was 
flooding everywhere. In Salt Lake City, at least two of 
the streets were sandbagged into “rivers” to take the 
water through the city with a minimum of damage. 
 The Jordan River overflowed its banks all the 
way from Utah Lake to the Great Salt Lake, and it 
was impossible to control the level of Utah Lake. 
Consequently, the farmlands along the banks of the 
lake were flooded. Landowners in Utah County filed 
suit against the users of Utah Lake water in Salt Lake 
County (including Draper Irrigation Company) for 
not taking enough water out of the lake to prevent the 
flooding of their lands. After a couple of years, the 
insurance companies worked out a settlement.
 During this time of high water, it was necessary 
to spill water from the mountain streams down the 
old natural channels. In one case, a Mr. Bonham 
and a Mr. Summerhays (with the approval of Sandy 
City) had done some construction and landscaping 
in one of the old channels. When the water was 
spilled, it damaged the ground around the buildings. 
This resulted in a lawsuit that lasted for ten years. 
While Draper Irrigation Company never admitted 
responsibility in the matter, they did participate in 
a cash settlement just to bring the case to a close 
and stop the ongoing attorney fees and other costs. 
Salt Lake County and the Salt Lake County Water 
Conservancy District (which changed its name to 
Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District in 1999) 
were also involved.
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Draper Irrigation Company was, of course, 
affected by the fluctuation of the lake. Because 
the Company’s water rights in Utah Lake are 
secondary rights, the Company’s water was more 
susceptible to being rationed or cut off than were 
the primary rights, so the level of the lake was of 
more concern to DIC than to many of the users. 
Many times Draper Irrigation Company had to 
work with a smaller stream or a shortened season, 
but only once or twice was the supply cut off 
completely. See the table that follows for details of 
the fluctuation of the lake from 1920 to 2006.
During drought periods when the lake level is low, 
the Company sometimes has problems retrieving 
water from the lake. When the wind blows from the 
north, the water is pushed to the shallower southern 
end of the lake, where it percolates into the earth or 
evaporates and is lost. On two or three occasions, 
the Associated Canals had a channel dredged to 
bring water to the pumps. This is a temporary 
solution, because the lake fills in the channel in a 
short time. Also, pumps were installed at Pelican 
Point, where the lake was deeper. A canal was 
dug to bring the water from there to the Jordan 
Narrows. It does not appear that these pumps were 
used much.
 During the drought year of 1961, Draper 
Irrigation Company was notified that the 
Company would be cut off from the lake water 
on June 23rd. President Carlquist was able to 
rent 30 acre-feet of water from North Jordan 
Irrigation Company for ten days, which gave 
Draper Irrigation Company’s customers water 
to July 3rd. Surprisingly, there was still water 
coming from the canyon streams. The supply 
was not sufficient to carry a stream to the end 
of the irrigation system, but it provided water to 
some of those on the upper part of the system. In 
a special stockholders’ meeting, it was decided 
that there would be two different assessments. 
Everybody would pay the assessment applicable 
to the Utah Lake water, and an additional 
assessment of $5 per acre-foot would be assessed 
to those who could get the mountain water and 
who chose to use it.

Fluctuation of Utah Lake Water Level 1920 to 1997

1920-1923 Lake level on compromise and above

1924-1927 Gradual decrease from 2 feet to 5 feet 
below compromise

1928-1935 Dropping each year until it reached 
about 10 feet below compromise in 1935

1936-1943 Fluctuated between 5 feet and 9 feet 
below compromise until 1943

1944-1950 Fluctuated between compromise and 5 
feet below

1951-1953 Fluctuated between 1 foot above to 1 
foot below compromise

1954-1956
Gradual dropping from 1 foot below 
compromise to about 8 feet below 
compromise in 1956

1957-1958 Raised to about 1 foot below 
compromise

1959-1961 Dropped until it reached around 10 feet 
below compromise in 1961

1962-1970 Gradual increase until it reached just 
below compromise in 1970

1971-1980

Fluctuated around 1 to 3 feet below 
compromise, but reached about 6 feet 
below and then up to compromise in 
1980

1981-1984
Remained above compromise, reaching 
between 5 and 6 feet above compromise 
in 1983 and 1984

1985-1986 Remained above compromise

1987-1992 Dropped until it reached around 10 feet 
below compromise in 1992

1993-1997 Gradually raised until a little above 
compromise in 1997

1998-2004

From near-compromise level in 1998, 
declined to 7 feet below compromise in 
August 2003. The level stood at 6.5 feet 
below compromise in 2004.

2005-2006
Rose rapidly from 3 ½ feet below 
compromise in April 2005 to 1 foot 
above compromise level in early 2006.
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During more than 80 years of record-keeping, only 
in about 15 years was the level of the lake near 
compromise or a little above. Three very critical 
periods were in the 1930s, when only a small amount 
was taken out of the lake to keep the trees alive, in 
1961, when Draper Irrigation Company was cut off 
from the lake on June 23rd for that year, and in the 
1990s, when the lake was very nearly drained. While 
the Company was cut off from the lake only on two 
occasions (1930s and 1961), it seemed that each year 
there was concern as to whether there would be 
enough water for the whole season.

In the special stockholders’ meeting in the drought 
year of 1961, the minutes show that the diking of 
Utah Lake was discussed. The average depth of the 
entire lake is only nine feet, and the south end is the 
shallowest. A dike would be installed at the south 
end to make the lake smaller and raise the level, so 
that less water would be lost to evaporation.  Over 
the years, committees have been formed to study 
this possibility, and some have proposed dividing the 
Lake into as many as five smaller lakes. There has 
been strong opposition to the idea on environmental 
grounds, so the diking of the lake has never occurred.
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uring the period covered in this chapter, 
Draper Irrigation Company was the only 
large supplier of culinary water to the people 

of Draper. Some people had private wells and other 
private water rights, but there was no municipal water 
system. The City of Draper was incorporated in 1978, 
and the City began to supply culinary water to some 
residents a few years later. At the present time, some 
residents of Draper receive water through Draper 
City and others through Draper Irrigation Company, 
under the name WaterPro. For more on Draper City 
and Draper Irrigation Company, see Chapter 9.

Early Days
In 1948, Richard Carlquist and W. Cyrus Vawdrey 
composed a letter to the stockholders to explain 
new rates for culinary water. In a few words, 
they described the importance of the Company’s 
culinary system.

We take our hats off to the courageous men who 
had the foresight to build a culinary system and 
acquire the Utah Lake water and canal, without 
which the community could not have grown and 
prospered. This was a tremendous undertaking, 
and for over thirty years has been a heavy 
financial burden.
 A generation has grown up who cannot 
remember what conditions were when there 
was scarcely any irrigation water after July 
15th, and when people drank from a well 
or dipped their culinary supply from the 
irrigation ditch.

It is impossible to pinpoint exactly when the first 
parts of the culinary system were installed, because 
the system grew piece by piece over the years as the 
need dictated. 
 In fact, the first culinary pipelines in Draper 
were installed by individuals, and never became part 

of the main system. One of the first was installed by 
W. B. Enniss to convey water from Corner Canyon 
to his home at about 1400 East on 13200 South. This 
pipeline also served the home of a Mr. Sadler, across 
the street. A second, much larger, line was intended 
to bring water to some homes in Draper and some in 
Crescent from Bear Canyon. Both of these lines were 
eventually abandoned. Although it was considered at 
times, the Draper Irrigation Company culinary system 
never served any customers in Crescent.
 The first mention of a culinary system in the 
minutes of the Company’s board meetings came 
in 1898.

[A] petition came before the Draper Irrigation 
Company board asking for culinary water to 
be piped to various homes on the flats east and 
north of Draper. This was the first recorded 
request for irrigation water to be used for 
culinary purposes. The request was refused, as 
Draper Irrigation Company was interested only 
in bringing irrigation water to farms in Draper.1

The board minutes of 1902 mention the division of 
the year into two seasons: the irrigation season from 
April 1st to October 1st, and the culinary season 
from October 1st to April 1st. During culinary 
season, all parties were prohibited from diverting 
water from the Company’s ditch system. It was 
decided to hire three men for 60 days to watch the 
ditches during the high water season. The purpose of 
these two seasons is not clear, although it seems that 
during the culinary season water from the mountain 
streams was left in the ditched for household use 
and to water farm animals.
 During the stockholders’ meeting in February 
of 1906, the installation of a modern culinary water 
system was discussed. Again, the outcome of this 
discussion is unclear. Although the Company was not 

1 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 170.
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yet providing culinary water to its stockholders, other 
local water companies were. In a letter to her father 
W. B. Enniss in England in May 1906, Mabel Enniss 
Allen wrote about installation of the Bell Canyon 
Irrigation Company’s culinary pipes:

My dear father…the water pipes will soon be 
laid nearly all over Draper.

Another letter to W. B. Enniss in August of that 
year, this one written by Sarah Burnham, records 
more detail:

Well, since you went away quite a lot of the good 
people of Draper got the water in their houses 
and on their lawns. Anton Nelson bought John 
Heward’s place and has piped the water down 
to the town so it is quite an improvement and 
found quite a bit of work for about 20 men at 
$1.75 per day for nearly 3 months. P. A. Nelson 
has 5 taps on his place and it makes it real nice 
and has got his house renovated over and has 
the hot and cold water in their kitchen and 
bathroom and C. J. Neilson home is the same.

Another source records the following:

In about 1915, Draper Irrigation Company began 
a culinary water service to people in Draper 
who were stockholders, but only on a very 
limited basis to begin with. The cost of installing 
culinary water lines was expensive, and couldn’t 
be done all over Draper, a fact that would cause 
some people to feel the Company was playing 
favorites. Further, being an irrigation company, 
the desire of most company directors at that time 
was not to get into the culinary water business. 
As time passed, Company stockholders became 
interested in culinary water being piped to their 
homes because they were in the dairy and cattle 
business. Others were beginning to believe money 
could be made producing eggs for sale in large 
quantities, and chickens needed a continuous 
water supply to keep egg production high.2

2 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 250.

The Company’s application “for a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity to Operate as a Public 
Utility Rendering Culinary Water Service” before the 
Utah Public Service Commission in 2004 states that 
the Company began providing culinary water service 
in 1911, so this is regarded as the official date for the 
beginning of the culinary system.
 Throughout the first century of the Company’s 
history, the growth in Draper depended upon the 
ability of the Draper Irrigation Company to furnish 
water. Time after time, the minutes record that 
someone planning a development or a home could 
not proceed until the Company promised water. Also, 
when a main water line came into the town, there were 
continual requests for extensions. 
 Requests for service and extensions were 
practically never turned down, although some were 
delayed while the Company worked out the details 
of service. In each case, those who requested service 
had to participate in the cost of the extension; in most 
cases, they would pay for the pipe and the Company 
would install it. In cases where the requested service 
required one size of pipe but the Company felt that is 
was better for the whole system if a larger pipe was 
installed, the applicant would be asked to pay only 
for the size of pipe that individual needed, and the 
Company paid for the additional size. 
 As the system grew, it was found that some of 
the pipes put in originally were too small and had to 
be enlarged. This was done at Company expense. In 
some cases when the applicant had to participate in 
a main line, he was allowed to pay just one-half of 
his water bill, and the other half was paid from the 
amount contributed until it was used up.

Construction of a Culinary System Begins
The first major action on a culinary system was taken 
in 1911, when the board issued $30,000 in bonds, with 
$18,000 to be used for a pipeline to bring water from 
the canyons into Draper. Though this action was taken 
in 1911, no substantial construction on the culinary 
system occurred until 1916.
 The first step in the culinary system was to 
pipe the water from the mountain streams, mainly 
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Big Willow, and bring it into the town at the head of 
what is now known as Pioneer Avenue. The main line 
ran west on Pioneer Avenue and branches extended 
throughout the town.
 Construction techniques were quite different in 
those days. Trenches were dug by hand, and wood 
stave pipes were used to a small extent, although 
these pipes failed under higher pressure and were 
soon abandoned. A history of the area describes these 
pipes, a sample of which can be seen in the Draper 
Historical Society Museum.

A wooden pipe installed part way down Pioneer 
Street worked well but has since been replaced 
with metal pipes. The redwood pipe worked well 
because as water entered the pipe the wood 
expanded outward against the wire [wrapped 
around the pipe,] causing the pipe to become 
watertight. One end of the wooden pipe was 
tapered to fit into the end of another, making 
long runs of wooden pipe easy to do.3

Trenching was still being done by hand in the 
1930s, when some piping was done as part of WPA 
projects. Ralph Crossgrove recalled as a boy of 16 
laying a 4” main on Boulder Street. Men and boys 
were paid 75 cents a rod (16 ½ feet) to dig a trench 
four feet deep. Ralph would rush home from school 
to make this princely sum.
 Apparently there was still some wooden pipe 
in use until 1940, since a newspaper clipping from 
January 1940 announced that the Company’s board of 
directors had decided to “replace all its present wooden 
pipe with new cast iron pipe…. Approximately 6600 
feet of 10-inch pipe and 5500 feet of eight-inch pipe 
will be installed” at a cost of about $20,000. The new 
line was two inches larger than the existing lines and 
would nearly double the system’s capacity. 
 Because Draper slopes downward to the west, the 
pressure in a water line increases as it runs from the 
mountains in the east to the residents in the west. To 
equalize service, at first the town was divided along 
Park Street (1300 East). Because of lower pressure, 

3 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 206.
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those living east of Park Street had ¾-inch lines 
serving their houses, while those living west of Park 
Street had ½-inch lines.
 Riverton City owned a water right in Bear 
Canyon, and had a water line that ran west through 
Draper to Riverton. At one time, there was a house 
in Draper that always had water when there was no 
water in Draper Irrigation’s system, but sometimes 
had no water when the rest of Draper had water. 
Finally, the Company dug up the connection 
and found that the house had been hooked to the 
Riverton line by mistake.
 Farther along the Riverton line, on 12300 
South, the Draper line and the old Riverton line are 
in close proximity. When a leak occurred in that 
area, it was sometimes necessary to dig to find out 
just whose line was leaking. This problem no longer 
exists, since Draper Irrigation installed a bigger line 
at 12300 South, and Riverton no longer uses their 
line because of problems with contamination in 
their tunnel in Bear Canyon.

Metering the System
In a board meeting in 1929, President Heber A. Smith 
stated that he did not feel that the culinary system 
was generating enough income. The investment in 

the culinary system was around $50,000, and he felt 
that the system should be paying 8% interest on that 
investment, as well as $1,000 in overhead and around 
$1,500 into a sinking fund. This led to a decision 
to put the entire culinary system on meters. This 
is the first time that the board minutes contain any 
recognition that irrigation and culinary are really 
two different systems. The Class A stockholders 
(users of the irrigation system) were the real owners 
of all the water rights, with the culinary-only users 
owing something to the Class A stockholders for 
the use of their water.
 Before installing meters, the Company had to 
determine how to bill people fairly for the water 
they were using. To determine a fair charge, the 
Company considered factors such as the size of the 
lawn, how much water was used for cooling milk, 
and requirements for washing the barn, based on 
the number of cattle owned. A committee was 
appointed to measure the size of the lawns.
 Metering the culinary system was a relief 
for the Company. Before meters, there was much 
concern about people wasting water. Employees 
were instructed to watch for such things as 
a hose running when it was not needed. The 
installation of meters took care of such problems.

Cattle grazing near 
the mountains.
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In the early days, meters were often installed next to 
the barns rather than the houses, because the barn 
was the main source of water usage. On some old 
properties in Draper today, the barns are long gone, 
but the water meter is still some distance from the 
house where the barn used to be.
 The board minutes of 1930 note that the Utah 
State Prison, which later owned part of the water 
rights to the Little Willow stream, contacted 
Draper Irrigation Company about buying culinary 
water. The board offered to sell them ½ second-
foot of water for $20,000, so it would seem that 
people were beginning to appreciate the real 
value of water. It does not appear that the state 
accepted this offer.

Protecting the Watershed
As the culinary water system developed, there was 
more interest in protecting the watershed from 
pollution. The board minutes of 1931 record that 
the Board of Health had sent a letter notifying 
the Company that its water was being polluted by 
cattle in the mountain area where the Company was 
getting its culinary water. The Company contacted 
the owners of the cattle, telling them to remove the 
animals from the watershed. 
 Stronger measures were taken in later years 
to protect the watershed. The board minutes 
of 1942 record that the Colorado Development 
Company decided to sell 2,400 acres on the east 
mountain. Draper Irrigation Company called 
a meeting of other parties who shared in the 
watershed, including Riverton Irrigation Company 
(which later dissolved and turned their water 
rights over to Riverton City), and Corner Canyon 
Irrigation Company. (Several years later, Little 
Willow Irrigation Company became a partner in 
the ownership). All were interested in purchasing 
the land, and the only question was the amount 
of participation of each entity. After several 
meetings and several proposals, the final decision 
was that Draper Irrigation Company would take 
2/5ths ownership; Heber A. Smith, President of 
Draper Irrigation, would take one-fifth, due to his 

ownership in the Little Willow Irrigation Company; 
and each of the other entities would take one-fifth.
 This property is also noted in previous minutes, 
so the land may have been bought before the purchase 
was recorded in the minutes. With this 2,400 acres 
and the cooperation of the U. S. Department of the 
Interior, the board felt that protection of the watershed 
was secure. The Company applied for, and received, 
help from the West Side Soil Conservancy District in 
restoring the vegetation on the property. At this time, 
many government agencies were lining up labor-
intensive projects in preparation for the end of World 
War II, when the men would be coming home.
 There are other properties, such as in Big Willow 
Canyon, owned solely by Draper Irrigation. The 
Company also has a 50% interest in some property in 
conjunction with Little Willow Irrigation Company.
 Over the years, the Company’s ownership of 
property has sometimes been controversial. The 
Company has sold property to finance many projects 
that some board members felt should have been 
financed through shareholder assessments.

We have been pumping money from land sale 
proceeds into the culinary system when that 
money should have come from our customers.4

Examples of projects financed by land sales include 
paying for the construction and later enlargement of the 
water treatment plant; a 16” main from the treatment 
plant to 13200 South; building the Company’s office 
and shop; increasing the size of some small water 
mains, and drilling the well at 1300 East.
 In addition, there have been questions about 
whether the Company owed taxes on land sales. As 
a not-for-profit entity, the Company does not pay 
Federal taxes on most of its activities, but since land 
sales are not a primary activity for a water utility, it 
was felt that taxes might be due on land sales.5

4 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 1 June 1997.
5 Being a not-for-profit organization, Draper Irrigation Company 
must receive 85% of its income from stockholders. If the income that 
comes from other sources exceeds 15% of total income, then all income 
may be taxable. Because of this, potentially taxable transactions such as 
land sales are handled through the WaterPro division of the Company.
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Competition with the Irrigation System
In 1955, the Company received a letter from Fred 
Staines and Paul Callister, owners of the Sapp and 
Sapp farm, which was served by the Hill ditch. 
The letter protested the Company policy of issuing 
a share of Class A stock for each new culinary 
connection. They contended that each culinary 
connection took water away from the amount to 
which they were entitled in the Hill ditch. At about 
the same time, the Company received an inquiry 
from parties who wanted to build up to 75 homes on 
a farm they proposed to buy.
 These situations initiated a discussion by the 
board members as to how many homes the water 
from the mountain streams could serve, even if all 
the water was taken away from the Hill ditch. If this 
should happen, where and how would the Company 
get water to supply the users of the Hill ditch?
 While there were different opinions as to how 
many homes a second-foot of water would serve, 
it was the opinion of the Company engineer that 
one second-foot would serve around 600 homes. 
Measurements taken on the mountain streams 
indicated that the Company had around 4 ½ second-
feet, which would serve between 2,500 and 2,600 
homes. With this information, the board then 
decided to hire an engineer to study the problem of 

replacing the mountain water in the Hill ditch with 
Utah Lake water. This would have required building 
a pump station to get the water from Utah Lake to 
the Hill ditch. Instead of doing this, the Company 
decided to purchase water from the Deer Creek 
aqueduct, and made a connection to bring that water 
to the Hill ditch in the 1950s.

Regulating the Supply with a Water Tank
By 1957, the culinary system had expanded to 
the point that pressure problems were developing 
in different parts of the town. As a solution, the 
board discussed using pressure pumps or building 
a reservoir on the south hills. However, as nothing 
could be done immediately, the board decided to 
restrict the use of water.
 At this time, the only irrigation system available 
was flood irrigation. The irrigation water was still 
delivered via open canals and ditches for the most 
part, with no pressurized pipes, so anyone wanting to 
irrigate a field or garden with the irrigation system had 
to purchase sufficient Class A shares in the Company 
and wait for an assigned “turn” to let the water flow 
onto the land. A few people built ponds in their back 
yards, filled the ponds during their irrigation turns, 
then pumped water from the ponds to flood irrigate 
their lawns. Anyone who wanted to use sprinklers 

LEFT: The disused water tank 
at 13800 South 1000 East.

ABOVE: The pump station at 
Bear Canyon Cove.
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to water a lawn or garden had no choice but the use 
culinary water. This meant that during the dry, hot 
summer months, use of the culinary system soared.
 The Company sent cards to all culinary users, 
stating that those living on the north and east sides 
of the roads could water between 8:00 a.m. and 
2:00 p.m., and those living on the south and west 
sides could water from 2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. No 
restrictions were placed on watering during the 
night. Those with sprinkling systems on meters 
larger than ¾” could water only during the night. 
Lastly, everyone was asked to use a sprinkler or 
nozzle on their hoses.
 In 1959, the Company built a 500,000-gallon 
tank in the southern part of town just above 
13800 South at about 1000 East. The purpose of 
this tank was to store a backup water supply for 
times of high demand, so water pressure could 
be maintained all the time. The property for the 
tank was purchased from a Mrs. Vinnie Shaw for 
$500 plus a share of Class B stock (the issuance 
of Class B stock is described later in this chapter).

 The design engineer stated that this tank 
would be connected to the system between the 
line on 1300 East and Fort Street. It was supposed 
to fill at night, to be used during the day. For 
reasons not entirely known, it did not operate 
automatically as it should, and it was necessary 
to check and operate the valves manually almost 
every day during the summer.
 For over thirty years, this tank provided enough 
pressure to serve the Company’s customers. In 
1992, however, for the first time a subdivision was 
developed that could not be served without pumping. 
In order to provide water to Bear Canyon Cove, the 
Company had to construct a pump station and a 
tank to provide a water supply for that subdivision.
 Since 1992, as housing development has moved 
higher and higher up the mountainsides, providing 
water to these new developments has become an 
ongoing challenge. One example from this time 
period is the South Mountain area of Draper. 
Because of the higher elevations, the Company 
eventually built four pump stations to deliver water 

Pumping water to 
higher-elevation 

neighborhoods can 
be challenging.
Photograph by 

Lindy Shock
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to South Mountain, causing different pressure zones. 
Each zone requires a different amount of power, so 
the Company charges a different rate for each zone.

Treating the Water
In its early years, the culinary system used untreated 
mountain water. Screens at the water intakes kept 
leaves and large material out of the water, but the 
screens had to be cleaned daily during most of 
the year. It was possible to drive part-way to the 
screens, but the person doing the cleaning had to 
hike the last quarter mile.
 The screens worked fairly well, although in those 
days it was not unusual for Company crew members 
to find sand and grasshoppers in the meters. 
 To keep debris out of the water, in 1936 the 
Company constructed a 250,000-gallon settling tank. 
This tank was a holding area for the water, where solid 
particles settled to the bottom and the clean water was 
piped out to the customers. This settling tank had to 
be cleaned annually by men with buckets, and was 
eventually converted into a storage shed.
 The board minutes of 1936 show the bids 
for constructing the intake and settling tank, 
with W. Cyrus Vawdrey submitting the low bid 
of $5,700. One condition was placed on Mr. 
Vawdrey: for labor, he should give preference to 

shareholders with delinquent water bills, to give 
them a chance to work out the amount they owed.
 The settling tank had been built in response to 
the state Health Department, which was concerned 
about the quality of the water. Part of the problem 
was that cattle were grazing on a farm that was in 
the watershed, and chlorination of the water was 
considered as a possible solution. According to W. 
Cyrus Vawdrey’s personal history:

People were generally very opposed to 
chlorination, and so after several years of 
negotiation this privately-owned ground [about 
five acres – Editor] was purchased by the Draper 
Irrigation Company so that stock could be kept 
out of the canyon.6

This apparently solved the problem for several years, 
but eventually the county Board of Health became 
involved. In order for Draper dairy farmers to sell 
their milk as Grade A in Salt Lake City, the farmers 
needed a chlorinated water source, so a chlorinator 
was installed on the system in 1952. While it protected 
the dairy farmers, other customers did not like the 
chlorine taste. This taste was especially strong in the 

6 W. Cyrus Vawdrey history, pp. 9-10. Draper Historical Society 
Library.
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fall, when leaves were falling into the streams. While 
the complaints were many, there was little that the 
Company could do.
 It was not long before chlorination was not enough 
to satisfy the Board of Health. They, in combination 
with the State Health Department, stated that in 
order to have an approved culinary water system, the 
water must have complete treatment: flocculation, 
sedimentation, chlorination, and filtration (these 
processes are described in the following chapter). This 
required a treatment plant, which was a tremendous 
undertaking for a small company. The estimated cost 
was $100,000 per million gallons of capacity, for a 
total expenditure of at least $250,000.
 After the chlorinator was installed, the Board of 
Health had given the system a provisional approval. In 
1961, the Board notified the Company that the culinary 
system would be rated ‘Not Approved’ until the 
treatment plant was operational. The Board of Health 
later notified the Company that they would change the 
rating to ‘Provisional Approval’ when the Company 
presented a set of plans, including a completion date, 
to the Board of Health.
 In June of 1965, the Salt Lake County Board of 
Health sent a letter to the Company explaining that 
they were aware of the fact that the culinary system 
was not approved, and in the interest of the dairymen 
in our town, the Company should take action to get it 
approved. A letter was sent back explaining that the 
Company was not in a financial position to build a 
treatment plant at this time.
 During 1966, the Company asked the Farmers 
Home Administration about grant funds for the 
construction of the treatment plant. The FmHA 
informed the Company that grant funds were available 
only in areas where water rates were excessive, and 
the Company’s rates would have to double to reach 
this point. However, loan funds were available in the 
amount of $300,000.

Wells: Another Solution to Treatment
The Company was considering other ways to bring 
the culinary system up to approved standards, without 
the expense of building a treatment plant. The method 

that received the most consideration was to put the 
system on wells.
 Some landowners in Draper offered to sell their 
private wells to the Company. The Company itself 
drilled three or four test holes, seeking a source with 
sufficient quality and quantity. None proved acceptable. 
 Merrill Hand drilled a well on his property just 
west of 700 East at about 12250 South. Draper Irrigation 
Company paid for the drilling under an agreement 
whereby the well would belong to the Company if 
the results justified connecting it to the culinary 
system. It produced around 300 gallons per minute 
of warm water. For quite some time, the Company 
debated using this well, before deciding against it.
 The board minutes of 1967 describe how Richard 
Carlquist and Sherman Fitzgerald had sunk a well 
on Mr. Carlquist’s farm that they were willing to 
sell to Draper Irrigation Company. The well was 
located on 1300 East, where it could be introduced 
into the culinary system much more easily and less 
expensively than existing wells on 300 East. The 
Company bought this well and sank a 10” casing to 
a depth of 405 feet. The well was drilled to a depth 
of 400 feet, and test-pumped at 1,200 gallons per 
minute for 24 hours, then at 1,550 gallons per minute 
for a time. Test results from samples sent to the Ford 
Lab showed that the water was very hard and had a 
high content of solids in it. However, it seemed to be 
the Company’s only source of water that the Board 
of Health would approve for culinary purposes. Mr. 
Alsop, the Company’s engineer, was very reluctant 
to see it used for culinary purposes, because it would 
not be accepted very well by shareholders. Richard 
Carlquist agreed.

[If the well water]could be introduced at a point 
where it could be commingled with the whole 
supply… it would ameliorate the problem…. 
There’s a fairly good supply of water and it’s 
very beneficial and certainly if you were out in 
the desert you would be happy to have it. But 
because of its hardness it’s getting some static 
in the community.7

7 Interview with Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project 
Inventory, 1979-1981.
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The Company’s mountain streams 
are an excellent source of clean mountain water.
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Mr. Alsop suggested abandoning the Company’s 
entire culinary system and buying water from the 
Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District, which 
already treated its water and had an approved system. 
One big argument against using any option except 
the construction of a treatment plant was that the 
Company’s mountain streams are an excellent source 
of clean mountain water and should not be abandoned. 
In a special meeting in January 1968, the stockholders 
discussed all of these options, and voted in favor of 
building a treatment plant. 
 The search for a suitable well had shown that 
there was an underground stream of warm water 
running through Draper. Stanley Logan had a warm 
well on the sand hills to the north at about 12300 
South, the well on the Hand property was warm, and 
a well drilled on the Rob Smith property on 1565 East 
at about 12500 South was warm. The history of Anina 
Marie Mickelsen Rasmussen states that the wells in 
the northern part of Draper were salty. None of the 
wells in the area produced water anywhere near the 
quality of the water in the mountain streams.
 In 1978, with the well fully equipped and 
operational, it was tested to see how much of the 
town could be served by the well if it became the sole 
source of water. The test indicated that the well could 
serve all the existing parts of town at that time if it 
became necessary.
 In the late 1970s, on three or four occasions, 
people living on the upper end of 13800 South had no 
water. The problem was that the south tank was not 
filling at night because the valve was not operating 
properly. Ralph Crossgrove was hired to check the 
valve on the tank twice a day in order to keep that 
tank full, then start the well when needed.
 In 1978, a phone line was run from the reservoir 
to the well to monitor the level in the tank. When the 
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Until 1957, the Company had only Class A stock. Each new 
culinary user was sold a share of Class A stock.

level was too low, the well would operate and fill the 
tank. Because of objections to the taste of the well 
water, it was not used very much. But when the south 
end of town was not getting water, this situation could 
be corrected in 20 to 25 minutes by starting the well. 
A onetime Company board member, Lynn Cutler, who 
was one of the first to get well water when the well was 
started, claims that the only reason he wanted to get on 
the board was to keep the Company from using the well.

Issuing Class B Stock
Until 1957, the Company had only Class A stock. 
Customers with culinary connections were 
required to be stockholders in the Company, so 
each new culinary user was sold a share of Class 
A stock. Class A stock also carried with it a right 
to irrigation water, so when a new share was 
issued, it reduced the amount of irrigation water 
to which each of the existing shares were entitled. 
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s discussed in the previous chapter, Draper 
Irrigation Company had been under pressure 
since the 1940s-1950s from the Salt Lake 

County Board of Health to treat its water. Local 
dairy farmers and beef producers could not sell their 
products as Grade A in Salt Lake County unless they 
had an approved water source. The chlorination system 
installed in 1952 solved the problem temporarily. 
 The issue, however, would not go away. In 1962, 
a combination of problems, such as dirt in the water, 
pressure problems, and the rulings from the Board 
of Health, made it necessary to consider building a 
treatment plant or additional reservoirs. A special 
stockholders’ meeting was called to discuss this 
matter. The purpose of this meeting was not to decide 
what should be done, but to get an indication of what 
the stockholders would prefer. 
 One option was to construct a new reservoir to 
act as a settling tank for the dirty water. Because 

the Company was using about a million gallons of 
water per day, a settling tank would need a capacity 
of two million gallons or more. The construction 
of a complete treatment plan was a second option, 
which would bring the system into compliance 
with the ruling of the Board of Health. A third 
option was to do nothing until the Company’s 
indebtedness of $73,500 was paid off.
 A standing vote indicated one in favor of 
building the treatment plant, 33 in favor of leaving 
the system as it was and paying off the debt, and 
nine in favor of constructing a settling tank. The 
meeting was then adjourned.
 Another option that Draper Irrigation Company 
considered was suing the federal government for the 
right not to treat the water at all. Some extremely large 
water systems, notably that of New York City and 
parts of California, do not treat their surface water at 
all; they simply make the watershed areas off-limits 

A

The WaterPro and Jordan Valley water treatment 
plants as they look today.
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to people, then chlorinate the water. The Company 
thought that this might be a possible option, but never 
pursued the suit.
 The passage of the federal Clean Water Act in 
1972 set water quality standards for contaminants in 
surface waters, such as the mountain water used for 
the Company’s culinary system. At the same time, the 
federal government decreed that no FHA or VA home 
loans would be allowed for homes without treated 
water. Even before the passage of the Act, however, 
the Company’s directors had realized that in order for 
Draper to continue to grow, the Company would have 
to build a treatment plant.

Financing the Plant
The first step toward building the plant was to find 
financing. The Farmers Home Administration was 
a possible source of grants or loans, although the 
Company did not qualify for FHmA grants because 
their water rates were too low.
 As early as 1968, the board had anticipated 
one major problem with getting loans to finance 
the treatment plant: when the Company had been 
incorporated in 1888, its charter lasted only for 100 
years, or until 1987. Thus, the Company, as originally 
incorporated, would not outlive the necessary loans.
 At this point, there was still another possible 
alternative to building a treatment plant: the Salt Lake 
County Water Conservancy District had offered to 
buy Draper Irrigation Company’s culinary system. 
The area served would have to be annexed into that 
district, and levied a 1 mil tax. The rates for people 
on the Company’s system would be the same as those 
charged in every other area. It was unclear what would 
be done with the rights to the Company’s mountain 
water. This offer was never accepted.
 A stockholders’ meeting was held on 29 July 
1968 to obtain permission from the stockholders to 
borrow money for a treatment plant, and to vote on 
changing the Articles of Incorporation to incorporate 
in perpetuity. These items required that a majority of 
the outstanding stock vote in favor, not just a majority 
of those present at the meeting. To make sure that there 
was enough stock represented at the meeting, either by 
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actual attendance or by proxy, board members were 
assigned to contact as many of the stockholders as 
possible, mainly those holding large blocks of stock, 
to assure that their stock was represented.
 The vote on authorizing the loan was 2226 5/6 in 
favor, 39 against. The vote on changing the Articles of 
Incorporation was 2186 5/6 in favor, 87 against.

Bids for the Treatment Plant
In 1969, the Company called for bids on the treatment 
plant. When the bids were opened, the low bid exceeded 
the estimate by about $145,000. The engineering firm 
of Tempelton, Link and Alsop designed the treatment 
plant and submitted the winning bid. After exploring 
other options, the directors decided to call a special 
stockholders’ meeting on 17 July 1969 for authorization 
to borrow the extra money. After President Carlquist 
explained the need for the treatment plant, and after 
Mr. Mickelsen gave a financial report, a vote was 
taken on the motion to borrow the extra funds, with 
the result being 1,875 5/6 in favor, 83 against.
 In 1970, the Farmers Home Administration 
approved a loan for $577,000. At this time, Farmers 
Home required that they be the Company’s only 
creditor, so $45,000 of the loan amount was used to 
pay off all other obligations of the Company. The 
revised plans for the treatment plant were then re-bid, 
and the bid this time was $548,659, leaving the loan 
funds short by $16,659. The board decided to proceed 
anyway, assuming they could make up the shortage 
from Company funds. They had not figured on the 
fact that the funds from Farmers Home were advanced 
in a lump sump, long before they were needed; the 
Company invested the loan funds and made $35,000 
in interest, nearly twice what was needed to pay the 
difference.
 As a condition of the loan, Farmers Home 
Administration took a mortgage on Draper Irrigation 
Company and, consequently, had a say on any major 
expenditures. The Company’s relationship with 
Farmers Home was very good, with one exception. 
By this time, the Company had begun to use plastic 
pipe, with a pipe called Blue Brute being the choice 
of the crew. When the Greenfield Farms subdivision 

was developed, another pipe, apparently having the 
same specifications, was used and it was a constant 
source of trouble. When using government money, the 
Company was required to bid all projects, and accept 
the low bid whether the bidder specified Blue Brut pipe 
or not. This resulted in several arguments between 
Mr. Mickelsen and the Farmers Home engineer. These 
arguments were futile because the engineer could not 
change the rules. The Company’s only option was 
to buy the pipe with funds that were not under the 
control of the FmHA, and bid only the installation.

Constructing the Plant
By 1970, construction had begun on the treatment 
plant. A storage tank had been built for the plant, and 
was at a point where it could be used with the current 
system.
 The plant was built at an elevation near Wasatch 
Boulevard, in an unincorporated area that was high 
above most of Draper as it existed at the time.1 When 
water came through the tank, enough additional 
pressure developed that pressure-reducing valves had 
1 By the time of writing (2011), the area has been annexed by Sandy 
City and the plant is surrounded by housing.

The Company began to use plastic pipe in the 
1970s, and it is still the standard today.
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TOP: Pressure reducing valves like this one 
help equalize the water pressure.

to be installed throughout the culinary system. There 
were reports that water from the tap would blow a 
glass out of a customer’s hand. At one time, one of the 
pressure-reducing valves failed, and before it could 
be corrected, six main lines broke and several safety 
valves blew off water heaters. In one street, water shot 
twenty feet into the air from a broken water main. 
Corrective action was taken immediately. Eventually, 
the Company installed pressure reducing valves 
(PRVs), creating three zones in the system.

Operating the Plant
With the treatment plant now in full operation, a 
dedication ceremony was held on 10 July 1971 at 9:00 
a.m., with an open house for the public until 5:00 p.m.
 At first the plant was operated by three men 
working eight-hour shifts to staff the plant 24 hours 
a day. It was then cut to two operators each working 
a ten-hour shift. Later, the plant was checked just 
twice a day, running automatically the rest of the 
time. Ralph Crossgrove, a retired poultry farmer, had 
proved to be a valuable source of help. He was one 
of the operators of the treatment plant while it was 
being manned on a daily basis, and he also monitored 
the well when it was in use.
 The water treatment plant was designed to treat 
3.3 MGD (million gallons per day). It performed these 
functions of conventional water treatment:

• Flash mix. The first phase was to use a rapid 
mixer to mix into the water the chemicals 
that will be used in flocculation, the next 

JUST ABOVE: Sediment basins like these were 
a part of the flocculation and sedimentation 

process previously used by WaterPro.
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step. Water remained in the flash mix for a 
minimum of one minute, depending on the 
capacity at which the plant was running.

• Flocculation. Next, the water flowed into the 
flocculation chamber, where it was churned 
slowly by mixers that look like giant wooden 
ice cream paddles. The purpose of this 
chamber was to help form a “floc,” where the 
chemicals that were previously mixed into the 
water attached to impurities in the water. It 
took a minimum of 30 minutes to create the 
chemical flocs, which looked somewhat like 
snowflakes. Draper Irrigation Company’s 
mountain water was so clear, cold and low 
in alkalinity that it was difficult to get a floc 
to form, and it was necessary to add alum 
and lime to the water to form a floc. Other 
additives were tried later.

• Sedimentation basin. After flocculation, 
the water flowed through baffles into the 
sedimentation basin, where it remained for a 
minimum of two hours. During this time, the 
flocs settled to the bottom of the basin. Large 
wooden paddles mounted on a chain drive 
system moved very slowly across the bottom 
of the basin, moving the floc to a channel 
where it was flushed out to a pond. The water 
then went into the filtration bed.

• Filtration. After sedimentation, water 
filtered through a bed consisting of a layer 

of anthracite coal, layers of silica and 
garnet sand, and a gravel base. The coarsest 
material was on the top, with the finest on 
the bottom. This was considered a rapid 
filter, able to process 5 gallons per minute 
per square foot. The filters used in the plant 
were quite high-tech and advanced for the 
time, when most existing plants used sand 
filters, with only one type of sand.

• Chlorination. After it was filtered, the water 
was chlorinated, then put into a reservoir until 
it was needed.

Although this process was considered state-of-
the-art at the time, it was all replaced in 2004, as 
described in Chapter 10.

Cooperating with Other Entities
In 1972, the board minutes note that it cost the 
Company about $50 an acre-foot to treat water through 
the treatment plant. It was also noted that the plant had 
extra capacity, and if the plant could be used to treat 
more water, the cost per acre-foot would go down.
 At this time, the Utah State Prison was using 
untreated water for the inmates. Also, Bell Canyon 
Irrigation Company did not have a source of treated 
water for its customers. Nothing was ever worked out 
with the prison,2 but Draper Irrigation Company did 

2 In 1984, the prison began receiving treated water from the Salt 
Lake County Water Conservancy District.
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ABOVE LEFT: The Conservancy District 
built a treatment plan right next to the 

Company’s plant to treat the excess 
water for culinary purposes.

RIGHT: There were times when heavy 
runoff contaminated the water with 

so much mud or debris that it could 
not be treated by the Conservancy 

plant and had to be spilled.

ABOVE RIGHT: When the Company built 
its treatment plant in the early 1970s, 
the Utah State Prison was still using 

untreated water.
Photograph by Lindy Shock
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treat water for the approximately 300 homes on the Bell 
Canyon system. The arrangement with Bell Canyon 
continued until growth in Draper made it necessary 
to use the entire capacity of the plant for Draper only. 
Sandy City eventually took control of the Bell Canyon 
Irrigation Company in the late 1970s or early 1980s.
 The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy 
District was always looking for additional sources 
of water. They were well aware that in the spring 
and sometimes into the summer, Draper Irrigation 
Company had runoff water from the canyons in excess 
of what was needed in the treatment plant. This excess 
water was being used for irrigation, or was simply 
being spilled. The Conservancy District proposed 
building a treatment plan right next to the Company’s 
plant to treat the excess water for culinary purposes, 
which was a higher use than irrigation. They also 

had a right in the Deer Creek reservoir, and a right 
to convey some of that water in the aqueduct east of 
where the plant would be built. This water could be 
used to supplement the runoff water.
 This proposal was attractive to Draper Irrigation 
Company because it helped protect their water 
rights by using this water for culinary purposes. If 
the Company had continued using this water for 
irrigation, there was always the possibility that 
someone else could file for the rights to this water 
if they could put it to a “higher use” (i.e., culinary), 
replacing the Company’s rights with lower-quality 
water for irrigation. With the construction of this 
plant, the Company could protect its right to that 
water, and at the same time earn an income from it.
 The Conservancy District built its plant and a 
contract was executed between the two entities under 
which the Conservancy District would use all of this 
excess water, with certain exceptions. After some 
testing that was done in the basement of the Company’s 
treatment plant, the Conservancy District got the State 
to approve a treatment process called direct filtration. 
 The weakness of the direct filtration system was 
that it could not treat water that was too dirty. There 
were times when heavy runoff contaminated the water 
with so much mud or debris that it could not be treated 
by the Conservancy plant and had to be spilled. In 
their contract, they did not have to accept water that 
was not treatable. This led to several discussions as 
to just what was treatable water, and there were times 
when they were spilling water that Draper Irrigation 
Company felt they should be treating.3

 In addition, the price of this water was also 
a subject of several discussions. At one point, the 
Conservancy District stated that if the price was set 
at $25 they would guarantee to take 6,000 acre-feet if 
available. The price was not set at $25, but there is a 
question as to whether the District could have lived up 
to their guarantee. There has never been a year when 
their use has come even close to that figure.

3 Most members of the Company’s board of directors were farmers 
who had experience with flood irrigation and knew how much sand 
could be dissolved in the water. They recommended to the Conservancy 
District’s engineers that retention basins be used to settle out some of the 
dissolved solids from the mountain streams before the water was filtered, 
but the engineers did not listen.
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In the 1970s, it was evident that Draper Irrigation 
Company was going to need additional sources of 
treated water to meet the demand. The Company 
contacted the Conservancy District for a connection 
on their system, but for a while, there was a question 
as to how the Company could get water. At this time, 
the Conservancy District decided to connect their 
Southeast plant (the one near Draper Irrigation’s 
plant) to the line coming from the Bluffdale plant, 
with a 33” line coming up 11400 South on an 
easement through Draper Irrigation’s property to 
their plant. This made Conservancy water readily 
available to Draper Irrigation. An agreement was 
made for two connections on this line, one at 700 
East and one at Hidden Valley Boulevard just below 
the Company’s treatment plant.
 The agreement to purchase water from the 
Conservancy District specified two different prices. 
Water drawn through the connection on 700 East 
would be billed on their regular rate schedule. The 

other price was for “banked water,” which was the 
Company’s runoff water that had gone through the 
Conservancy District’s treatment plant and then was 
taken out by the Company at the Hidden Valley meter. 
This would be charged at the cost of treatment. It should 
be noted that in order for Draper Irrigation Company 
to get water from the District, it was necessary for the 
entire town to be annexed into the District.
 The Conservancy District decided that rather 
than bringing the mountain water to their plant in an 
open ditch, they would pipe the whole stream. The 
pipe would be sized to carry all of their water, with 
additional capacity for water to run the Company’s 
treatment plant to capacity and to furnish the Hill ditch 
irrigation water. Also, there was additional capacity for 
surplus water that was not needed by the Conservancy 
plant; the Company could use this water for irrigation.
 With the Company’s treatment plant in operation, 
the Company decided there should be two connections 
from the plant to the culinary system in Draper. One 

One water line from the treatment plant 
to the culinary system crosses the 

Hidden Valley golf course.
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A heavy 
growth of 
algae...
generated an 
unpleasant 
odor that 
permeated 
the entire 
town, giving 
rise to the term 
“Draper vapor.”

line would cross the Hidden Valley golf course and 
connect to the line on 12300 South at 1840 East. The 
other, a 16” line, would go south along Hidden Valley 
Boulevard to 12300 South and then on to the east 
end of 13200 South. The extension to 13200 South 
was made in 1982. From there, a 12” line would be 
run west on 13200 South to 1300 East. This gave an 
additional supply of water to southeast Draper and the 
half-million-gallon tank that had previously been so 
difficult to operate correctly.

Mudslides
In June of 1976 a mudslide in Big Willow Canyon 
pushed dirt, trees, and other debris into the stream. 
The mud in the water was so thick that the treatment 
plant could not handle it, and the water flowing 
through the pipes into people’s homes had a brownish 
tinge that looked slightly muddy, which alarmed the 
Company’s customers. Complaints were numerous, 
and some shareholders complained to the State Health 
Department. While a State Board employee helped the 
Company work through the problem, the Company 
was subject to severe criticism from that Board, and 
was called before the state’s Safe Drinking Water 
Committee. One result was that the state restricted 
the capacity of the Company’s water treatment plant 
to only 2 MGD (million gallons per day). The Safe 
Drinking Water Committee gave the Company a list 
of conditions that must be met within six months, or 
the Company would be fined.
 The Company disagreed with the State 
Drinking Water Committee’s restriction on the use 
of water from the treatment plant. One problem was 
that the multi-media filter bed in the plant had a 
capacity of five gallons per minute per square foot, 
while the flocculation and sedimentation basins 
had a capacity of only three gallons. The capacity 
of the plant was calculated by the State on the basis 
of three gallons per minute.
 With the demand for meter connections 
increasing every day, and many requests being put on 
hold, the Company could not limit the town’s use to 
2 MGD. The Company decided to construct a second 
section of flocculation and sedimentation basins, and 
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install a pump on the 1300 East well so that it could 
be used in an emergency. Funds for the work on the 
treatment plant came from the sale of land owned by 
the Company, and the work began in 1978.
 In May of 1983, when heavy precipitation caused 
severe flooding throughout the Salt Lake Valley, 
mudslides in Big Willow Canyon once again caused 
muddy water to go through the treatment plant and 
into the culinary system. At this time, the state’s 
standard for water clarity was less than one NTU 
(Nephelometric Turbidity Unit). If water does not 
meet that standard, the protocol is to call for a boil 
order until the Division of Environmental Quality can 
test the water, which can take two to three days. The 
Company voluntarily contacted the media to inform 
the Company’s customers to boil their drinking water 
until the safety of the water supply could be confirmed. 
 Although the water did not meet standards for 
clarity, it was never shown to be unsafe, and there were 
no reports of illness from drinking the water during 
this emergency. The suspended solids were so fine that 
although they affected the clarity of the water, they did 
not settle out rapidly and did not plug screens on taps. 
For these reasons, the Company felt that its actions 
were well within the required safety standards.
 The State Health Department, however, had 
real concerns about the operation of the treatment 
plant. The Company determined that the equipment 
in the treatment plant was getting old, and there 

should be a program of replacing this equipment as 
soon as funds were available.
 The Company received a ‘Notification of 
Violation’ and ‘Order to Show Cause’ from the 
State, and an order to appear before the Safe 
Drinking Water Committee at their next meeting. 
In that meeting, the committee outlined steps to 
correct the problem and avoid a fine.
 It might be noted here that the Company was not 
the only water supplier having trouble. Boil orders 
had been issued in other areas, but apparently Draper 
Irrigation was the only company called on the carpet. 
A rating of ‘Not Approved Corrective Action’ was 
placed on the Company’s system, which was removed 
in six months after the corrective action was taken.

Constructing a New Intake
In 1987, the Company decided to build a new intake on 
Big Willow Canyon for the culinary system, extending 
the pipe 2,000 feet further up the canyon. This would 
eliminate much loss of water from the open stream, 
as well as limiting the debris and sand that got into 
the water. Should a power plant ever be built, the 
extra pressure would be a real advantage for power 
generation.4 A silo stack was also built to remove the 
air from the piped water coming out of the canyon.

4 See Chapter 10 for more information on the construction of the 
power plant.
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his chapter contains many quotes from the 
diaries of Noel H. Enniss, who was President 
of Draper Irrigation Company during the 

period when the pressure irrigation system was built. 
Mr. Enniss kept detailed journals that give a valuable 
contemporary account of the challenges that faced 
the Company during this period.

Changes in Irrigation Needs
Chapter 4 described the flood irrigation system based 
on canals, ditches, and irrigation turns. This system 
had existed for over a century, but by the latter part of 
the 20th century, the community of Draper had begun 
to change dramatically.
 Starting about 1990, the Company noticed that 
its customers were no longer using all their irrigation 
(Class A) shares. In the past, when Draper was largely 
agricultural, anyone who owned a share but didn’t use it 
could put it up for lease. There had always been a waiting 
list of farmers who needed more water than their own 
shares would allow. As more land was converted from 
farms to subdivisions, however, this situation changed. 
Other water districts and cities starting buying up the 
stock of Draper Irrigation Company, hoping to move the 
Company’s water rights into other parts of the valley in 
this way. This began to alarm the Company, which saw 
one of its major assets in danger of slipping away.
 An acre of farmland typically requires water for 
virtually the entire acre. A residential acre, however, 
is usually about one-third “hardscape” – buildings, 
driveways, streets, and sidewalks – that doesn’t require 
watering. In addition, residential areas are not well-
suited to the flood irrigation system that had worked 
so well for the farmers, so a developer would typically 
design a subdivision to use treated culinary water for its 
lawn sprinklers. Also, the Company’s flood irrigation 
assets – canals, ditches, head-gates, etc. – were often 
vandalized and were increasingly hard to maintain. It 
was becoming obvious that the flood irrigation system 
was a relic of the past.
 The Company had reached a major decision point. 
The community was changing rapidly from small 
farms to residential, and that process was only going 
to accelerate. The Company wanted to protect its Utah 

Lake water rights, but did not have the technology (or the 
money to build the technology) to treat Utah Lake water 
for culinary use. The only way to preserve these water 
rights was to find some way to use Utah Lake water for 
irrigation in a residential setting.
 Sunrise Engineering, a firm the Company had worked 
with on a previous project, approached the Company with 
an idea: why not replace the flood irrigation system with 
a pressurized irrigation system? Although pressurized 
systems were in use in a few communities in the state, it 
was still a fairly new idea. The Company hired Sunrise 
Engineering to do an evaluation and cost feasibility study 
for building a pressurized irrigation system. This would 
eliminate the old irrigation ditches and allow water to be 
available on demand; there would be no more irrigation 
turns, and people could water at their convenience instead 
of once every eight days for six hours. 
 Alden Robinson, the president of Sunrise 
Engineering, prepared a lengthy presentation, 
anticipating a “hard sell” to the Company’s board of 
directors. He presented the initial findings from the 
feasibility study and asked if there were any questions. 
Board member Lincoln Williams asked if pressurized 

T

There had always been a waiting list of 
farmers who needed more water than their 

own shares would allow. As more land 
was converted from farms to subdivisions, 

however, this situation changed.
Photograph by Lindy Shock



A HISTORY OF DRAPER IRRIGATION COMPANY/WATERPRO

80

irrigation would be available to all the Company’s 
customers, and Mr. Robinson said yes, it would. Mr. 
Williams moved to proceed with the plan, and the 
board approved it unanimously.
 It was important for the Company to plan 
and build this system as soon as possible, to get its 
infrastructure in place before curbs and gutters were 
installed in subdivisions. The longer the Company 
waited, the higher the cost. One of the key factors in 
getting people to use the low-quality Utah Lake water 
was to make it fairly inexpensive.
 At the same time, the Company knew that a pressure 
irrigation system would cost much more than flood 
irrigation. To protect its existing customers, the Company 
set up the rates so that the residential users subsidized 
the agricultural users, knowing that agriculture would 
gradually disappear as more farms were subdivided. 
Even at that, the farmers ended up paying about seven 
times as much for the water under pressure irrigation as 
they had under flood irrigation.
 In spite of the increased cost, people felt that 
pressure irrigation was a good thing for the community 
and would be an asset for the future. 

Purpose and Benefits of Pressure Irrigation
Pressure irrigation was not a new concept with Draper 
Irrigation Company. It had been used in many places, 
such as southern Utah, but the Company’s system was 
the first to be constructed in Salt Lake County. 
 From its early days, the Company had made a 
distinction between its culinary and irrigation systems. 
The Company had decided to issue two classes of 
stock because of the increasing number of culinary 
users whose needs were different from those of the 
irrigation users. The construction of the treatment 
plant underscored that difference. Treated water costs 
more than untreated water, yet many customers were 
forced to use this expensive, high-quality treated 
water on lawns, gardens, and shrubs. 
 At the same time, the City of Draper, which 
had been incorporated in 1978, was requiring larger 
lot sizes that consumed more water. To conserve the 
culinary water and provide a lower-cost source of 
water for irrigation, the Company decided to install 
a pressure irrigation system, where untreated water is 
delivered to customers’ houses in pressurized pipes 
rather than in open ditches.

Farmers ended up paying about seven times as much for 
the water under pressure irrigation as they had under flood 
irrigation.
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In addition to conserving the culinary water, pressure 
irrigation also conserves irrigation water, when 
compared to the waste that occurs with an open-ditch 
flood irrigation system. Piped water cannot seep into 
the soil as it does in open ditches, and the delivery 
systems (sprinklers rather than open furrows in fields) 
allow water to be targeted to the areas where it is 
needed.
 Although conserving water is desirable, it can 
also have unintended consequences. The state of Utah 
may require any holders of water rights, including 
Draper Irrigation Company, to prove up water rights. 
This means showing that the Company’s water rights 
are not excessive for the irrigation and culinary needs 
of its customers. Private users are not allowed to hoard 
water rights; the state can revoke rights that are not 
being used. Because of the booming population in 
Draper, the Company wants to protect its water rights 
for the future. Noel Enniss expressed these concerns 
in his journal. 

Pressure irrigation is moving us from 30% to 
70% efficiency. What do we do with the extra 

water if we can’t sprinkle new land between 
now and when there are new homes in Draper 
on these new lands that will demand the water?1

Without pressure irrigation, however, the Company 
would not have sufficient water rights to meet 
customers’ needs.

Conclusion: if we don’t install PI we must rely 
on [the Salt Lake County Water] C[onservancy] 
D[istrict]  for our culinary water as new homes 
and buildings (businesses) are built in Draper. 
If we want our autonomy, we must go with PI.2

At a special stockholders’ meeting in 1994 when 
the pressure irrigation system went into operation, 
President Enniss explained the problems of continuing 
to operate the flood irrigation system. Cleaning ditches, 
making out irrigation turn schedules, and maintaining 
canals were becoming more complicated as the 
population of Draper continued to grow. Also, open 

1 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 13 December 1989.
2 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 17 January 1990.

To conserve the culinary water and provide a lower-cost 
source of water for irrigation, the Company decided to install a 

pressure irrigation system.
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canals were a hazard that made it very difficult and 
expensive for the Company to obtain liability insurance.
 With a pressure irrigation system, irrigation turns 
are a thing of the past, and shareholders can water at 
their convenience. Also, the piped system reduced 
flooding of basements, property, and streets that often 
occurred when ditches and canals developed breaks.
 As the system was constructed, the Company 
took extreme care to prevent any cross-connection 
between the culinary water system and the pressure 
irrigation system.

Financing the Pressure Irrigation System
The first real step toward creating the pressure 
irrigation system came in 1979, when the minutes 
of the Company’s board meetings show that the 
state of Utah was asked to make a feasibility 
study without charge. This study did not lead to 
immediate action.
 In 1989, the board of directors started to 
give serious consideration to pressure irrigation. 
Since the process of getting a loan from the Utah 
Division of Water Resources for such a project 
takes a lot of time, the board decided to submit an 
application for a loan immediately. The Company 
had already asked Sunrise Engineering to do much 
of the work on the plans so they could provide the 
supporting information to Water Resources with 
the loan application.
 An important part of the project was to gain 
the support of the community. Since this would 
be the first pressure irrigation system in the area, 
the Company’s stockholders had many questions.

The board and engineers met for two 
hours, and then went into the meeting with 
stockholders. Much talk. The room was 
filled and they reported around 50 out in the 
hall who couldn’t get in. The meeting turned 
into a training seminar. We were aware this 
may happen. We continued this part of the 
meeting until Feb. 27th. A vote will be taken 
then on Pressure Irrigation.3

3 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 13 February 1990.

The stockholders approved the plan to apply for 
a loan from Water Resources, but the Company 
still had problems to solve and decisions to make, 
including the following:

• Relocating the pump station would mean 
using about three more miles of the East 
Jordan Canal to transport the Company’s 
water, which meant negotiations with the 
East Jordan Canal Company.

• The Company had to decide where to 
build the required reservoir, then obtain 
the property.

• Draper City (which had been incorporated 
in 1978) had to grant permission to work 
in the streets.

• The Company had to develop a feasibility 
table to show that the project made sense 
financially.

As late as 1992, estimates of some of the operating 
expenses, such as the power bill, were so high that 
the feasibility of the whole project continued to be 
in question, as Noel Enniss wrote in his journal:

The PI system may be in jeopardy. The 
question is, can we afford to pay the power 
costs?... Woodrow [Mickelsen] will work 
with Val [Koffed, with Sunrise Engineering] 
to analyze if this is an affordable project if 
our electric bill is $200,000 per year and a 
$400,000 loan payment on top of that.4

Solving Problems
By 1992, the Company had worked hard to 
solve most of the problems, at least to a point 
where bids could be requested for the project. 
The proposed reservoir site was on property 
owned by the LDS church, which would 
accept only a trade of property, not an outright 
purchase. This meant that the Company had 
to buy property to exchange for the reservoir 
site. Wayne Ballard spent many hours and days 

4 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 20 and 25 February 1992.
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working on this matter, and finally the Company 
purchased the property and made the trade.

I [Noel Enniss] met with Dennis as planned. He 
had a faxed document from Elliott Christensen 
of the Church saying that they approve of the 
deed and conditions regarding rights-of-ways. 
I signed. We now have 15 acres on the south 
bench above where the Metropolitan tunnel 
comes through the mountain. This land will be 
traded to the Church for 15 acres farther down 
on a piece just southwest of the Corner Canyon 
way and above the railroad tracks.5

After this, the Company decided that it should also 
acquire property directly below the reservoir to act 
as a flood plain. If water escaped from the reservoir, 
it would flow across this flood plain to the Corner 
Canyon stream below. There was a piece of property 
in the area that the Church would accept in a trade for 
the property below the reservoir, but it was owned by 
the Draper/Riverton Watershed organization, of which 
Draper Irrigation Company owned 7/15. Mr. Ballard 
arranged to trade the Company’s 7/15 ownership to 
the Church for the piece of ground that was needed.
 The Company completed negotiations with the 
East Jordan Canal Company for extended use of its 
canal, and secured a piece of property north of Stokes 
Avenue from Mr. Charles Hoffman for building the 
new pump station. The neighbors were very concerned 
about the noise of the pumps, but the building was 
designed and constructed to control the sound. Noel 
Enniss describes a tour of the facilities in 1994.

The tour began with the pump house on Fort 
Street. A ten-foot pump was in operation and 
could hardly be heard outside the building. 
Neighbors that had been afraid of the pumping 
noise can relax. The building is very nice 
looking, one of the best in all of Draper.6

The Company had planned to acquire easements for 
pipes to and from the reservoir through the Akagi 
5 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 6 September 1992.
6 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 June 1994.

property along the southern edge. The Company, 
however, was unable to obtain these easements, so the 
line was moved farther south. During this time, word 
was received from Water Resources that funds were 
available for the pressure irrigation project.

Meeting the Cost of the System
The engineers and Woodrow Mickelsen each worked 
out their own set of feasibility tables for the projects, 
but as the tables did not agree, the Company asked 
Woodrow to meet with the engineers to work out the 
differences. This proved to be an exercise in futility, 
but the estimated cost had to be known. 
 The project would be bid in four sections: the 
reservoir, the large pipes, the smaller pipes, and the 
pump station. When bids on three of the four sections 
were opened, however, they exceeded the estimates of 
the engineers and Mr. Mickelsen on the whole project 
by over two million dollars.

Attended the bid opening at the DIC offices. 
Arrived 10 minutes to noon. We had about 
12 bids. None of them included the pump 
house, however. Picking out the lowest bid 
in each of three areas, the grand total was 

The proposed pressure irrigation reservoir site 
was on property owned by the LDS church, 
which would accept only a trade of property, 
not an outright purchase.
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$6,800,000. The low bids were $2,000,000 
over the engineers’ estimates. After talking the 
problems over with the engineers, we decided 
to postpone our board meeting from the 17th 
to the 24th of March. The engineers need time 
to see where savings can be accomplished. 
Their first option is to ask for more money from 
Water Resources. I doubt if they, with our help, 
can reduce the costs by $2,000,000.7

 Arrived at the DIC board meeting about 5 
minutes late. We transacted the business in good 
order. The engineers were there. They were very 
optimistic about getting 2 million more dollars 
from Water Resources so we can put in our 
pressure irrigation system. Wayne [Ballard] has 
looked into what is available for projects such as 
ours and found out there are grants to be given 
to entities that are willing to conserve water. We 
may get 2 or 3 million dollars there. As the bids 
are over the engineer’s estimate, we must hold 
another meeting with our stockholders to get 
their approval on the overage.8

Mr. Mickelsen worked out another feasibility 
table, showing that the Company would be able 
to repay the originally-proposed loan from Water 
Resources (which had already been approved by 
the stockholders), as well as the additional funds 
that would be needed to complete the project. 

Woodrow’s analysis he presented in our board 
meeting was a surprise to me. It indicates that 
due to the number of new homes coming into 
Draper during the last two years and some 
increases in the over 15,000 gallon rate DIC 
will be able to make the annual payment fairly 
easily. Woodrow is always very conservative in 
his estimates. This is the first analysis where he 
has been so sure we can make the payments.9

There were two obstacles to obtaining additional 
money from Water Resources: the stockholders had 

7 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 12 March 1993.
8 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 25 March 1993.
9 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 26 March 1993

to approve the larger loan, and the Company would 
have to raise its rates to comply with Water Resources’ 
guidelines. Woodrow worked out five new water rate 
schedules to handle the financing, and the board of 
directors chose one to present to the stockholders in 
a special meeting on May 5th, 1993. After explaining 
the need for the extra funds and the rate schedule, the 
vote to borrow the extra funds was:

For 2449
Against 164
Undecided 59

On the basis of this affirmative vote and the approval 
of the additional funds by Water Resources, the project 
was re-bid and construction was started.
 As part of the re-bid process, there were also 
some changes made to the system’s design in order 
to save money. Because the pressure irrigation 
system would use Utah Lake water, there was 
concern about the amount of dissolved solids in the 
water. The original design had called for a system 
to settle and remove the solids.

The engineers have been consulting with the 
U of U engineering department and find that 
taking the gray mud out of the canal water for 
sprinkling purposes is going to be very difficult. 
Two troughs 40 feet by 400 feet must be built 
side by side. A polymer will be introduced into 
the water as it pumped through each trough, 
one at a time. The problem is three-fold: one 
hundred and fifty yards of mud will be produced 
each day. Where will we take all of this mud for 
disposal? Trucking equipment must be secured 
sufficient in size to remove this mud. We wanted 
to do the mud on a monthly basis. Maybe we will 
be forced to remove the mud on a weekly basis. 
The water trapped in these troughs will form an 
alga and that will smell.10

When it became apparent that the engineers’ original 
cost estimate was far too low, the engineers and the 
10 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 8 January 1991.
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Company began looking for ways to cut the cost of 
the system. The settling troughs described above were 
built, but the polymer, sludge press, and trucking 
of the sludge were eliminated from the design. The 
redesigned process uses the troughs to settle out 
70% of the material, but the resulting irrigation 
water has very fine clay particles that give it a muddy 
look. Another cost-cutting measure was to use PVC 
(polyvinyl chloride) for some large-diameter pipes, 
rather than ductile iron.
 Construction was completed and the pressure 
irrigation system was placed in operation in the 
spring of 1994.

I drove around Draper to see the growth in 
new homes and all the pressure irrigation 

pipes lining the sides of roads. Many hundreds 
of feet of pipe has been installed, probably 
50% to this point.11

 People started receiving their first bills.12

 We wouldn’t dare have a ribbon cutting 
yet. When the East Jordan Canal comes in 
and we turn on the pumps, if all goes well, 
we will have a ribbon cutting ceremony 
at that time. I believe we will contact the 
elementary school here in Draper and see if 
they will allow the children to make tours of 
our system. If the children go home talking 
about what they have seen, the parents will 

11 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 14 August 1993.
12 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, March-April 1994.

The settling troughs at the pressure irrigation 
reservoir near the South Mountain golf course 
attract wildfowl and other wildlife.
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be much more interested in our success. The 
open house on our treatment plant was a flop 
as far as interest went. We do not want to 
duplicate that experience.13, 14

 Pumping water into the PI pond from the 
canal began yesterday.15

 We have over 1800 connections at the 
present time. That is a growth of 420 connections 
during 1994! For income projections regarding 
the PI system repayment plan, we have used a 
total of 84 connections each year. Therefore, the 
tremendous building going on in Draper during 
1994 gives us 4 years’ growth in one.16

The Company did not foot the entire cost of the pressure 
irrigation system, of course; individual shareholders, 
especially farmers, often had costs associated with 
switching from flood irrigation to pressure irrigation. 
To help defray these expenses, the Soil Conservation 
District offered low-interest loans to individuals.

DIC is looking for help that farmers can turn to 
when the PI system is in place. We had planned 
to have $100,000 left over from the installation 
of the system and that was going to be used by 
farmers to install sprinkling systems on their 
farms. We have strung the time for construction 
out so much, I don’t believe we will have any 
money left over. Mr. Gary R. Briggs, a member 
of [the Soil Conservation District] board, 
promised me they could help and said we should 
get a list of all farmers who have 10 acres or 
more that will be sprinkled.17

Pressure Irrigation and the Sandy Canal Company
When the pressure irrigation system went into 
operation, the Company was ready to abandon the use 

13 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 15 April 1994.
14 There was no open house specifically for schoolchildren, although 
the Company did hold an open house for the public and provided vans 
to tour the pressure irrigation facilities. It has always been difficult to 
generate public interest in touring Company facilities.
15 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 6 May 1994.
16 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 20 December 1994.
17 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 December 1992.

of its canal for irrigation. Draper City and Sandy City 
had put storm drain pipes into portions of the canal, so 
it was still being used for drainage.
 Sandy Canal Company, an irrigation company 
owned mostly by Sandy City, had also used the 
Company’s canal for irrigation, and wanted to 
continue to do so. When the original pump station for 
the canal was installed, Draper Irrigation Company 
had a 70% stake, with Sandy Canal Company 
paying the remaining 30% of the costs of installing, 
maintaining, and running the pumps. Through the 
years, Draper Irrigation Company had maintained 
the pumps, and sent bills to Sandy Canal Company 
for their 30% share.
 At this point, the Company told Sandy Canal that 
the old pumps were worn out, and offered them the 
choice of getting new pumps and continuing to use the 
canal, or hooking into the Company’s new pressure 
irrigation system and buying water wholesale from 
the Company. Sandy Canal’s preference was for the 
Company to continue maintaining the old pumps, 
but the Company was not interested in doing that. So 
Sandy Canal contracted with Sunrise Engineering to 
build a pump station farther down the East Jordan 
canal to pump water into the Sandy Canal between 
10600 and 11400 South.

Class A/Class B Stockholders
During the construction of the pressure irrigation 
system, the Company tore up most of the roads in 
the eastern part of Draper. As a line was run down 
a street, the Company installed a connection for 
every lot so they would not have to go back later 
and cut the road again as new customers signed 
up for service. This meant a connection was put in 
for each lot regardless of whether a connection fee 
had been paid, or whether the owner had Class A 
stock (required for pressure irrigation). This created 
problems that had to be solved later.
 Because the Class A stockholders, the owners of 
the water rights, had not allocated any water to serve 
Class B stockholders, 1,000 acre-feet was set aside for 
serving the Class B stockholders. Also, a shareholder 
had to own Class A stock to get pressure irrigation, but 
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it was just as important to eliminate outside watering 
with culinary water among the Class B stockholders. 
The Company had to resolve this problem.
 The board decided to issue one share of Class A 
stock to each of the Class B stockholders who were 
on record on or before August 23, 1993. Most of the 
people in this category were in subdivisions that 
were approved before that date. To accommodate 
the need for additional Class A stock, it was split 
on a five-to-one basis.18

Problems with the System
The first year of operation was hectic. Customers had 
been advised to put filters on their individual pressure 
irrigation systems, but the mountain water used in 
the irrigation system contained a lot of debris, which 
clogged the filters. For some, this was a real problem, 
and the office received numerous complaints.
 Also, during the first year of operation, Utah 
Lake was at a very low level. A heavy growth of 
18 For more on the stock split, see the following chapter.

algae, combined with excessively hot summer 
weather in 1994, generated an unpleasant odor that 
permeated the whole town, giving rise to the term 
“Draper vapor.” The odor problem was pretty much 
eliminated when the level of the lake rose the next 
year and the quality of the water improved. The 
Company has followed a policy of mixing the lake 
water with mountain water as much as possible, 
which also raises the quality of the lake water.

We have been battling with the new PI system 
during the summer. There is a terrible odor. 
We think it is due to the extremely hot summer 
weather. Some customers are threatening to sue 
us because their plants have died. We are trying 
to get a filtering system in so we can use more 
mountain water next year. Much of it has gone 
to waste this year because it plugs the individual 
filtering systems in customers’ yards.19

19 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 22 September 1994.

Utah Lake.
Photograph by Lindy Shock
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Concerning the debris, it is a problem that has not 
been completely solved yet.

Customers are reporting live snails and little 
pieces of dead fish in their filters when they 
clean them.20

 Got a jolt from [a customer]. She was mad 
about the dirty water she is getting in the PI 
system. Several have complained about this. 
Clyde [Fairbourn] hasn’t any problem, no do 
I have a problem. She gave me one week to 
get it fixed or she will have her PI installer 
change her system over to culinary water. 
We charge more for people who put the good 
culinary water out on their lawns and flowers 
but [she] says she will not pay more, but will 
sue first. Well! Who told [her] what filtering 
system to install? Not DIC. She talked like 
I was up at the intake putting all this trash 

20 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 30 September 1996.

into the system and I must stop. We have 
been working on the problem for two weeks, 
and frankly do not know where the trash is 
coming from. Mike [Bevins] will be turning 
on the golf course filtering system ASAP.21

When the reservoir was constructed, two 
sedimentation channels were constructed ahead 
of the main point in which the clay and debris 
was to settle out before it goes into the system. 
Much settling takes place in these channels, but 
a lot goes through. As to the mountain streams, 
the Company spent around $100,000 to install 
filters to remove sticks and small rocks, but the 
filters have never operated as promised. At times, 
it has been necessary to eliminate the use of the 
mountain water and use only lake water. Work is 
being done to correct this situation. A section of 
open ditch ahead of the filters has been piped to 
keep debris out of the stream, and screens were 
installed at this point to keep debris out of the 
pressure irrigation system.
 A third and very serious problem was that 
many customers claimed that the Utah Lake water 
damaged some of their plants. During the many 
years when Utah Lake water was used for flood 
irrigation, which contacts only the roots of plants, it 
did not cause problems. As customers began using 
sprinklers with the pressure irrigation system, 
however, they found that the water damaged or 
killed some plants when it was sprayed on the 
leaves of those plants.
 The Company sought information from the 
Utah State Extension service, and mailed this 
information to customers. While the Utah Lake 
water is excellent for alfafa, lawns, and similar 
plants (even providing fertilization), it can indeed 
damage the leaves of some plants. When customers 
switch from sprinklers to watering methods such as 
drip irrigation that water only the roots, this usually 
solves the problem.

21 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 24 June 1999.

An example of drip irrigation.



PRESSURE IRRIGATION

89

Use of Pressure Irrigation
Pressure irrigation has been used for over ten years, 
and most customers now consider it an essential part of 
the system. Most people who come to the Company for 
a culinary connection also request pressure irrigation 
without question. Most of the problems have been 
eliminated. The use of Utah Lake water will probably 
never be eliminated, but with dilution and some filtration 
its quality can be improved.
 With the construction of the pressure irrigation 
system and the placement of the reservoir on the south 
hills, it was now possible to use the floodwater that 
comes from Corner Canyon. The Company reached an 
agreement with Corner Canyon Irrigation Company to 
use this water, which probably gave Corner Canyon the 
first income that they had ever had from their system, 
other than assessments. A diversion structure was built 
in the canyon, and a 12” pipe was run from there to the 
reservoir. This gives the Company additional mountain 
water to use in the pressure irrigation system, and it 
usually comes earlier than other streams, which has 
some advantages. 
 The normal pressure irrigation season runs 
approximately from April 15th to October 15th, but may 
be shorter, depending on the runoff from the mountain 
streams. Under current water rights, it cannot be longer.
 The use of pressure irrigation is optional for 
customers. A customer is charged a flat monthly fee 
based on the size of the property being irrigated. The 
system is not currently metered, because there are no 
cost-effective meters on the market that can filter out 
the amount of debris found in the system.22

 In most cases, the water must be controlled with 
a nozzle or valve, and flood irrigation is not allowed. 
There were some exceptions made, however, for 
farmers growing tall crops such as corn, which 
because of its height cannot be irrigated with 
sprinklers. With permission from the Company, 
these farmers were allowed to use gated pipe, 
which essentially allows flood irrigation from the 

22 There are some meters capable of filtering this water, but they 
currently cost too much to install at each residence using the pressure 
irrigation system.

The intake structure in Corner Canyon.

pressure irrigation system. This solution is not very 
satisfactory, because if one landowner is using gated 
pipe, it creates pressure problems on the rest of the 
system. The Company required all remaining gated 
pipe users to install a pressure-sustaining valve by 
15 August 2003, with this result.

Several gated pipe users pulled their pipes 
completely rather than install the valves.23

As Draper moves from agricultural to residential 
development, the use of gated pipe by the 
few remaining farmers will be phased out. 

23 From the minutes of the meeting of the Draper Irrigation Company 
board of directors, 20 August 2003.
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Ongoing Upgrades to the System
There were some glitches in the early pressure 
irrigation system, especially concerning a filtering 
system. Filters were not needed with the flood 
irrigation system, but were installed for the pressure 
irrigation system.

We will be laying a 30-inch reinforced concrete 
pipe down our ditch east of Pepperwood where 
the filter people say small pebbles are messing 
up their filtering efforts. We will have these pipes 
installed ASAP and prove once and for all to 
ourselves and the filter company if the pebbles 
working free from the concrete lined ditch have 
been limiting the efficiency of the $100,000 

The intake structure at Pepperwood.

filter purchased three years ago. We all have our 
doubts as to whether the filters will work even with 
the pipe bringing water to the filters.24

The filters proved ineffective and were finally replaced 
with a fine mesh screen, but this allowed too much 
material to flow into the system, causing complaints from 
the customers. There was an existing diversion structure 
at the site that was approximately 40-50 years old, which 
was replaced in 2006 by a new diversion structure. There 
is one more step required to solve the problem: the existing 
diversion structure lower down the stream is 20 feet too low 
in elevation, and will need to be moved farther up the hill.

24 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 22 May 1997.
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n the early years, financing of the Draper 
Irrigation Company was almost a hand-to-
mouth operation, although no record has been 

found where the Company failed to pay a bill or 
was delinquent. As a not-for-profit concern from the 
start, the rates were set at a level that would allow the 
company to pay its bills, but not create reserves for 
building or maintaining infrastructure. 
 In the Company’s first century, financial planning 
was usually in reaction to a need: when the Company 
planned a building project, it began to look for ways to pay 
for it. It was only in the 1980s or 1990s that connection 
fees were raised to allow a portion to be set aside to pay 
for buildting reservoirs and other infrastructure.
 In the early years, irrigation assessments were 
levied and paid yearly, so it was often necessary 
to borrow money to pay for operations during the 
summer, the time of heaviest demand, with the intent 
of paying the money back after the yearly assessment 
was collected. The Company would sometimes borrow 
small amounts – five hundred or a thousand dollars – 
from the local people. The Company’s reputation was 
so good in the community that some of the widows in 
the town would lend their money to the Company. 
 Later, there was usually enough money to just about 
get through the summer, but directors or large stockholders 
were sometimes asked to pay their assessments as soon 
as they got an invoice, so the Company could pay its bills 
before they became delinquent. 
 Only in the last decades of the twentieth century 
did it become possible to get through the summer 
without counting on the assessment to pay the last 
bills. This has been due to the growth of the culinary 
system, which gives the Company income throughout 
the year. Pressure irrigation was originally billed 
monthly throughout the year, but in 1999 the board  
switched to monthly billing during irrigation season 
only, which is from April to October each year. 

Accounting and Auditing
The first recorded audit of the Company’s books 
occurred in 1906. In the stockholders’ meeting held 
on 6 February of that year, it was decided to select an 
auditing committee from the body of the house. J. W. 
W. Fitzgerald, J. R. Allen and S. J. Mickelsen were  

appointed to this committee. Throughout the early 
years, a committee of two local people, who often 
were directors of the Company, audited the books. 
 Accounting procedures were rather lax in the 
early days. W. B. Enniss made this entry in his diary 
on 13 January 1941:

I went to school house where Draper Irrigation 
Co. was holding a meeting to pass on financial 
report and election of officers. Quite a large 
gathering and yet there were many stockholders 
not there and then many sat like monkeys having 
nothing to say yet outside the great bulk of them 
knew all things. 
 We learned by lots of asking that W. Cyrus 
Vawdrey as big push Secretary treasurer and 
general manager was getting $1000 per year 
pay himself and other bills at his own pleasure 
or checking in and out without question without 
order from board; it seemed as tho he was 
conducting it as his own business without 
authority without bonds without checks being 
made countersigned or passed on by the board. 
Pres. H. A. Smith saying he never signed a 
check. It appeared that Vawdrey had never took 
even the oath of office. Company have exacted 
no bond from him nor for a number of years 
accounts have not been audited. 
 Last summer company put in a pipeline 
without submitting it to bids paying $19,000 
for material and yet do not know the length 
of new line don’t know difference in length of 
new and old line in fact the thing they did know 
seemed to be smallest part of business. Let’s 
close by saying it’s bad enough they spend we 
stockholders pay.

When Woodrow S. Mickelsen took over the books in 
1952, the Company used a single-entry accounting 
system, a simple record of cash taken in and paid out. 
The reports that had to be filed continually with the 
Internal Revenue Service required a balance sheet, 
which was not possible with a single-entry system; 
the system must be able to track assets and liabilities. 
To convert to a double-entry system, Mr. Mickelsen 

I
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assumed that the assets at that time were worth $1 
million. An entry was made debiting Assets and 
crediting Equity for $1 million, and the Company had 
a double-entry system.
 Converting to a double-entry system did not 
change the records from a cash basis to an accrual 
basis. Under the Company’s cash system, income was 
recognized when cash was received, not when it was 
billed, and expenses were entered only when paid. 
Mr. Mickelsen saw no value in setting a reserve for 
depreciation if there was no money to put into the 
reserve. Draper Irrigation Company was tax-exempt, 
so a book entry for depreciation had no value. Since 
Draper Irrigation Company was strictly a service 
organization, knowing the exact value of the Company 
was not important.
 It was only after the Company got a loan from the 
Farmers Home Administration in 1970 that an outside 
auditor was required. While this worked out all right, 
there was always a question in the mind of the auditor 
because the records were being kept on a cash basis 
and not an accrual basis. Mr. Mickelsen felt that a cash 
basis in many ways gave a more accurate picture of 
the financial position of the Company.

Financing
Throughout its history, the philosophy of the Company 
has been to pay for current expenses through 
assessments, and to finance construction through other 
means. From its earliest days, the Company has often 
generated income from sales of assets. For example, 
the board minutes of 1890 note that the Company 
sold some rock from its property. In later years, many 
projects were financed by the sale of land held by the 
Company. 
 In the early years, when stockholders worked 
cooperatively, there was not much debt. Unfortunately, 
there have been times over the years when the Company 
was in debt, sometimes excessively so. In a diary 
entry of 3 February 1941, W.B. Enniss compared the 
indebtedness of Draper Irrigation Company unfavorably 
with that of the East Jordan Canal Company.

Attended a meeting of East Jordan Canal Co. 
10,000 stockholders in debt $35,000, compared 
to Draper Irrigation Co. with 2,700 stockholders 
in debt $40,000. Shareholders in EJC own $3.50 
each, in DIC they owe $14 each. DIC has culinary 
water, it might work out that half indebtedness 
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would be paid from culinary water, yet this would 
still leave EJC in best financial condition.

As late as 1959, the Company was still looking to its 
stockholders to finance projects. In the first part of the 
year, the Company planned to construct a reservoir on 
the south hills, as well as three important extensions 
on the culinary lines. In the stockholders’ meeting, 
President Carlquist invited stockholders to lend money 
to the Company. In response, some $47,000 was offered. 
After checking the cost of the projects, it appeared that 
the Company would need $77,000. Around $19,000 
would be available from the year’s revenue, leaving 
$58,000 to borrow from the community.
 Outside financing on a large scale became 
necessary when the treatment plant was built in the 
1970s, nearly 90 years after the Company was founded. 
The Company applied for grants from Farmers Home 
Administration and the state Department of Water 
Resources, but was told by both bodies that its water 
rates were too low to qualify for grants. The FHmA 
did give the Company a loan of $577,000. When it was 
necessary to add more flocculation and sedimentation 
basins to the treatment plant, the Company used funds 
from the sale of land.
 In 1987, the Government offered a discount for 
repayment of the FHmA loan. The loan, which had 
been paid down to $440,007.94, could be paid off for 
$338,468.68. The Company decided to pay off the loan 
not only to save money, but to regain its autonomy. 
While the FHmA loan was outstanding, Farmers 
Home held all the Company’s assets as security and 
put restrictions on its operations, including a ban on 
obtaining loans from any other source. 
 As Woodrow Mickelsen put it: “Because of the 
arguing that had gone on with their engineer, I think 
that they were just as happy to get rid of us as we were 
to get rid of the loan.” With the support of the board, 
Mr. Mickelsen gathered enough money, mostly through 
land sales, to make the payment. 
 With the Farmers Home loan paid, the Company 
was now free to borrow from the state Water Resources 
Board. An interest-free loan of $204,000 was approved 

In the early 
days of its 
existence...
members of 
the board of 
directors or 
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community 
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Company 
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finance its 
operations.
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for the extension of an intake line up Big Willow 
Canyon, which was completed in 1988. This ten-year, 
no-interest loan was later repaid in full.
 In 1999, the Company decided to issue bonds in 
the amount of $30,000 to take care of some needed 
improvements. It is interesting to note that on the face 
of these bonds it stated “Payable in Gold.”
 A loan for $6,875,000 was taken out in 1993 
from the state Board of Water Resources to finance 
the pressure irrigation system. This loan will be 
paid off in 2023.
 In 2002, the Company took out a loan from the 
state Division of Drinking Water in the amount of 
$7,200,000 to update its water treatment plant, install 
a hydroelectric generator, drill a well at the treatment 
plant site, and make other needed improvements.

The Company as a Lender
In the early days of its existence, when the Company’s 
finances were often precarious, members of the board 
of directors or the Draper community often lent the 
Company money to finance its operations. By the 
late 20th and early 21st centuries, the situation was 
reversed, and the Company lent money to various 
individuals. In August of 2002, the board minutes 
record that the Company had a total of eight loans 
outstanding. By May of 2006, all loans except one 
had been closed. That loan, at 8% interest, was still 
receiving monthly payments at that time.

Growth and Changes in the Company
For its first century, the Company was a small 
cooperative venture run by the residents of a rural 
agricultural community. Beginning in the 1970s, 
however, growth in Draper began to skyrocket. The 
diary of Noel Enniss, who became president of Draper 
Irrigation in September 1977, reflects some of his 
thoughts on this rapid growth.

DIC sent off 2400 bills for culinary and PI 
water in the 4th quarter! I remember when we 
sent off 700 to 800 bills each quarter.1

 Woodrow estimates between 50 and 250 
homes per year will come on our culinary 
system during the next 28 years. His average is 
90 homes per year being connected on to our 
culinary system. During the last two years, 1994 
and 1995 were made each year. So we know his 
estimates are conservative, which we like.2

 Several things were discussed, especially 
the pain some of us will be going through 
as we make the drastic transition from a 
company run by an executive committee and 
now run by the Manager.3

 We must make some sacrifices in order to 
stay in the water business. We are no longer 
an irrigation company but are fast becoming a 
culinary company with a sideline of a pressure 
irrigation system.4

Woodrow Mickelsen, Secretary and Treasurer of 
Draper Irrigation Company from 1952 to 1997, 
always preferred to use very conservative growth 
estimates when projecting the Company’s ability 
to repay the loan from Water Resources for the 
pressure irrigation system. The engineers who 
designed the pressure irrigation system wanted 
to use a projected 5% growth rate, while Mr. 
Mickelsen preferred to use a conservative 2% rate. 
They compromised on 3%. In the years since the 
pressure irrigation system was installed, growth 

1 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 26 December 1995.
2 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 26 January 1996.
3 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 8 May 1996.
4 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 13 May 1996.

Beginning in the 1970s, growth in Draper 
began to skyrocket.

Photgraphy by Lindy Shock
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was never below 7% until the recession of 2008-
2009, and has averaged 9-10%. In one year, the 
Company’s connections increased at a rate of 29%. 
 At the end of 1996, the Company began making 
the transition from quarterly billing to monthly billing. 
This was an example of where the new management 
clashed with those who had been with the Company 
for a long time. Mr. Mickelsen resisted the change, 
saying it would cost the Company an additional 
$15,000 per year. Mike Bevins (who had been hired 
in 1996 as the Company’s first professional General 
Manager) was committed to the change, saying that 
if the Company discontinued the practice of giving a 
discount for timely payment of water bills, the savings 
would more than cover the added cost. 
 The change actually occurred in early 1997, and 
now all billing is done monthly for both the culinary 
and pressure irrigation systems (although the PI 
bills are sent only during irrigation season, April 
to October). The Company began installing radio 
meters in 2002 to improve its billing efficiency and 
accuracy. In December of 2001 the Company began 
allowing automatic withdrawal payments, and as of 
April 2005, online payment became available for 
customers.

Stock Split
Before 1996, a single share of Company stock 
represented five acre-feet of water per year, which 
was enough water to irrigate three lots in a typical 
subdivision. As farmland was subdivided for housing, 
each homeowner needed only a fraction of a share 
of stock to water his or her lot. As a practical matter, 
subdivisions typically retained ownership of the 
shares, which meant that the people who actually 
used the water were not Class A shareholders in the 
Company, although they would have Class B stock for 
the culinary system.
 To return ownership of the Company to the users 
of the irrigation system, in 1996 the Company split its 
shares of Class A (irrigation) stock on a five-for-one 
basis, which meant that each single share of Class A 
stock was now five shares. It was now possible for all 
customers to have ownership rights in the company.
The journals of Noel Enniss discuss this split.

When I suggested [a stock split] be done, 
[attorney] Lee Kapaloski said, “It will never 
work.” This went on for a few months and 
finally caught on with Lee and the board. The 
split was done very easily and was the main part 
of the road in preparing for pressure irrigation. 
The split allowed the Company to allocate three 
shares of the split stock to each acre. If 1/3 acre 
was involved one share was required; if over 1/3 
acre, then two shares were required.5

 A stock split penalizes no one. It broadens 
our base by allowing current stockholders to 
sell all the stock they don’t need to those who 
need it so as to water land never irrigated under 
DIC…. Two new thoughts come as I write: 1) A 
split will allow more stockholders in Draper a 
voting right, we are more apt to keep the PSC 
out of the picture here in Draper.6 2) Draper 
City would have less influence over DIC as 
more people in Draper would own DIC stock 
and would want to protect it. We should have 
had a stock split years ago.7

Unused Class A Stock
The stock split was engineered to align stock 
ownership with actual use of the Company’s water. 
Even after the split, however, there were ongoing 
issues with people retaining ownership of Class A 
stock they were not using. This was a critical issue 
because each unused share represented water rights, 
and water rights can be revoked after five years of 
non-use.
 In a meeting of the board of directors in July 
2005, it was recorded that some 6,000 shares (one-
quarter of all the shares of Class A stock) were not 
being used. The board voted unanimously to apply 
a monthly assessment to unused shares of Class A 
stock to make it less appealing to keep unused stock.
 There are many reasons why people or 
organizations keep unused Class A stock. 
Sometimes they feel that the stock is an investment 

5 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 8 November 1998.
6 For more about the PSC, see “The Public Service Commission,” 
later in this chapter.
7 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 12 January 1996.
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that can be sold on the open market at a profit later 
on. Some parties, particularly other water users 
or speculators, want to gain control of the water 
rights associated with the stock so they can transfer 
the rights to themselves or sell them for a profit. 
The Company felt this was the case in September 
2000, when the board meeting minutes recorded:

Sandy City now has over 700 shares and 
more Class A voting power than even Draper 
Irrigation Co. Still, they are continuing to 
purchase as much stock as they can.

To counter the threat of outside parties buying 
stock for their own purposes, the Company 
changed its bylaws so that the Company would 
have first right of refusal on any sales of Company 
stock. That means that if any stockholders wish to 
sell Class A stock, they must offer the shares to 
the Company first. Only if the Company does not 
wish to buy back the stock will it be available for 
sale on the open market.

Office Building and Staff
Although the Company was incorporated in 1888, 
it was over a century before it had its own shop and 
office. The board minutes note the following in 1956: 

Arrangements were made with the S. J. 
Mickelsen Company that water bills and 
assessment payments could be made there. They 
would receive $10 per month for this service. 
It should be noted that W. S. Mickelsen[, the 
Company’s secretary and treasurer,] worked 
at the S. J. Mickelsen Company and had all his 
records there.

In the early days when shareholders built and 
maintained the ditches cooperatively, there was no 
need for a Company shop. In later years, an abandoned 
water tank was used as a Company shop until the 
current building was built.
 In 1988, the Company bought the former Draper 
school playground at the corner of 12400 South and 800 
East to build its own office and shop, where WaterPro/
Draper Irrigation’s offices are located to this day (a new 
shop was built in 2010). The building was constructed 
and the Company occupied the shop in 1990, moving 
into the office in January 1992. The outside of the 
building was remodeled in 2010. It should be noted that 
it was several years after the office was moved into the 
new building before this water company finally had a 
drinking fountain in its own headquarters.
 Occupying the new building marked a turning 
point for the Company. At this point, the Company’s 
records were finally maintained on a computer, and a 
full-time office staffer was hired to provide service to 
customers. The Company was becoming a professional 
organization. Noel Enniss’ journals comment on this 
transition, as well as some changes in long-time staff.

Toured the new building (shop and office building 
combined).8

 Wayne [Ballard] and I looked over the office 
space in the new building. Upstairs is not finished 
off. Is roughed in (only).9

8 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 17 May 1989.
9 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 10 December 1990.

The Company moved to its current office in January 1992. 
The outside of the building was remodeled in 2010.
Photograph by Lindy Shock
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Took a tour of the Company shop and office areas. 
We may be moving in sooner than anticipated…. 
We will need someone there full time so Woodrow 
can come and go as he pleases. Most of the 
information dealing with the DIC work is on the 
computer or will shortly be. Even our accounting 
is scheduled to be on the computer as we have the 
program ready to go now.10

 Woody admits he likes the computer. [He] 
was 77 years old Jan 1.11

 I am amazed at the growth of the DIC 
just since November 1977 when I became the 
president. We had about six [board] meetings 
a year at that time, or when Richard Carlquist 
felt a meeting was necessary. Within a year or 
about 1978, we began holding monthly meetings 
and have done so, with a few in between, every 
year since.12

 Wayne [Ballard] is retiring this fall and 
Woodrow [Mickelsen] will be 81 years old in 
August! How can we hire someone to replace 
Woodrow and Wayne with our position in the 
community so tenuous?13

 [Woodrow is having health problems.] 
Woodrow is one of the main cogs in the 
machinery here at DIC and we would miss him 
terribly. We can replace Wayne, me, or any of 
the rest of us; however, Woodrow has worked for 
over 40 years with DIC and has made financial 
projections that have kept us out of trouble over 
many of those years.14

For many years, Woodrow Mickelsen, who was 
the secretary/treasurer appointed by the board of 
directors, controlled the Company’s checkbook, 
financial planning, and reported on budget issues to 
the board of directors. As the Company grew and Mr. 
Mickelsen aged, however, it became obvious that the 
Company needed a different management structure.

10 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 31 January 1991.
11 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 3 January 1991.
12 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 November 1993.
13 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 April 1994. Note: At this time, 
Draper City was pushing to acquire Draper Irrigation Company and 
make it part of the City. See chapter 9 for details.
14 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 22 December 1994.

In early 1996, the Company hired Michael Bevins 
as General Manager of Draper Irrigation Company. 
Mr. Bevins appointed Mr. Mickelsen as Comptroller, 
doing away with the old position of secretary/treasurer 
(the board of directors still has a position of secretary, 
which is filled by a board member). During Mr. Bevins’ 
tenure as General Manager there were many changes 
in the Company’s structure, most notably the division 
into three companies, described in the next section.

Splitting the Company
During all of 1997, the Company’s board of 
directors worked with General Manager Michael 
Bevins on a plan to split Draper Irrigation Company 
into three companies. 

 ° Draper Irrigation Company would own and 
manage the pressure irrigation system, the 
canal, the water rights, and land. It would be a 
parent company to the others.

 ° Draper Water Services would manage the 
culinary system.

 ° WaterPro would hire all employees and would 
be in charge of maintenance. 

Originally there had been talk of creating a fourth 
company to manage the canal, but this idea was not 
developed any further. The canal remained a part of 
Draper Irrigation Company until the Company deeded 
the canal to Draper City (see Chapter 9).
 One important issue with splitting the Company 
was to change the cash accounting system, which had 
been used for over a hundred years, to an accrual 
system. This was necessary to value the assets of the 
various companies and to set up books for each entity.

If we are to have any credibility in the financial 
world, we must have five to six years of accrual 
records. This is going to cost DIC another 
bundle of money.15

 We will need to set up books for [the 
companies]…. All the old accounting records 
will need to be investigated back maybe 40 years, 

15 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 12 February 1997.
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and costs of installing pipes, treatment plants, 
buildings and equipment still in use must be 
depreciated so as to have current figures showing 
allowance for depreciation. We have never done 
anything like this. Pulling figures out of the air 
will not get the job done if we ever go into court.16

At the annual stockholders’ meeting on 12 
May 1998, a formal announcement was made 
about the formation of the three companies and 
conversion of the financial records to accrual. 
There was still much work to be done, however, 
and by January 1999 the papers had not yet 
been signed, although the three entities were 
already operating as if they were independent.

The attorneys have contracts ready for me to 
sign for setting up all three companies: Draper 
Water Service, WaterPro and a new DIC, where 
DIC is the parent company.17

As with any action of this magnitude, there were 
some problems. Attorney James R. Kruse, who 
had worked on forming the three companies, 
expressed concern about possible conflicts 
of interest, although the board minutes don’t 
elaborate on his concerns. The board minutes of 
2 February 1999 record the following comments: 

The comment was made that the breakup of 
the Company was done to solve problems that 
existed. Could it be possible that more problems 
were created than were solved?
 The creation of WaterPro did not seem 
to be much of a problem but if DWS were not 
created, some of the problems by the division 
would go away.

At the same time, there was some concern about 
communication between the boards of Draper 
Irrigation Company/Draper Water Service and 
WaterPro. Mike Bevins suggested that the two 
boards should be combined into one board, and this 
16 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 7 July 1997.
17 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 14 January 1999.

was done by the spring of 1999. In the board meeting 
of 24 May 2000, the board of directors voted 
unanimously to dissolve Draper Water Service. 
 Today, two companies exist to fulfill the 
historic functions of Draper Irrigation Company:

• Draper Irrigation Company is the parent 
company and full owner of WaterPro. Draper 
Irrigation Company, through its stockholders, 
owns all the water rights and property 
historically owned by the Company.

• WaterPro is a wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Draper Irrigation Company. It owns 
the buildings, vehicles, and equipment. It 
maintains the culinary and irrigation system, 
and provides customer service to all the 
shareholders of Draper Irrigation Company. 
Shareholders pay their water bills (culinary 
and irrigation) to WaterPro, and all the 
employees are employed by WaterPro.

From the point of view of the shareholders, Draper 
Irrigation Company and WaterPro are virtually the 
same company. When we refer to “the Company” in 
this history, we refer to both WaterPro and Draper 
Irrigation Company.
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Managing Other Water Systems
In July of 1997, three small communities contacted 
the Company, requesting that the Company manage 
their water systems for them. Over the next two years, 
WaterPro entered into management agreements with 
the City of Eagle Mountain, Town of Saratoga Springs, 
and Town of Oquirrh Lake, all on the west side of the 
southern Salt Lake valley. 
 By January of 2000, however, the agreements 
were becoming impractical. The Company’s 
employees were spending a great deal of time 

LEFT: WaterPro is a wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Draper Irrigation Company.

ABOVE: At one time, the Company managed water 
systems in Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain.

traveling to the remote locations. Also, there were 
questions about the Company’s liability. Soon, the 
Company elected to terminate these agreements.

Terminating contract and service agreement 
with Saratoga Springs as of 1 May 2000.18

 Mr. [Bruce] Cuppett [who was CEO of 
WaterPro at the time] reported that the service 

18 From the minutes of the meeting of the board of directors, 19 April 2000
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contracts for Eagle Mountain and Oquirrh 
Mountain would terminate in December 2001. 
WaterPro has offered to be consultants, but can 
no longer be on-site managers of their systems 
as it is taking needed employees away from our 
own service area. Both entities are parting on 
good terms with the Company.19

Current Company Management
In February 2008, Darrin L. Jensen was named 
General Manager of the Company. At the time he 
had been with the Company for several years, having 
worked his way up through the ranks to the position 
of Comptroller. Due to his business and financial 
experience, he has done much to professionalize the 
Company’s operations. He is also a strong supporter 
of the Draper community and has enthusiastically 
involved the Company in Draper Days (WaterPro is 
a Platinum sponsor), Draper Trail Days, and other 
community events.

Conservation Efforts
The Company has always been concerned about 
having enough water for its customers’ needs. 
As the population of Draper grows, the need for 
conservation grows too. In recent years, the Company 
has taken many steps to promote water conservation:

• Providing educational presentations. 
Beginning in 2002 and continuing for 
several years, employees did presentations 
on water conservations for school classes 
and Scout troops. Beginning in 2010, the 
Company (along with Draper City and the 
Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District) 
hosted field trips for fourth graders during 
Utah Water Week in May. These trips 
included tours of both water treatment 
plants (WaterPro’s and JVWCD’s) and 
hands-on educational activities.

• Offering water audits. The Company 
has worked with the Jordan Valley 
Water Conservancy District to provide 

19 From the minutes of the meeting of the board of directors, 
20 June 2001.

water audits to help customers identify 
ways to use water wisely.

• Tracking overuse. When the Company’s 
records show water overuse by customers, 
the Company uses door hangers and other 
awareness tools to offer water audits.

• Setting an example. The Company has 
replaced most of its grass lawns with water-
wise xeriscaped landscaping.

Awards and Board Memberships
To cope with population growth in recent years, the 
Company has made substantial improvements and 
upgrades to its system, described in detail in Chapter 
10. In recognition of these improvements, the Rural 
Water Association of Utah presented two awards to 
the Company in 2004: “Outstanding Water Service to 
Customers” and “Most Improved Water System.” In 
addition, several employees within the Company have 
been honored by the water industry in recent years for 
their contributions. 
 In addition, in 2010 Assistant General Manager 
David A. Gardner was named to the Board of Directors 
of the Rural Water Association of Utah.

Public Opinion and Legislation
As a private mutual water utility, the Company 
must focus on protecting its shareholders’ interests 
and providing the best service for them. When the 
Company and the community of Draper were small, 
it was easier to determine the needs of the community 
and act to meet those needs. In today’s more complex 
environment, determining what is best for the 
community – and finding a way to accomplish those 
goals – can be more complicated.
 In the early 2000s, the Company began to use 
professionals for some of these tasks: a pollster to 
determine stockholders’ opinions on matters affecting 
the Company, a public relations firm to help communicate 
the Company’s position on important matters, and a 
lobbyist to help craft legislation to protect the Company’s 
interests in the state legislature.
 In addition, the Company’s status as a private entity, 
rather than a governmental body, means that its interests 
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are not always the same as those of a municipal water 
department. In February 2005, the Company played an 
instrumental role in creating the Private Water Utility 
Association (PWUA), a coalition of privately-held water 
companies dedicated to identifying and protecting their 
unique interests in the state of Utah.

The Public Service Commission
The state Public Service Commission exists “to ensure 
safe, reliable, adequate and reasonably priced utility 
service”20 to the citizens of Utah. One of the primary 
functions of the PSC is to review utility rates to make 
sure they are within the PSC standards.
 For most of its history, the Company did not 
fall under the jurisdiction of the PSC, although the 
Company’s rates did comply with the PSC standards, 
In the early 2000s, however, there began to be 
questions about whether the Company should fall 
under the PSC’s umbrella.
 PSC performed a “courtesy audit” for the Company 
to determine how invasive it would be to submit to 
the PSC’s jurisdiction. Although the Company had 
previously resisted because they did not want to have 
to submit rate changes for review, at this point the 
Company decided to submit to PSC reviews voluntarily. 
There were advantages to this move: it would give the 
Company credibility to have a state agency reviewing 
its rates and certifying that those rates comply with state 
standards. Also, any rate changes must be approved by 
the PSC in a public hearing, so the Company’s customers 
can attend any hearings and submit their concerns to the 
PSC, a neutral third party.
 Board minutes of May 2005 describe this change:

We will need to go before the Commission when 
we want to raise our rates; other than that, there 
should not be much change.

Although the PSC reviews utility rates for fairness, this 
does not mean that all utilities will charge the same 
rate. Each utility system under the PSC determines its 
own rates, based on its expenses, growth, impact on 
the community it serves – in other words, what does 
20 From the web page of the Utah state Public Service Commission, 
www.psc.state.ut.us.

it cost to provide service in this area, based on the 
resources we have? Obviously, different providers will 
come up with different rates; the PSC’s purpose is to 
determine if the rates set by each utility are fair, based 
on that utility’s situation.
 Although the Company’s culinary rates are 
reviewed by the PSC, the PSC does not review rates for 
its irrigation system or for other irrigation companies 
in the state.

Presidents and Directors of the Company
Eleven men have served as president since the 
Company was incorporated. They are listed here with 
the date of their elections:
Joshua Terry March 19, 1888
Willard B. Enniss December 7, 1896
Joshua Terry December 4, 1904
J. R. Allen December 3, 1906
Heber A. Smith December 2, 1912
B. M. Crossgrove October 2, 1943
Richard Carlquist January 15, 1946
Noel Enniss September 3, 1977
Tom Flowers June 16, 1999
Stephen L. Tripp November 1, 2001
Richard Skeen October 9, 2009

The following people have served as directors of the 
Company:
Joshua Terry 1888-1898
John Enniss 1888-1896
Lauritz Smith 1888-1893
Joseph Terry 1888-1893
W. B. Enniss 1888-1904
Heber A. Smith 1888-1943
Norman Brown 1889-1889
Lauritz H. Smith 1889-1889
B. T. Terry 1889-1889
Thomas Stokes 1880-1905
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W. C. Allen 1891-1892
James Jorgenson 1893-1894
J. W. Shipley 1894-1896
Peter N. Garff 1895-1896
Willard Snow 1895-1896
J. R. Allen 1897-1934
George Stringfellow 1897-1899
B. F. Fitzgerald 1897-1903
D. O. Rideout 1897-1899
J. W. W. Fitzgerald 1899-1900
E. F. Johnson 1899-1900
Fred C. Mickelsen 1901-1903
William C. Orgill 1901-1906
Heber Garfield 1901-1907
Hyrum Brown 1905-1908
C. M. Hendricksen 1905-1905
P. C. Rasmussen 1905-1905
Randell S. Terry 1906-1908
J. R. Allen 1906-1938
C. H. Sadler 1906-1910
John Day 1906-1914
S. J. Mickelsen 1908-1920
Orson Garff 1914-1916
B. F. Fitzgerald 1914-1921
Aaron Garff 1916-1920
J. S. Clark 1921-1927
H. Fotheringham 1921-1927
J. Dunyon 1921-1923
B. M. Crossgrove 1921-1943
Oliver Powell 1923-1950
Harry Heward 1928-1936
Wm. C. Fitzgerald 1928-1940
Richard Carlquist 1933-1977
A. R. Mickelsen 1936-1940
S. W. Orgill 1937-1942
Mack Fitzgerald 1939-1959

S. N. Crane 1941-1942
S. J. Gordon 1943-1975
W. Cyrus Vawdrey 1943-1949
Elmer Enniss 1946-1951
A. F. Smith 1946-1954
N. E. Garfield 1949-1951
John Dunn 1951-1974
Dale Stewart 1961-1969
Evan Hansen 1952-1961
Wm. Fisher 1954-1957
Kay Smith 1958-1997
Sherman Fitzgerald 1960-2010
Lincoln Williams 1962-1997
Noel Enniss 1970-present
Ken Scott 1975-1980
Joe Marcovecchio 1976-1980
Clyde Fairbourn 1978-1999
Wayne Ballard 1981-1999
D. Lynn Cutler 1981-2001
Tom Flowers 1997-2004
Richard Skeen 1997-present
Curtis DeYoung21 1999-present
Stephen Tripp 1999-present
Lyn Kimball 2001-2003
Ryan Daw 2003-present
Jay Webb 2003-present

Kent S. Ware 2010-present
21

Joshua Terry, First and Third President, 
1888-1896 and 1904-1905
Joshua Terry was born in Albion, Canada on 25 August 
1825 and died in Draper 22 February 1915 at the age 
of 90. It is claimed that Joshua was on of the first two 
non-native men to enter South Willow Creek (Draper) 
along with his companion, Levi Savage. Shortly 

21 Curtis DeYoung and Stephen Tripp began as directors of the Water-
Pro board. The two boards were combined in April 1999.
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thereafter, Levi married, and because of problems 
between them, Joshua left South Willow Creek. 
 For several years after this, Joshua worked 
with the Indians, mostly in Fort Bridger. His varied 
experience included many extremes: in one case, he 
became a brother to an Indian, and in another he was 
tied to a tree to be scalped and burned at the stake, 
only to be saved by his Indian brother. 
 Joshua was married three times. His first wife 
was an Indian woman who, when she thought Joshua 
was dying, ate poison roots and died. His second 
wife was also an Indian woman who was born at 
Fort Bridger, and who gave birth to two children by 
Joshua. This wife also died, and after Joshua moved 
back to Draper, he married Mary Emma Reid, who 
bore him 14 children. A highly respected citizen of 
Draper, Joshua was a trustee of the school, Justice 
of the Peace, and President of the Draper Irrigation 
Company at two different times.

Willard Boulter Enniss, Second President, 
1896-1903
W. B. Enniss was born in Draper on 10 December 1821, 
and died 14 November 1947. He was well educated for 
the time, and spent several years as a teacher in Draper, 
Holladay, and Herriman. He developed a large farm in 
Draper. He, his brother John, and Fredrick Sadler filed 
on the water in Corner Canyon and ran a pipe to their 
homes for culinary purposes. This water right became 
the basis for the Corner Canyon Irrigation Company. 
 W. B. was very active in civic and religious affairs. 
He served as Justice of the Peace, was elected to the 
Utah State Legislature, participated in the incorporation 
of the Draper Irrigation Company, was a director in the 
Manufacturing and Mercantile Company, and served 
as a trustee in the school district. He also served as 
bishop of the Draper ward of the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints, even during his two-year church 
mission in England. He was married twice, fathered 16 
children, and adopted one child.

Jackson Rial Allen, Fourth President, 
1906-1911
J. R. Allen, as he was known, was well educated and 
very intelligent, and his abilities were many. When he 

was young, he made extra money hanging wallpaper. 
He was a very successful farmer, raising sheep and 
horses, and was also a veterinarian. 
 He served as a director of the Draper Irrigation 
Company for some 40 years, and as its president for 
six of those years. At the same time, he served on 
the board of the East Jordan Irrigation Company and 
the Board of Canal Presidents. He was also president 
of the Salt Lake County Milk Association. He was 
on the Board of Education and was responsible for 
bringing several outstanding teachers to the area. He 
was born in Draper on 31 December 1869 and died 
16 February 1943.

Heber Absalom Smith, Fifth President, 
1912-1942
Heber A. Smith was christened Absalom Heber 
Smith, but at some point in his life became known as 
Heber Absalom Smith. He was born in Draper on 5 
January 1858 and died 15 April 1943. Little is known 
about his childhood, except that he worked on a farm 
with his father and was an excellent worker. He was 
educated in Draper under John R. Park. He did so 
well in school that when he finished, he was chosen 
to teach the school, which he did for one year. He 
then quit to take over a large farm, and became one 
of the most prominent sheepmen in the area. 
 In addition to farming, he helped organize 
the Sandy City Bank, and eventually became its 
president. He served the Little Willow Irrigation 
Company as a board member and president, and 
also on the Draper Irrigation Company board and 
as its president.

Bayard Mousley Crossgrove, Sixth President, 
1942-1946
B. M. Crossgrove was born in Salt Lake City on 3 
September 1869, and died 14 April 1948. He was a 
kind, compassionate man, spending a good part of 
this life taking care of his mother and his father. 
In his early days, he was a butcher. He worked as 
a road supervisor for Salt Lake County, and as a 
farmer and poultryman. In addition to other civic 
and community activities, he was a director of the 
Draper Irrigation Company and became its president.
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Richard Carlquist, Seventh President, 
1946-1977
Richard Carlquist was born in Salt Lake City on 2 
December 1912, and died in Hazelton, Idaho, on 12 
June 2005. He lived in Salt Lake City until 1929, 
when the family moved into the Draper home that had 
belonged to Joshua Terry, the first president of Draper 
Irrigation Company. 
 Richard’s father owned several farms, where 
Richard worked during the summers of his boyhood. 
He liked farming and was good at it. When his family 
moved to Draper, it was decided that he would do 
the farming, and the other children would pursue 
education in other fields. Because of his expertise, he 
was called to serve in many positions in connection 
with farming in Salt Lake County. 
 He was elected to the Draper Irrigation Company 
board of directors in 1933, and became its president 
in 1946. He remained a director until 1978, when he 
resigned to move to Idaho to continue farming.

Noel Huff Enniss, Eighth President, 
1977-1999
Noel Huff Enniss was born in Draper on 30 December 
1928 to Willard Boulter Enniss (the second president of 
the Draper Irrigation Company) and Annie Huff Enniss. 
He served in the United States Air Force from 1951-1952, 
fulfilled a three-year LDS church mission in Japan, and 
attended the University of Utah, LDS Business College, 
and Brigham Young University for various periods. He 
married Jean Ann Goodman in 1957. 
 Noel received a bachelor’s degree in accounting from 
BYU in 1959, and worked for Geneva Steel and then the 
Department of Employment Security until retirement. 
He was elected to the Draper Irrigation Company board 
of directors in 1970, and was elected president when 
Richard Carlquist resigned from the presidency in 1977. 
Noel still serves on the Company’s board of directors.

Tom Flowers, Ninth President, 
1999-2002
Tom Flowers was born in Salt Lake City 
in 1936, where he spent his childhood and 
attended local schools. He later attended Utah 

State University and the University of Utah. He 
received pilot training in the Air Force and flew 
for the Air Force, Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserves for 24 years. He also flew for 
commercial airlines, including Caribair (based 
in the Dominican Republic), Pan American 
Airlines, and United Airlines. During most of 
that time, he piloted Boeing 707s and 747s on 
international flights.
 Tom and his wife Kay lived on a 12-acre farm 
in Draper for about 20 years, where he was happy 
to serve on the board of directors and as president 
of Draper Irrigation Company. He and Kay now 
divide their time between a home in the St. 
George, Utah area and their 32-acre pear orchard 
in Oregon.

Stephen L. Tripp, Tenth President, 
2002-2009, 2010-present
Stephen Tripp established his family-owned 
business, Tri-Co Realty and Investments, in 1965 
in Draper. He has lived in Draper with his wife 
Sherri for over 30 years. Six of their eight children 
have also made their homes in Draper.
 Before being invited to join the Company’s 
board of directors in 1995, he served on Draper 
City’s Board of Adjustments for 10 years.
 In 2005, his contributions to the Company and 
the community were recognized publicly when he 
was nominated by his peers and selected by the 
Rural Water Association of Utah as the Elected 
Official of the Year.

Richard Skeen, Eleventh President, 
2009-2010
Richard Skeen is a longtime resident of Utah, and 
has lived in Draper with his wife Judy since 2002. 
An attorney since 1967, Dick is a partner in the 
law firm of Stoel Rives LLP.
 A board member since 1997, he is a designated 
representative of Hidden Valley Country Club and has 
the authority to vote on behalf of their Class A shares. 
He served as President of the board while Stephen 
Tripp was serving an LDS mission in 2009-2010.
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his chapter relies heavily on the journals of 
Noel H. Enniss, who was president of Draper 
Irrigation Company during most of the events 

described here. Mr. Enniss’ comments are included 
to give at least one point of view from the Company’s 
board during this period.

Before Incorporation
During most of the Company’s history, Draper was 
an unincorporated community in the southeast 
corner of Salt Lake County; Draper City did not 
exist. To most residents, Draper Irrigation Company 
was the only provider of water. This arrangement 
worked very well for many years, but population 
growth brought challenges to the Company’s 
independence.
 Draper lies directly south of Sandy, which is one 
of the largest cities in Utah. Sandy City has annexed 
many unincorporated areas as part of its growth, 

but the citizens of Draper wanted to maintain the 
character of their community and not become a part 
of Sandy. This is one of the reasons why Draper City 
was incorporated in 1978, 90 years after Draper 
Irrigation Company was formed.
 In the early 20th century, Draper Irrigation 
Company was just one of many independent water 
companies in the south end of the Salt Lake Valley. 
In the 1920s, W. B. Enniss wrote about just a few of 
the other companies.

Willard’s notes list, in addition to DIC, the 
following companies: Utah Lake Distributing 
Company, Sandy District Canal, Utah Lake 
Irrigation Company, Associated Canals, East 
Jordan Canal, and a group called Board of 
Canal Presidents, which was made up of all 
the various canal presidents.1

1 True to the Faith, p. 219.

T

During most of the Company’s history, Draper was an unincorporated 
community in the southeast corner of Salt Lake County; Draper City did 
not exist. This photo looks east on 12300 south after a 1917 snowfall.
Photography by R. Sorensen
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Many of the independent water companies that existed 
in these early years did not remain independent. For 
example, the early history of water in Riverton was 
similar to that in Draper, with a pipeline from Bear 
Canyon providing water. When the city of Riverton 
was incorporated in 1946, however, Riverton’s private 
water utility voluntarily surrendered the assets and 
operation of the culinary water system to the city. In 
their case, there was no full-time staff and the private 
company didn’t want to offer culinary service any 
more, so they were relieved to give that responsibility 
to the city.
 There have always been differences of opinion 
about the efficiency of small private water companies 
versus larger public entities. The journal of W. B. 
Enniss records a conversation in 1943, when he 
discussed a scheme with W. Cyrus Vawdrey to

…make all Salt Lake County one culinary 
water district, which we in Draper would 
naturally oppose as we have spent money and 
appropriated sufficient water to furnish our 
village should it grow to a town of 20,000 so 
we do not need to incur an indebtedness of 
unknown amount to concur with the ideas of 
visionary men that have done nothing to supply 
themselves with such benefits. The purpose of 
Draper Irrigation Company is to oppose the 
participation of company in any such plan.2

The Salt Lake Valley County Water Conservancy 
District, created in 1951 under the Water Conservancy 
Act (renamed the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy 
District in 1999), is a wholesaler of water to much 
of Salt Lake County. The creation of this district, 
however, did not take away any of the water rights or 
jurisdiction of the Draper Irrigation Company, as W. 
B. Enniss had feared. In fact, the Company now buys 
water from Jordan Valley when necessary. 

Public or Private Ownership?
Many people feel that water systems should be owned 
by the public, not by private entities. Their reasoning 
is that public – that is, government – ownership is a 
2 Journal of W. B. Enniss, 31 January 1943.

Draper Irrigation 
Company is 
not a private 
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a cooperative 
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owned by its 
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rights.
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better way to protect the interests of the people and 
make sure that no one profits from providing an 
essential service.
 In that sense, Draper Irrigation Company is not 
a “private entity.” Although it is not owned or run 
by a government, it is a cooperative not-for-profit 
corporation owned by its customers. No individual 
owns the water rights; all the shareholders, as a body, 
own the assets of the Company and the water rights. 
As a not-for-profit organization, it is impossible for 
anyone to profit from the Company’s operation or by 
selling its water rights. Its employees receive salaries, 
just as public utility employees do, but the Company 
does not pay dividends to its shareholders. Any 
“profits” will result only in lower water rates. 
 In addition, although the Company owns water 
rights, it does not own water – only the right to use 
water from specific sources. The state of Utah actually 
owns the water, and can ask anyone who owns water 
rights to prove up those rights, or show that they are 
being used. If an owner of a water right is not actually 
using the water, the state can demand that the owner 
surrender the right so that someone else can purchase 
it and use the water. In general, the requirements for 
proving up water rights are stricter for private owners 
(such as the Company) than for governmental entities.
 Even in cases where local governments own water 
rights and infrastructure, it is becoming increasingly 
common for those governments to contract with 
private companies to operate their water systems. 
Many cities around the world have found that private 
companies can operate the systems more efficiently 
than the city government can.3

 Since Draper City was incorporated, there have 
always been some people in the City government who 
have felt that the City should run all water services 
in Draper. This chapter discusses Draper Irrigation 
Company’s struggle to remain an independent water 
provider, especially during the early 1990s. Throughout 
this struggle, officers of the Company have tried to see 
all sides of the issue. Noel Enniss, who was President 
of the Company at the time, recorded his thoughts in 

3 This is an ongoing debate that is far beyond the scope of this history. 
For interested readers, a search of “private water companies” on the Internet 
will reveal a lively discussion of this issue from many points of view.

1993 about possible reasons why the City should take 
over Draper Irrigation Company.

1) If Draper City has our water rights no one 
can take them away – even if the rights are not 
used; 2) They can finance projects much better 
and easier than DIC can; 3) Draper City would 
not be required to pay property taxes on any 
mountain ground, nor would they pay sales 
taxes on items purchased by the water district.4

The early 1990s were a time of transition for the 
Company. During the first century, the board 
members had taken a very hands-on approach to daily 
management – literally. During those early years, 
board members worked with their picks and shovels 
alongside other shareholders to maintain ditches and 
other infrastructure. By the late 20th century the 
Company had hired crews and bought equipment to do 
the labor, but the president and the board of directors 
were still heavily involved in the day-to-day details of 
running the Company. As longtime employee David 
Gardner puts it, “In those days, I had to get board 
approval to buy a saw.” 
 By the early 1990s, when Draper City was making 
a serious push to take over the Company, many of the 
board members were getting tired of putting in long 
hours and shouldering daily responsibility for very 
little financial return. They were beginning to think 
that perhaps it made sense for the City to take over the 
operations.

4 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 2 September 1993.
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This reasoning changed by the mid-90s, however, 
when the Company hired Mike Bevins as its first 
professional manager. At that point, the board was able 
to step back from day-to-day management decisions 
and take on a more strategic role. In this light, there 
are several reasons why Draper Irrigation Company 
has resisted being taken over by the City.

• History. Draper Irrigation Company is one of 
the oldest institutions in Draper. The history 
of the Company is the history of Draper.

• Experience. The Company has over a century 
of experience in meeting the water needs of 
the people of Draper. Water rates for Draper 
Irrigation Company’s customers are lower than 
in many other parts of the Salt Lake Valley, in 
part because the Company has the experience 
to operate a water system efficiently. Some of 
its board members and employees have been 
associated with the Company for more than 
thirty years.

• Financial structure. One major concern in 
the early 1990s was the ability of the Company 
to repay the loan from Water Resources that 
financed the pressure irrigation system. The 
Company relied on growth projections to 
repay the loans. If Draper City took over all 
new customers, the Company would have had 
to default on its loan.

• Responsibility to shareholders. Each 
customer of Draper Irrigation Company 
is required to purchase one share of Class 
B stock for culinary service, and Class A 
shares for pressure irrigation according to the 
size of his or her lot. The shareholders own 
the Company, so they would be required to 
approve any decision to sell it or hand it over 
to Draper City.

After more than a century of hard work and planning 
to establish and operate a culinary water system in 
Draper, there seemed little justification to turn it over 
to the City. Many of the cities in Salt Lake County 
did not own their culinary water systems, and there 

seemed to be no problem with that arrangement. In 
some of the meetings, the Draper City representatives 
were asked why they wished to have the culinary 
system, and they stated that it was not the income they 
wanted, but a desire to protect the water rights. They 
also felt that owning the water system would give them 
greater control of the development in the City. This 
was a fallacy, because Draper Irrigation Company 
does not furnish water to any home or development 
that is not first approved by the City.
 The Company has no desire to undermine 
or work against Draper City. The overwhelming 
majority of the Company’s directors and shareholders 
are residents of Draper who have the good of the 
community as a primary goal.
 At present, Draper Irrigation Company and 
Draper City each operate their own water systems, 
with each serving a specific geographical area of the 
city. The rest of this chapter describes the events that 
led up to this division.

Draper Loses Territory to Sandy
In the mid-1970s, before Draper City was incorporated, 
the top part of the sand hills in the north of Draper was 
vacant, except for a small airport. Ivory & Company 
bought this area and came to Draper Irrigation 
Company for culinary water. There was no water 
service there at the time, and the Company’s system 
and treatment plant did not have the capacity to handle 
the planned development. 
 Through negotiations, Ivory & Company agreed 
that all the Company would have to do was to get the 
water to the area. The developer would install the 
culinary system within the development, including 
the meters, and would turn this infrastructure over to 
the Company, which would collect the connection fees 
and bill for the water service. 
 Because the Company needed capital up front to 
expand its treatment plant and run the line to the area, 
Ivory agreed to prepay connection fees of $180,000 
and additional fees of $220,000 by 1 July 1977. 
Because the Company did not have sufficient water 
rights for the new development, they decided to buy 
the additional water from the Salt Lake County Water 
Conservancy District.
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While these negotiations were occurring, a Salt 
Lake County Planning and Zoning meeting was 
held where the Ivory development was discussed. 
Some Draper residents were concerned that Draper 
Irrigation Company was selling too much of the 
town’s water to the new development. A Mr. Hisataki, 
who would later become the mayor of Draper, made 
an impassioned speech. 

We had acquired a feel among many people in 
Draper that Draper should retain its complete 
rural atmosphere – there should be no growth 
and development, period, in Draper! As a result 
some of the stockholders, through an attorney 
who had acquired stock out there recently, in 
fact threatened to go to court to block our getting 
into this agreement with Ivory and Company to 
enlarge our treatment plant.5

Mr. Hank Rothwell from Ivory & Company was at that 
Friday meeting, and on Monday morning, he requested 
a meeting between Mr. Ivory, Mr. Rothwell, Richard 
Carlquist, and Woodrow Mickelsen (the president and 
secretary of Draper Irrigation Company). 
 The Ivory representatives said they had no 
problems with the agreed-upon deal, but after sensing 
the feelings in the meeting, they were concerned that 
if they proceeded with Draper Irrigation Company 
they would face lawsuit after lawsuit. So they 
withdrew their offer and decided to go to Sandy for 
their water. Of course this meant that Sandy would 
annex the area, even though it had always been 
regarded as part of Draper.

Draper City Enters the Water Business
Almost from the first day of Draper City’s existence 
in 1978, some city officials and the city attorney felt 
that the culinary water system should be under the 
jurisdiction of the City. At the first annual meeting 
of the Company’s stockholders after Draper City 
was incorporated, Mayor Hisataki came to the 
meeting with some of his friends, apparently 
thinking that by their presence and votes they 

5 Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project Inventory, 1979-1981.

could elect some of the directors and eventually 
get control of the board. Because the vote was by 
the number of Class A shares owned, this effort 
did not succeed.
 It seemed that with each new mayor, the interest 
in taking over the culinary system returned to life. 
Many meetings were held between representatives 
of the two entities, and the gist of the response 
was that Draper Irrigation Company was not for 
sale, but if the City wished to make an offer, the 
Company would present it to the stockholders for 
their acceptance or rejection.
 There was pressure on the Company continually, 
and the desire on the part of the City never died. 
They were determined to get into the water business. 
When Draper City was incorporated, the south side 
of 11400 South west of State Street was included in 
its boundaries. At the time, Sandy City served this 
area with culinary water. Draper City negotiated to 
buy the pipeline in that street from Sandy City in 
the mid-1980s, so the City was now in the water 
business. The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy 
District’s 33” line ran under 11400 South, so Draper 
City made a deal with the Conservancy District to 
buy water from them. 
 With a source of water, Draper City, without 
prior notice or discussion, notified Draper Irrigation 
Company that they would take over the subdivisions 
located along the north boundary of the city. This 
was done subdivision by subdivision and not all at 
once. All preliminary work and planning on these 
subdivisions had been done by Draper Irrigation 
Company, but that made no difference. Draper City 
notified the developers that they would have to deal 
with the City and not Draper Irrigation Company 
for culinary water.
 Although the relationship between City 
officials and the Company’s board was somewhat 
adversarial, there was a strong level of cooperation 
between the crews of the two entities. For the first ten 
years of the City’s venture into the water business, 
Draper Irrigation Company employees read the 
City’s water meters, fixed leaks in its system, 
installed water mains and helped in emergencies. 
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In one instance, the City’s 14” main that ran under 
I-15 failed, causing an emergency where the City had 
to use fire hoses to provide water to some customers. 
Draper Irrigation Company halted work on a project 
of its own so its crew could use pipe that had been 
purchased for that project to fix the City’s system. 
The Company’s employees spent three months laying 
this pipe and building a pressure station to help the 
City. Draper City paid for the employees’ time, but the 
Company was still paying benefits for the employees.
 When Draper City got into the water business, 
they had no employees with any knowledge or 
experience in operating a water system. Their crew 
relied heavily on the Draper Irrigation Company 
crew for direction and information. They drew on the 
Company’s supplies for parts when needed. It was 
only after the Company refused all the offers that the 
City had made (described later in this chapter) that 
this relationship was terminated.

Skirmishes with Sandy City
In the early 1980s, the Company began to have 
problems with Sandy City. The fact that the area 
around the Company’s mountain streams had 
been annexed into Sandy City, and the fact that 
Sandy City did not seem to have much concern 
about protecting those streams and rights, was 
continually causing trouble. 
 Heavy rains had hit the area in the late summer 
of 1982, and it was only the diligent work on the part 
of the Company’s employees that prevented flooding. 
Had it not been for the fact that the canal and the 
Bell Canyon reservoir were empty, extensive flooding 
could not have been prevented. 
 The board decided to send a letter to Sandy City 
requesting that no more building be permitted in this 
area until the storm system that had been promised 
some time ago was completed to the Jordan River. 
It was also learned that Sandy City was planning 
to construct a holding pond that would be on top of 
one of the Company’s lines, and would interfere with 
access to the treatment plant. 
 Sandy City held a meeting with Draper Irrigation 
Company to discuss forming a special service district 

for this area, where the people living in the area 
would be taxed to pay for the improvements. In that 
meeting, Draper Irrigation Company outlined all of 
the problems that would be caused, especially by 
running 11700 South through the area. In addition 
to the problems mentioned, this road would cut off 
a corner of the treatment plant property, and would 
go through a piece of property to the west that was 
owned by Draper Irrigation Company. 
 Sandy City eventually did form a special 
service district, did a land trade to acquire the 
treatment plant property they needed, and built the 
necessary detention basins.
 In 1988-89, Sandy City residents began to complain 
when flooding in the portion of the Company’s canal 
that ran through Sandy caused flooding in some 
residents’ basements. The Company’s position was 
that the canal was a pre-existing condition that was 
already in place when Sandy City approved the 
home sites, so Sandy City was responsible for flood 
control. Sandy City and Salt Lake County eventually 
lined some portions of the canal with clay to prevent 
flooding in the future.
 Another potential problem with Sandy City 
occurred in the early 1990s. Over the years, Bell 
Canyon Irrigation Company had acquired 300 shares 
of Draper Irrigation Company stock so they could 
get water from the Company’s system when their 
mountain water ran out. This was almost 10% of the 
outstanding stock of the Company. Because of that 
ownership, it was always felt that Bell Canyon was 
entitled to a member on the board. Their influence on 
the Company was always felt when board members 
were elected.

I’ve often said that when it comes to electing 
directors, we referred to the Bell Canyon 
Irrigation system…as the first precinct. If you 
don’t have the first precinct vote for you, because 
the rest of the stock is held in such widely 
divergent holdings,… it’s almost impossible to 
become elected to the Board of Directors.6

6 Richard Carlquist, Utah Water Records Project Inventory, 1979-1981.
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Eventually, however, the stockholders of the Bell 
Canyon Irrigation Company grew tired of running the 
company.

None of the stockholders (of Bell Canyon 
Irrigation Company) want to be on the board or 
president. There is no interest. Things are sliding 
downhill. DIC furnishes culinary water to about 
350 homes in their system. Wayne [Ballard, of 
Draper Irrigation Company,] would be happy 
to work on a merger.7

Instead of merging with Draper Irrigation Company, 
however, the Bell Canyon Irrigation Company was 
taken over by other entities, which caused concern for 
the Company.

Sandy City and [Salt Lake County Water] 
C[onservancy] D[istrict] took over the 
Bell Canyon Irrigation Company via stock 
purchases. That means Sandy City has control 
of 370 shares of DIC stock, and adding 
Conservancy District’s to that, between the 
two taxing entities they control 407 shares of 
our stock. We made the motion [in the board 
meeting] that DIC begin buying any of our stock 
that comes up for sale. The stock that watered 
the S. J. Gordon farm will be for sale. We will 
buy it. We would much prefer Draper City take 
over the Company than for CD or Sandy City.8

Sandy City had no use for the water that the shares of 
stock represented, but if the stock were in the name of 
Sandy City, this would give them substantial interest 
and influence in the Company. Bell Canyon Irrigation 
Company decided to place 240 of those shares on 
auction, with the intention that Sandy City outbid any 
other bidders. Neither Draper Irrigation Company nor 
Draper City had the money to buy the shares, but a 
dark horse appeared: Dale Ballard, a Draper native 
and brother of Wayne Ballard.

7 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 11 August 1989.
8 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 12 February 1991.

[We went] to the DIC Class A stock auction, held 
in the Sandy shops at 700 W. 8775 S. We arrived 
just in time. A letter from Sandy was opened by 
Mr. Alma Nelson, who was conducting the auction, 
saying they would pay $200 per share for the stock. 
Then the bidding started from there. The man 
representing Sandy kept the bid going up. I should 
say that Draper Mayor Charles Hoffmann, Wayne 
Ballard, Clyde Fairbourn, Dale Ballard and I were 
there representing Draper’s interests. Dale knew 
we wanted the stock and did not want Sandy City 
to have any voting rights in our company other 
than the 40 shares they own and the 110 shares still 
owned by Bell Canyon Irrigation Company. Dale 
owns land on the South Mountain foothills. 
 The bidding stopped at about $960 per 
share. The five of us representing Draper went 
out for a short huddle. Between the three entities, 
we decided we would take the bidding up to a 
maximum of $1,200 per share. Back in we went. 
The man from Sandy had been on the phone to 
his boss. He was told not to go any higher. Dale 
bought 240 shares of stock for $232,800 or $970 
per share. He wrote a check out for that amount.
 Sandy City had no idea Dale Ballard would 
be there and buy the stock. This is once they did 
not have their own way. Bell Canyon Irrigation 
Company will have their attorney send us a 
document releasing any rights to the old stock 
certificates, if found in the future, so DIC can 
issue new stock certificates. BCIC cannot find 
their stock certificates. One certificate will be for 
BCIC and include 110 shares; the other will be to 
Dale Ballard for 240 shares. The $232,800 will be 
placed in an escrow account until the problem is 
fixed. Book value for DIC Class A stock is around 
$1,000 per share. We are so happy to have had 
Dale Ballard there helping us keep control of the 
Company. We want Draper City to buy 2/3s of 
the 240 shares if they can find the money. A bare 
minimum would be for DIC to buy 1/3 and Draper 
City to buy 1/3 of the stock purchased by Dale.9

9 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 December 1991.
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To relieve Dale Ballard of at least some of this stock 
that he did not need, an agreement was made that 
Draper Irrigation Company would buy 80 shares 
of that stock at the price he paid. Draper City was 
also to buy 80 shares and Mr. Ballard would keep 
80 shares until he could find another suitable buyer. 
Draper Irrigation Company fulfilled their part of 
the agreement; Draper City did not. Wayne Ballard, 
brother of Dale, gradually sold off the remaining 
shares that Dale still owned.

Growing Pains with Draper City
The matter of the Hidden Valley Shopping Center 
in the early 1990s was very interesting and of great 
concern to Draper Irrigation Company. The City had 
worked with Ron Raddon to form a Redevelopment 
Agency (RDA), a tool used by local governments to 
encourage public and private investment and create 
jobs in blighted or underdeveloped areas. The City 
used funds generated by the RDA to put in water lines 
within the shopping center.
 The City, however, had no water in this area. 
Draper Irrigation Company agreed to furnish the 
water, and ran a main line up to the system in the 

center.10 Without the cooperation of the Draper 
Irrigation Company and the sewer district, there is 
a question as to whether the shopping center would 
be there today, especially as a part of Draper City, 
since Sandy City lines were just a short distance to 
the north. Since Draper Irrigation Company furnished 
the water, they billed and collected the water charges.
 When the City decided to get into the water 
business, they told Draper Irrigation Company, 
without negotiation, that they would take over the 
shopping center. They sent a letter to each tenant not 
to pay any more money to Draper Irrigation Company, 
but only to Draper City. Until this time, the City had 
been collecting connection fees in the shopping center, 
even though the Company was furnishing the water. 
The Company had no recourse against the power of 
the City. In a similar way, the City also took control of 
the Victor’s Pond and Camden Park subdivisions after 
Draper Irrigation Company had done the initial work 
with the developer.
 When Ballard Medical Products decided to build 
on property just west of State Street and north of 
12300 South in the early 1990s, Draper City furnished 
the water from their connection on the Conservancy 
District line. With a foothold in that area and a source 
of water, the City then notified the Company, once 
again without prior negotiation, that they would take 
all new business west of State Street.

The City and the Company Jockey for Position
By 1993, Draper City had begun work in earnest to 
take over the Company.

Received a letter from Draper City Manager, 
David C. Campbell. He and the City Council 
want to begin negotiations to acquire Draper 
Irrigation Company. Unbelievable. They don’t 
have enough money to buy the DIC stock Dale 
Ballard purchased for them last year. They owe 
Dale about $77,360 for 80 shares of DIC stock. 

10 As a side note, Woodrow Mickelsen, who was the secretary of 
Draper Irrigation Company but also the manager of the Draper City 
sewer district, promised that if the main street in the shopping center was 
an extension of 12300 South, the sewer district would put in the main 
sewer line.
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If they can’t pay that promised bill, how are they 
going to buy DIC? I hardly read my copy of the 
letter when Woodrow had an answer to their 
letter in my hands! We want to be conciliatory 
on this subject with Draper; however, Woodrow 
and I feel the City has no idea how to run a 
company such as Draper Irrigation.11

Although the management of the Company had 
doubts about the City’s ability to operate a water 
system for all of Draper, they were still interested 
in cooperating with the City. Many ideas were 
discussed, including setting up an agreement for 
selling the Company to Draper City within a given 
time frame, such as 30 years. 
 Another possibility that was discussed was having 
Draper City enter into a privatization agreement, 
where the City contracted with Draper Irrigation 
Company to supply all culinary and irrigation water 
services to Draper. 
 A third possibility was for the Company to 
become a special improvement district, a quasi-
governmental entity sponsored by a government 
agency such as Draper City or Salt Lake County for 
one purpose: to provide water services within a given 
geographical area. As a special improvement district, 
the Company would be able to levy property taxes for 
water projects, and its water rights would be protected 
in the same way as those of any other government 
entity. The rules for a special improvement district 
would be set up by charter, but would probably involve 
giving the sponsoring entity the power to appoint 
Draper Irrigation Company’s board of directors.

Went to the meeting with [attorney] Robert 
Faust. A very interesting meeting. I made 
many notes. He was telling us about setting 
up an Improvement District rather than go 
with a Privatization Agreement with Draper 
City. He thinks we would have more control. 
Some of the pros were: no real estate taxes, no 
involvement with PSC, may bond – revenue or 
general obligation, will protect assets from city 

11 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 12 February 1993.

condemnation, and we would be able to tax for 
improvements or to cover expenses. Some of the 
negative items were: more politics, company 
loses assets, DIC becomes a government entity, 
and board members would be appointed by the 
Salt Lake County Commissioners or by election. 
We all came away wondering what to do.12,13

At this point, it appeared that the Company would 
have to get approval from Draper City to make such 
a move. It seemed unlikely that Draper City would 
approve, so the issue died. 
 The idea came up again in the late 1990s, and 
the Company asked the advice of one of its board 
members, water rights attorney Richard Skeen. He 
recommended against the Company becoming a 
special improvement district, saying it was better 
that the board should stay as a private entity. A 
major disadvantage of such a move would be that 
stockholders would have to surrender all the stock of 
the company to the special improvement district for a 
negotiated sum, which would be a difficult transition. 
Those stockholders who had surplus shares of stock 
– that is, more stock than required for their acreage – 
would get a cash benefit from the transaction, but for 
others, the transaction probably would be a wash. 
 Another major disadvantage is that a special 
improvement district must follow the rules of 
government entities, including being compelled to 
accept the lowest bid for any project over $1,000. The 
Company would lose the ability to select contractors 
based on quality. Once again, the Company rejected 
the idea of becoming a special improvement district.
 Some other issues that arose in the early 1990s 
when the City was trying to take over the company:

• In July of 1993, Draper City Council voted 
to serve two new subdivisions, which would 
require duplicating water lines that Draper 
Irrigation Company already had in place. The 
Company thought this did not make sense.

12 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 25 February 1993.
13 The minutes from the meetings of the Company’s board of direc-
tors in September and October of 2000 show that the Company was still 
considering such a move at that time.
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We say go ahead and get the money through 
an Improvement District, i.e. taxes, and buy 
us out, but do not duplicate services in the 
area of culinary water.14

• As always, the Company was concerned that 
if the City continued to take new connections, 
the Company would be unable to pay back 
its loan from Water Resources, which was 
based on a certain projected rate of growth.

My [President Noel Enniss’] neck is on the 
line for the $7 million loan and under certain 
circumstances, the law can reach through the 
corporate shield and grab the president by 
the throat. Draper City et al must know that 
puts pressure on me to see that things go right 
and that they quit messing around with DIC.15

• The Company was concerned about an action 
by one shareholder who felt the interests 
of the Class B shareholders were not being 
protected, so the Company should be subject to 
regulation by the Public Service Commission 
(PSC). A ruling from the PSC stated that it 
did not need to regulate the Company.

During this period, there were some Draper City 
officials who indicated that the City would take 
over Draper Irrigation City one way or another, 
regardless of the willingness of the Company and 
its stockholders. The Company’s attorney at the 
time, Lee Kapaloski, felt that the Company could 
not sue the City for its actions… 

…until proof of damage is available. That 
means the connections taken by the City will 
hinder DIC in generating money needed to meet 
our annual payments that pay off the debt to 
Water Resources for PI.16

The Company wanted to protect its independence 
and its stockholders, but felt that its hands were tied. 

14 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 12 July 1993.
15 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 19 July 1993.
16 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 29 September 1993.

We do not have much of a chance to keep 
Draper City from making life miserable for 
our company. This is understood by us all. The 
deck is stacked against DIC. The laws are set 
up to make cities inefficient due to red tape and 
hoops the State government wants us to jump 
through, and then there are the hoops set up 
by the Federal government. Therefore, Draper 
City will eventually take over the Company and 
it will never be the same efficient company we 
have had for over 106 years.17

The Company considered selling just the culinary 
water system to the City, or selling everything except 
its water rights. Always, however, the Company kept 
in mind its obligations to the stockholders.

The stockholders, per a vote by ballot in 
August 1993, indicated they do not want their 
board negotiating to sell the Company to 
Draper City.18

If Draper City made an offer to buy the Company, the 
board of directors must present the offer directly to 
the stockholders, rather than negotiate with the City.

South Mountain
While Draper City and Draper Irrigation Company 
were struggling to define their future, the Company 
expanded its service into an entirely new area of 
Draper. In 1994, the Company reached an agreement 
with the developers of South Mountain, under which 
Draper Irrigation Company would furnish culinary 
water for a development of around 1,700 homes. 
 Under the agreement, the developers would 
extend a 16” line south to their development, 
where they would construct a pump station 
and a storage tank. In the agreement, that tank 
would be sized up to three million gallons, one 
million being for Draper Irrigation Company, and 
would be paid for by Draper Irrigation Company. 

17 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 February 1994.
18 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 1 March 1994.
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Because this tank would be connected to the 
Draper Irrigation Company system and would, in 
effect, be storage for the Company as well as the 
development, the Company would purchase the 
other two million gallons of capacity over time by 
giving South Mountain $1,100 of each connection 
fee collected within the development, and $600 
from each connection fee in other areas of the 
town. Settlement would be made every quarter 
until payment was complete. No payment would 
be due until connection fees had been collected.

Met with Woodrow [Mickelsen] and Wayne 
[Ballard] regarding the possibility of a 
contract with Terry Diehl who is representing 

the South Mountain development. If we can 
get this contract in place, Draper City in spite 
of all they do, I believe we can pay back our 
$7 million loan.19

 The South Mountain contract was 
changed only slightly in two places, approved 
by the board and I signed five copies…. Lee 
[Kapaloski] and board members are hopeful 
this contract will save DIC’s bacon, if Draper 
City continues on their reckless course to 
break us. Draper City can be sued in the 
future if they interfere with this contract.20

19 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 17 May 1994.
20 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 15 June 1994.

This photo from South Mountain shows 
the elevation change between this area 

and older parts of Draper.
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Draper City Makes an Offer
By mid-1994, Draper City began the process of 
making an offer for the Company. 

Wayne [Ballard of Draper Irrigation Company] 
suggested to Jeff [Rasmussen, of the Draper 
City Council] that Draper City offer DIC $5 
million for the entire company. He predicted 
that if we go through with an appraisal, the 
amount Draper City will be required to pay 
will be much more than $5 million. The higher 
cost may discourage Draper City and they will 
continue on the course they are now pursuing.21

The first step was to figure out how much the Company 
was worth. The Company’s management had two 
major concerns with this process: getting an accurate 
appraisal, and having access to the appraisal itself.

Wrote out an agenda for the board meeting this 
afternoon and spent time going through the 
RFPs regarding companies who want to make 
the appraisal on the DIC assets. None seem to 
be equipped to make the desperately needed 
part of the appraisal that has to do with placing 
a value on the cash flow or earning capacity of 
the Company. The earning capacity, if it isn’t 
taken away by Draper City, will easily pay for 
the $7 million loan from Water Resources in 
less time than the 30 years allotted.22

 We are all upset that we have helped or 
spent time with Eckhoff Watson & Preator 
Engineering, the company Draper City hired to 
make the official appraisal, and now we will not 
be given the appraisal figure by the city. Without 
the water rights figured in, our book value is 
$2,300 per share.23

In 1995, the City made an offer to buy the Company 
for $4,000,000. They were told that this was too 
low, and the offer was raised to $5,000,000, which 
amounted to $1,500 per share. (In May of 1995, the 

21 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 13 June 1994.
22 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 15 June 1994.
23 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 3 October 1994.

Company learned that the rough draft of the appraisal 
of October 1994 showed the value of the Company at 
around $13 million.)
 The City notified Draper Irrigation Company that 
they would send a letter to each stockholder stating 
that the City was offering this amount. 

While at the DIC office signing checks…several 
telephone calls came in asking about the offer. 
Is it a good offer? Or should we sell our stock? 
I answered the board members are neutral in 
this offer. We will be calling a stockholders’ 
meeting within the next three weeks and at that 
time the Draper City officials will explain their 
offer and answer all the questions coming from 
shareholders.24

The special meeting was called on 23 August 1995. 
After President Enniss called the meeting to order, the 
meeting was turned over to the City. 

Opened the meeting for discussion. David 
Campbell chose to run DIC down some in his 
opening remarks…. That got the meeting off to a 
bad start. Regardless of being able to get $1,500 
per share, very few sounded like they wanted 
to sell Draper City their stock. Fortunately or 
unfortunately, 30 minutes into the meeting, the 
lights went out due to a summer rainstorm. This 
may have been a Godsend as we had to continue 
the meeting to September 7, 1995…. We were all 
surprised with the confidence stockholders had 
in DIC directors.25

At the second meeting the City finished their 
presentation, but the stockholders made it clear that they 
did not wish to sell the Company. No formal vote was 
taken. The outcome of this offer was that when the City 
tried to arrange the funding to pay for the stock, they 
were advised that unless they could get 100% of the 
stock, they could not get funding. It was obvious that this 
would not be possible, so the City withdrew the offer.

24 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 4 August 1995.
25 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 23 August 1995.
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The following year, there was brief talk about doing 
away with Draper City altogether.

We talked about beginning a movement to 
dis-incorporate Draper and get it back in the 
county and then maybe a township. Mike will 
talk to Dale A. Kimball about this and suing the 
city regarding our culinary water problems, two 
companies and the City continues encroaching 
on our connections.26

 To dis-incorporate would take the vote of 
people in Draper in a special “election.” There 
is a new law where we can become part of the 
county again by dis-incorporation and then 
become a township. Salt Lake County runs the 
Draper City police and fire departments now. 
With Draper City out of the picture, DIC would 
be over the entire water system and most of our 
problems would be solved.27

In addition, the Company management discussed the 
possibility of taking over Draper City’s water services. 
Neither plan came to anything. Today, Draper City 
has its own police department and is a member of the 
Unified Fire Authority (formerly the Salt Lake County 
Fire Department). Draper City also continues in the 
water business.

The Franchise Agreement and the Canal
Even before the end of the City’s buyout bid, those 
on both sides were trying to find a way to co-exist 
peacefully. The most workable idea seemed to be 
defining a geographical area where each entity would 
furnish water.

Wayne [Ballard] dropped a bombshell on 
the City: “Why not have a definite dividing 
line between the City and DIC, i.e. the City 
has their area and DIC has their area? DIC, 
subject to the board’s approval and also 
eventually the stockholders’ approval, would 
like to see the city take over all areas west 

26 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 28 August 1996.
27 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 3 September 1996.

of the freeway or I-15 including the west 
frontage road. If you do not consider such a 
division, DIC will fight you through the courts 
in every way possible. The attorneys are the 
only winners if we go to court. If we make a 
division, we will both be winners.”28

In addition to a boundary, Draper Irrigation Company 
wanted a franchise agreement for further assurance 
that the territory they would serve could not be 
encroached upon by any other entity. Defining service 
areas and reaching a franchise agreement, however, 
soon became complicated.
 The Company, of course, wanted a franchise 
agreement to protect their revenue stream so they 
would have sufficient income to pay back the loan to 
Water Resources. In late 1994, Draper City was also 
seeking a loan for $350,000 from Water Resources 
to expand their water services. Water Resources had 
some concerns about how a loan to Draper City would 
affect the ability of Draper Irrigation Company to 
repay its loan. Unfortunately, this led to more friction 
between the City and the Company.

The town council are upset with us because 
we stopped them from getting their $350,000 
loan through Water Resources. Water 
Resources could see that by approving this 
loan to Draper City, their chances of getting 
the $7 million back they loaned DIC for the 
PI system was in jeopardy. They asked Draper 
City to work out areas of service that the City 
and DIC could live with. 
 When Draper City brought their ideas to 
DIC in the form of a map, there were some 
changes DIC wanted because we were already 
serving these areas. Water lines were in place. 
Draper City…wouldn’t sign the agreement. 
Wayne wrote a letter to Water Resources that 
stopped the City from getting the loan. Draper 
City asked that their request be removed from 
the agenda. 

28 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 11 March 1994.
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Now Draper City has gone elsewhere for 
money to finance their further entrance into the 
water business. Per David Campbell, financing 
this money elsewhere will cost them an extra 
$200,000 by the time the amount is paid.29

One big item in the negotiations was the Company’s 
canal. While Draper Irrigation Company was no 
longer using the canal, they still owned it. It was, 
however, being used by the City to handle flood water 
and runoff water from some of the subdivisions. As 
early as November of 1996 the Company offered to 

29 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 19 December 1994.

give the canal to the City in exchange for a franchise 
agreement, but the two sides were unable to agree on 
the boundaries. 
 The canal problem was exacerbated by the fact that 
the City was beginning to approve new subdivisions 
on the east side of Draper, and any floodwaters from 
those subdivisions would drain into the Company’s 
canal. The Company had not given permission for 
the City to use the canal for flood control, and was 
concerned about possible liability in case of a canal 
break or overflow.

We now have City drawings showing where 
they are planning to dump storm water from 
Centennial Development into the DIC canal 
and we have their interoffice letter with our 
name and the name of our canal written all over 
it saying the same thing! There is no contract 
between DIC and the City.30

There was some confusion as to whether the Company 
actually controlled the canal. As part of the agreement 
with Water Resources, the Company had signed over 
all its assets as collateral for the loan. Since Water 
Resources is a division of the State of Utah, some 
thought that perhaps the State owned the canal. This 
question was straightened out in March of 1997.

Signed in the presence of Virginia B. Enniss 
[as notary public,] the addendum to the 
Water Resources deed they insisted on when 
we borrowed money for the PI system. This 
addendum removes the canal from state control 
and places it with all the liabilities back in DIC’s 
sole possession. Now the water Draper City has 
been dumping in the canal without permission 
can be dealt with through the courts.31

The Company plugged drains that the City had 
installed without permission in the canal. At one 
point, one of the drains was shot out with a gun, but 
the Company plugged it again. At the same time, the 
Company filed a lawsuit to try to settle the matter.
30 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 16 January 1997.
31 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 10 March 1997.

The Company deeded its canal (shown on this map) to 
Draper City as part of the franchise agreement with the city.
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 Negotiations continued throughout 1997 and 
1998, with the Company threatening to fill in the 
canal and force Draper City to find another way to 
handle flood drainage. 
 Even during this contentious period, however, the 
City and Company crews still cooperated in serving 
the citizens of Draper. Company crews still contracted 
with Draper City to provide repair and maintenance 
service to the city’s water system.

There is an excellent relationship between 
our employees and City water employees. 
Unfortunately, that relationship has never 
existed on the City Council level. They think DIC 
will take advantage of the City. If the City doesn’t 
sign a contract with DIC, we will continue the 
R[epair] & M[aintenance] service so they won’t 
need to put on more employees and buy more 
equipment in order to do their own R & M.32

Some at the Company thought that the City would 
eventually contract with them to operate all the water 
services in Draper, although this did not occur. 
 The City offered a franchise agreement in early 
December 1997, which the Company did not accept. 
In April 1998, the president of the Company expressed 
impatience with the entire negotiating process.

The Mayor and Lynn [Cutler, DIC director] 
wanted to have a committee selected by the 
DIC board to meet with the council so as to 
work the problems out and get some kind of 
agreement in place. Clyde [Fairbourn] and I 
let them know we have been meeting with the 
city council for years on this. We get them what 
we think is up to speed and then a new mayor 
and some different city councilmen are elected 
and we start all over again.33

In mid-1998, the Company sold a portion of the canal, 
thus establishing a precedent of value on the canal 
in case the City attempted to condemn the canal and 
acquire it in that way.
32 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 17 November 1997.
33 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 6 April 1998.

Gave Mike [Bevins] permission to sell the 
western part of the DIC canal to Mt. Jordan 
Corporation for $210,000 and then give Terry 
Diehl a finder’s fee of $30,000. By doing that, 
we can set a precedent of value on the canal 
east of the freeway and Draper City will be 
forced, if they condemn, to pay at least the 
same amount as we received for canal land 
below the freeway.34

In September 1998, it began to look as if Draper Irrigation 
Company and Draper City would be able to reach an 
agreement about the franchise area and the canal. 

I left to meet with WaterPro board members 
and the Draper City Council. The meeting 
was excellent. We will get our equivalent of a 
franchise, as that is what the City wants to call 
it.… The only issue we have is the canal.
 The Council wants to leave the canal open, 
and we want them to pipe it in so two nice 
trails and an occasional planted area can be 
constructed on top of our PI pipeline. We also 
want a special utility corridor reserved for the 
future.… 
 After the meeting, Paul Edwards asked me 
about my statement in the prior meeting where 
I said we would be willing to lease the City the 
canal right-of-way for maybe $1 or $10 per year. 
He wanted to know if that offer was still good. 
I said yes, but that offer was if the City piped 
the canal in rather than spent about the same 
amount of money buying the canal property. As 
a citizen, I would much prefer the City spend 
my tax dollars in piping a storm system along 
the canal rather than spend money buying the 
canal property.35

By March 1999, the Company and the City had largely 
agreed to the terms of the franchise agreement, 
as spelled out by Ordinance No. 310 of the City of 
Draper. In broad terms, Draper Irrigation Company 
serves the portion of Draper east of I-15, while Draper 
34 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 20 May 1998.
35 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 15 September 1998.
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ABOVE: After receiving ownership 
of the Company’s canal, Draper City 
has piped a portion of the canal and 
created a bike trail.

City serves that portion to the west and to the south of 
South Mountain, as well as the Cranberry subdivision. 
As part of the franchise agreement, the City imposed 
a 6% franchise tax on customers in the Company’s 
service area. This is a normal procedure that cities 
use with service providers such as telephone, cable 
TV, power, and gas, for the right to provide service 
exclusively in a given area.
 Also in March 1999, the Company and the 
City agreed that the City would receive the canal in 
exchange for some nine acres of land owned by the 
City on the west side of 300 East at around 12000 
South (just north of the present-day Draper post 
office). While the City received title to the canal, the 
Company maintained an easement. 

DIC agreed with City to 10-ft. right-of-way along 
entire length of canal, along with full width of 
canal available for construction purposes.36

Since that time, a portion of the canal has been piped 
for draining, and a bike trail built on top. 
 In April 1999, the City and the Company began 
exchanging water connections that fell within the 
other’s franchise area. Unfortunately, there were 
some glitches in the exchange. Draper Irrigation/
WaterPro sent bills to the new customers without any 
explanation as to why the bills were now coming from 
someone other than Draper City. What angered these 
new customers even more was that their bills rose 
immediately from $6 per month to $18. 
 The Company decided to charge these new 
customers their old rates until the end of the year, 
informing them well in advance about the upcoming 
rate change.
 Draper Irrigation Company found that many of 
the customers they took over from the City had broken 
water meters, or had not had their meters read for quite 
some time, so that they owed as much as $1,000.
 On the City’s side, there were some instances 
where City employees collected connection fees 
for property that fell within the Company’s service 
area. There were also three instances where the 
36 Draper Irrigation Company board of directors minutes, 19 April 
2000.

LEFT: This map shows which areas of 
Draper are served by WaterPro and 
which areas are served by Draper City.
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City approved subdivisions without making pressure 
irrigation available, in violation of its own ordinance. 
The Company and the City continue to work together 
to try to resolve these differences.

Corner Canyon
More recently, the Company has worked closely 
with Draper City to protect the watershed in Corner 
Canyon. The result was the creation of Corner Canyon 
Regional Park near the LDS temple in 2005.
 Corner Canyon is an important part of the 
watershed that supplies Draper residents with drinking 
water, so the Company has always tried to protect the 
purity of the water that comes from the canyon. As late 
as the 1930s, the Corner Canyon landowners grazed 
cattle and goats on the land. The Board of Health 
opposed having grazing animals in the watershed, 
particularly goats, which ate the vegetation down to 
the ground and allowed sand to wash into the water. 
As described in an earlier chapter, in the early 1940s 
the Company was part of a coalition that bought 
2,400 acres in Corner Canyon from the Colorado 
Development Company to protect the watershed from 
pollution by grazing animals.
 As the population of the Salt Lake Valley has 
grown, more and more people want to hike and camp 
in the mountains, often with their dogs and horses. 
The Company has worked with Draper City, the 
Trust for Public Land, the U. S. Forest Service, and 

the Bonneville Shoreline Trail Committee to allow 
controlled access while still protecting the watershed. 
Some examples include:

• When the City was developing Corner 
Canyon Regional Park, the Company allowed 
easements across our property for trail access 
and built a trail some distance away from 
the stream where people can take dogs and 
horses. 

• The Company has built two bridges and a 
drinking fountain, as well as a gate to block 
vehicles from this protected area. 

• Darin Sorensen, a native Draperite and the 
Company’s GIS specialist, attends meetings 
of Draper City’s Trails Committee to help 
plan ways that people, animals, and watershed 
can co-exist.

• Company employees provide manpower to 
help clean the canyon.

• The Company sponsors trail events and 
supplies water and trail guides for hikes and 
races in the canyon.

Draper City, the Company, and local residents 
all have an interest in protecting Corner 
Canyon, and we plan to continue working with 
the City to make sure that we can protect the 
water while meeting the needs of the residents.
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Storage Tanks
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (commonly 
called the Clean Water Act) was originally enacted 
in 1948, but was substantially revised in 1972. In 
the revised statute, the federal government set water 
quality standards that states are required to follow. 
 As part of meeting those standards, Utah’s 
Department of Environmental Quality requires water 
companies to provide a certain amount of storage for 
every connection in the system. This stored water 
must provide at least one day’s supply of culinary 
water, as well as a specified quantity for fire protection 

and an additional amount to meet daily fluctuations in 
demand. As Draper has grown, the state has required 
the Company to build additional storage capacity.
 Long before the Clean Water Act, however, the 
Company realized the need to built storage tanks, 
mostly because the water supply from the mountains 
varies so widely with the seasons. The company built 
its first water tank in 1928 near the Elephant’s Trunk, 
next to what is now the Hidden Valley golf course. 
This tank held 250,000 gallons. 
 The Vawdrey family contracted to build the tank, 
using sand and aggregate at the location to mix the 

Map showing locations of the 
Company’s water tanks in Draper.
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concrete on-site. This concrete was lower in quality 
than that used today, but the tank was used for many 
years before the Company built its treatment plant. 
 At some point a chlorinator was installed in this 
tank, which provided the only treatment used at the 
time. The tank was also used for settling. Water was 
held in the tank long enough for sand and other solids 
to settle to the bottom. There was so much sediment 
in the tank that it couldn’t be flushed out with water, 
so once a year the Company emptied the tank and sent 
a crew with buckets to remove the sediment. When 
the tank was finally abandoned years later, there was 
about 18” of sediment in the bottom. 
 In the 1950s, the Company built its second storage 
facility, a 500,000-gallon reservoir at about 13900 
South and 900 East. This tank was in use until around 
1997, when the Company began adjusting pressure 
zones in the area. The Company still owns the tank.
 When the treatment plant was being planned in 
the late 1960s, the Company built a third tank, this 
one holding one million gallons, at the site of the 
treatment plant. The tank was built in 1969 and put 
into operation in 1970, while the treatment plant was 
built in 1970 and put into operation in the spring of 
1971. Both the tank and the treatment plant are still in 
operation, although the treatment plant was upgraded 
substantially in the early 21st century.
 The original 250,000-gallon tank built in 1928 
was not usable with the engineer’s design for the 
treatment plant, so the tank was abandoned. The old 
tank sat empty for several years, until the Company 
cut a door into the side of it around 1978 and began 
using it for a shop. The Company continued to use the 
former tank as a shop until 1990, when they moved 
the shop to the Company’s office building at 12400 
South and 800 East. Finally, in 2010 the Company 
built a new shop near the South Mountain golf course, 
next to its pressure irrigation pond.
 Two tanks were built at South Mountain in the 
mid-1990s. The South Mountain developers built a 
three-million-gallon tank near 1500 East and 14000 
South in 1994, and the Company reimbursed them a 
portion of the costs out of the connection fees. The 
same developer built a 250,000-gallon tank in 1995 
to furnish water to the Cove of Bear Canyon. Shortly 

BOTTOM LEFT: The Company recently completed a 
new shop near its pressure irrigation pond, next to the 

South Mountain golf course.

TOP LEFT: This 500,000-gallon tank was in use until 
around 1997.

TOP RIGHT: This aerial shot looking down on Wasatch 
Boulevard to the west shows the Company’s seven-

million-gallon tank on the lower left, with the one-
million-gallon tank on its upper right. The Company’s 

hydroelectric plant, treatment plant, and well are in the 
lower right. The tank immediately above the buildings 
belongs to Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District, 

and the open basins at the top right contain water used 
to clean the filtration membranes.

MIDDLE RIGHT: Construction on two four-million-gallon 
tanks in Corner Canyon continued throughout the 

winter of 2008-2009.

BOTTOM RIGHT: Pouring the walls for the four-million-
gallon tanks in Corner Canyon.
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thereafter, the Company bought 115,000 gallons of 
capacity in Draper City’s 1,250,000-gallon tank at 
Draper Heights to serve Phase 3B in South Mountain. 
The Company still owns the right to use that capacity.
 As part of the treatment plant renovations, the 
Company built a seven-million-gallon tank at the 
treatment plant, next to the one-million-gallon tank. 
This larger tank went into operation in 2003. The 
Company also built a 750,000-gallon tank in Little 
Valley, which went into operation in 2004.
 In 2010, the Company completed two four-
million-gallon tanks in Corner Canyon, which 
should meet health and safety storage requirements 
for the complete build-out of the Company’s service 
area (defined as a maximum of four homes per acre 
throughout the service area). 
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Open Storage Reservoirs
The Company currently has one open storage 
reservoir for the pressure irrigation system near the 
South Mountain golf course. Many local residents say 
they enjoy watching the wildlife that the pond attracts, 
including migratory birds and foxes.
 In 2008, a fire in Corner Canyon threatened 
many nearby homes. Firefighters were able to use a 
helicopter to airlift water from the pressure irrigation 
reservoir to help fight the fire and protect the homes.
 In the mid-2000s, the Company proposed 
building a second open reservoir in Corner Canyon 
itself to store “raw” (untreated) water coming out 
of Corner Canyon. This reservoir would have held 
snowmelt water for use later in the summer, which 
would allow us to use and improve our existing 
water rights. We proposed stocking the reservoir 
with fish and building hiking trails and restroom 
facilities so that local residents could enjoy the 
pond. It would also greatly enhance opportunities 
to see wildlife in the canyon, and was supported 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in a letter to 
Draper City. In addition, the Unified Fire District has 

said that an open reservoir would be a big help in 
fighting any future fires in the Corner Canyon area.
 Unfortunately, although other cities like Riverton 
and Herriman currently have similar reservoirs, the 
Draper City Council defeated the proposal.

Updating the Water Treatment Plant

In 1971 the Draper Irrigation Company water-
treatment plant began operation. Pressure 
from the board of Health forced the Company 
to build this plant so Draper dairies, the 
Dale T. Smith and Sons slaughterhouse, and 
restaurants established in Draper could stay in 
business. The building was made possible by a 
loan from Farmers Home Administration and 
the cost was $530,000. Water rates were raised 
only slightly when this facility was constructed; 
the engineers were Templeton and Linke; the 
contractors were Nelson Brothers.
 As part of the plant, a one-million-gallon 
concrete culinary water tank was constructed on 
the same property occupied by the plant. Prior 

This aerial shot shows the 
two newly-constructed tanks 
in Corner Canyon (before 
being buried) to the north of 
the Draper LDS temple.
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to this new tank, there was a 250,000-gallon 
tank with a ten-inch steel pipe going south 
across Hidden Valley Golf course, which was 
the only line feeding culinary water to the entire 
town of Draper. Before the treatment plant was 
constructed, a 500,000-gallon tank had been 
built on the south hills between 13800 South 
and the railroad tracks.1

A previous chapter in this book described how 
the Company built the treatment plant, which 
was sufficient for the standards of the 1970s. The 
Environmental Protection Agency, however, is always 
adjusting the standards for clean water as new health 
dangers come to light. 
 By the late 1990s, it was obvious that the old plant 
was not able to meet the stricter regulations that were 
scheduled to go into effect in 2002, particularly during 
the spring runoff when the water volume through 
the plant was highest. The Company knew that the 
treatment plant needed upgrading, and planned to 
double its capacity as well. Building the pressure 
irrigation system had freed up the water formerly in 
the Hill ditch,2 so this water would now be used for the 
culinary system.
 The Company began an engineering analysis 
of different methods for improving water treatment, 
including a net worth analysis showing what the costs 
would be over a 20-year period.

Don Olsen [of Epic Engineering], at my request, 
presented his ideas on upgrading the treatment 
plant. It will cost us over five million dollars 
if we upgrade the plant to five million gallons 
per day capacity. He was authorized to make a 
further study that will cost the board between 
$1,500 and $3,000.3

As an alternative to upgrading its own treatment 
plant, the Company explored the option of forming an 
agreement with the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy 

1 Sivogah to Draper City, p. 431.
2 Hill ditch water came from mountain streams or was purchased 
from the Deer Creek aqueduct, and had formerly been used for irrigation.
3 Journal of Noel H. Enniss, 19 May 1999.

In 2008, firefighters used a helicopter to airlift water 
from the pressure irrigation reservoir to help fight a 
fire in Corner Canyon.

District, whose treatment plant is located right next 
to Draper Irrigation’s treatment plant. The Company’s 
board minutes record the results of a discussion in 
August of 2000:

It may be cheaper to purchase water from the 
Conservancy than to upgrade our treatment 
plant capacity. It was noted that no loan money 
could be used to purchase the processed water…. 
No decision reached at this time.

The Company negotiated with Jordan Valley for 
three years, but the two parties were unable to 
reach an agreement.
 In the three years since the Company had initially 
analyzed treatment options, the cost of membrane 
technology had fallen by 20%, so it was now the best 
and most cost-effective technology for the Company’s 
needs. The Company did a pilot study of three 
processes to determine which would be the best, and 
selected the Zeeweed® ultra-filtration membranes 
from ZENON Corporation, now a part of GE Water & 
Process Technologies. 
 Zeeweed® technology had been used successfully 
in new water treatment plants before, but this was the 
first retrofit of an existing plant in North America 
(one had been done previously in Germany). The 
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Company’s treatment plant redesign was considered 
leading-edge technology in water treatment.
 The goal was to have the redesigned treatment 
plant up and running by 1 May 2003, but it was not 
completed until April 2004. The footprint of the 
building is exactly the same as when it went into 
operation in 1971, but with the new technology, the 
plant’s net treatment capacity went from 2.8 million 
gallons per day to 6.6 million gallons per day. Using 
the same technology in the same space, it would be 
possible to increase capacity further to 9.3 million 
gallons per day, which gives the Company potential 
to treat more water during summertime peak usage if 
additional water sources are developed.
 Even more significantly, the water comes out 
of the remodeled treatment plant ten times cleaner 
than with the old technology. The previous standard 
for turbidity was 0.3 NTU  (nephelometric turbidity 
units), but the upgraded plant’s output measures 0.03 
NTU on its worst days. 
 The Company received a loan from the state 
Division of Drinking Water in the amount of 
$7,200,000, but the membrane technology ended up 
costing less than anticipated. The Company was able 
to use the money (with permission from the Division 
of Drinking Water) to build a hydroelectric generator 
and drill a well on the water treatment plant site.
 In addition to the treatment plant upgrade, the 
plant was configured for fluoridation equipment in 
October of 2003 to comply with state regulations.

Hydroelectric Generator

On 19 February 1903 the Draper Irrigation 
Company board was considering the possibility 
of generating electricity for the first time by 
installing a plant on a two-inch steel pipe at the 
base of Big Willow Canyon. Three days later, 
because of the high cost of laying one mile of 
pipe and building the power plant, the proposal 
was turned down by the Company board.4

4 Sivogah to Draper City, pp. 205-6.

If [the 
Company] 

could generate 
their own 

power to run 
the [water 
treatment] 

plant, and sell 
any excess back 

to the power 
company, a 

hydroelectric 
generator could 

pay for itself.
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The Company’s treatment plant 
redesign, using membrane 

technology, was considered leading-
edge technology in water treatment.

It would be more than a century before the economics 
of power generation made this project practical. 
Building a hydroelectric generator costs money, and 
a power plant would produce more electricity than 
the Company could consume. So the Company would 
need to recoup the cost of building the plant by selling 
excess power back to the power company.
 The idea of hydroelectric power came up many 
times over the years, most notably in the 1980s. In 
1986, Sunrise Engineering said that a hydroelectric 
generator could be self-supporting in the long run, but 
the Company would need considerable capital for up-
front costs. The Company investigated getting a grant 
from the state Water Resources department, but that 
would require raising water rates by five to six dollars 
per month in order to qualify for the state grants. 

 In 1989, Sunrise Engineering brought up the topic 
again. They estimated that the Company would have 
to borrow $100,000 up front to build the plant, but that 
the amount that Utah Power (which changed its name 
to Rocky Mountain Power in 2007) was willing to pay 
for excess power would make the plant lose money 
until the loan was paid off. The idea of building a 
power plant was dropped at this time.
 During the early 2000s, however, the economics 
changed. The ultra-filtration water treatment process 
used much more electricity than the previous treatment 
process, so the Company was suddenly facing the 
prospect of much higher electric bills. If they could 
generate their own power to run the plant, and sell any 
excess back to the power company, a hydroelectric 
generator could pay for itself. The minutes of the 
meetings of the board of directors show that this 
decision was definitely a success.

April 2004: Construction on the hydroelectric 
plant is underway.

September 2004: Three days of hydro electricity 
has been produced. The projected production 
is twice the electricity that will be used at the 
treatment plant.

December 2004: The generator is putting 
out 50% more electricity than previously 
anticipated. It supplied enough power to run 
the treatment plant, with enough excess energy 
supplied back to the power company that DIC 
received $500 for the month.

2005: The generator at the treatment plant has 
produced enough energy to run the treatment 
plant, wells and pumps with enough energy 
left over to pay the Company $4,900 for the 
month of June.

2006: The Company is receiving between 
$1,800 and $5,500 per month from the power 
company because of the hydro generator.
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By 2006, the Company was 
receiving between $1,800 and 
$5,500 per month from the 
power company because of the 
hydroelectric generator.

Developing Water Sources
The major purpose of the Company since 
incorporation has been to ensure that its customers 
have a sufficient supply of water. The Draper area has 
changed dramatically in the last 120 years, evolving 
from a sparsely settled agricultural area to a suburban 
community coping with population growth. 
 The Company’s current master plan is based on 
the prediction that build-out of its service area – when 
all available ground is developed and the maximum 
population is reached – will occur sometime between 
the years 2020 and 2025. 
 The Company’s Assistant General Manager, 
David Gardner, has worked with the Company in 
various capacities since 1972, and is very familiar 
with the Company’s operations, the needs of the 
Draper area, and water issues in the state of Utah. 
Mr. Gardner and the Company’s board of directors 
are planning to develop and protect sources of water 
to provide for their customers’ needs in the future.

 When the Company brought its treatment plant 
into operation in 1971, this met Draper’s needs for 
culinary water for several years. By 1978, however, 
the demands of increasing population meant that in 
the summer, after the spring runoff when the supply 
from the mountain streams was low, the Company 
needed additional water for its culinary system. In 
1978, the Company began using a well to supplement 
the water from its treatment plant.5 This was 
described in detail in Chapter 5. 
 The well was used only in the summertime to 
meet peak culinary water demands. Unfortunately, 
people objected to the taste of the well water 
because its mineral content was much higher than 
the mountain water, although still well within safety 
standards.

5 Richard Carlquist and Sherman Fitzgerald had drilled the well to 
supplement the irrigation water available for their farms, then had later 
sold the well to the Company.
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The Jordan Valley water treatment plant can be seen to 
the right of the Company’s treatment plant (red and white 
cars are parked next to the building).

Around 1980, the Salt Lake Valley Water Conservancy 
District approached Draper Irrigation Company about 
leasing water for a new treatment plant the Conservancy 
District wanted to build. Draper Irrigation Company’s 
board felt that this was a good idea for several reasons:

• It would preserve the Company’s water rights 
by making sure they were put to beneficial use.

• According to the proposed contract, the 
Company could buy water back from the 
Conservancy District for the cost of treatment, 
so the Company could regain use of its own 
water if needed.

• The Conservancy District promised that as 
their system grew, the Company could buy 
additional water from them.

The Company and the Conservancy District signed 
a contract in 1981, and the Conservancy District 
began building a water treatment plant next door to 
the Company’s plant. This new plant was put into 
operation in 1983.
 The Conservancy District built its plant next to the 
Company’s plant for several reasons: since they were 
treating the Company’s water, it made sense to put the 
plant where the Company’s pipeline came out of the 
canyons; the area they found to transmit the water across 
the valley was at 11400 South, which was convenient to 
the plant, and with the Deer Creek aqueduct nearby, the 
Conservancy District could also buy surplus water from 
Deer Creek to treat in its plant. As part of this process, 
the Company contracted with the Conservancy District 
to buy water to use in its culinary system in place of the 
objectionable well water.
 The Company’s master planning is always 
directed at securing water rights and ensuring a 
sufficient supply of water. In 2002, the Company 
bought water rights from the Corner Canyon 
Irrigation Company. Later, the Company made an 
exchange with Riverton for the water rights out 
of Bear Canyon. We are also buying small well 
rights on an ongoing basis and looking for other 
available water rights to buy.

The Company is acquiring all these water rights in 
an effort to be as independent from the Conservancy 
District as possible. Over time, the Conservancy 
District will be required to meet the growth of the 
entire Salt Lake Valley, and each new block of water the 
District brings into the valley will be more expensive. 
In the long run, it is likely that the Company will pay 
two to three times as much for water purchased from 
the Conservancy District as for water that we develop 
ourselves. Even though water from the Conservancy 
District is subsidized 75% by property taxes collected 
from member agencies, the Company’s own sources 
of water are less expensive.

Some of the goals in the Company’s master plans:
• Drilling one or two additional wells
• Possibly building an open reservoir in Corner 

Canyon to capture and store runoff water
• Possibly expanding the pressure irrigation 

pump station on Fort Street 

The Company has already installed a transmission line 
sized to handle the maximum build-out of its service 
area. The Company is also researching methods for 
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improving the quality and usability of its Utah Lake 
water rights, and is actively pursuing a plan to re-use 
treated water from the Riverton sewage treatment 
plant in our pressure irrigation system.

The Company’s Employees
As of March 2011, WaterPro employed the following:
Darrin L. Jensen, CEO and General Manager
David A. Gardner, Assistant General Manager
Steve Cunningham, Office Manager
Diana Percival, Executive Assistant
Nolan Wootton, Operations Manager
Jerry Nielson, Plant Manager
Ray Kasteler, Maintenance Technician
Brett Robbins, System Operator
Brannen Smith, Inspector
Bob Clarke and Matt Moritz, Operations/Blue Stakes
Jordan Wall, Cory Chappell, and Dustin Oldham, 
Service Maintenance 
Erik Brinkerhoff, Equipment Operator
Shelly Daw and Debbie Curtis, Admin. Assistants
Sara Atkinson, Accounts Receivable

Darin Sorensen, GIS/GPS Specialist
David Ball, Meter Specialist
Sue Lyman, Billing Clerk
Paige Wolff, Backflow Specialist

The Company’s Future
Over the years, the Company has faced many 
challenges, including drought, lack of money for  
needed infrastructure, dissension among shareholders 
and board members, threats to its water rights, 
dramatic changes to its service area, a rapidly-growing 
population, and takeover attempts.
 In the face of all these challenges, for over a century 
the Company has put the needs of its shareholders first. 
Today, the Company has been widely recognized as 
well-run, fiscally responsible, and a good steward of its 
water rights, watershed, and infrastructure.
 WaterPro/Draper Irrigation stays true to its 
pioneer past while looking to the future of Draper. 
Our strategic planning and professional operations 
ensure that our shareholders will receive high-quality 
water and good service, now and in the future.
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