MEMO: To Wayne D. Criddle
FROM: Glen J. Allen

March 18, 1964
RE: Proof Polioy Determination

, Problems Stalemate in proceedure and policy of processing
proofs and certification of rights for County Water System Inc.

I. Present Policy 1

1. Regquires all privately owned public utilities to bhe
restricted to domestio, irrigation, stookwatering,
and commercial uses.

a. All uses must be described as to the
type, extent, and plaoce of use,

b. All places of use must be designated
by legal subdivision (40 scre tract)
within which they are located.

e. On all irrigation uses the actual
configuration of the irrigated area
must be showm.

d. Once proof of appropriation is sub-
mitted and the proof due date is past,
all further development ceases.

( Any difference in extent of use
covered by the application and now
shown on the proof is forfeited.)

2. Municipal appliocations and proofs are interpreted to
include all types of uses under the one term.

a. When water is appropriated for
munioipal purposes neither the application
nor the proof defines the place of use
(other than within the corporate limits
of the municipality) unless part of the
use is extended beyond the oity's corporate
limits, then the place of use is desoribed
by legal subdivisions.

b. Normally if the place of use is situated
within the corporate limits of a municipality
a tracing showing ths place and extent of
use is not required.

¢. There is no limit as to the number of oon-
nsotions a municipality may make within its
corporate limits and no record of that number
is indicated on our records.



1. The County Water System Ino. filed munioipal
applications to appropriate water. They claim
that this was done after they had filed the proper
papsrs with the Public Service Commission to become
a public utility. These applications to appropriate
water for munioipal purposes were approved by the
State Engineer and proofs for that use have been
submitted, there appears to have been a change in
polioy toward muniocipal filings.

The applicants maintain that they are entitled
to the use they filed for and that they have mansged
the system in that manner.(ie adding new oonnections
and extending service to those requesting from time
to time within the area served by the said county
water system). Since the proofs were submitied for
munioipal purposes, many new connections have been
made in the area served by the wells on which proof
- has been made.

The applicants maintain that service is continuously
being extended to new homes in the area they served and
that to be required to make new applications and submit
new proofs as service is extended to their oclisnts would
oconstituts undus hardship and expense on their olients.

2. If the County Water System is granted the right to the
same privileges extended to municipalities would it es-
tablish a presedent for other water companies to follow?

3. There are a number of water compnies formed to serve
rural communities as a matter of necessity beocause a
Federal Lending Agency would not loan to municipalities.
What effeot would a decission on the County Water System
Inc. filing have on these companies.

It would be appreciated if a polioy were determined on how to
handle these filings within 30 days so we may prooeed toward certification
of the rights. '

Glen J. Allen

GJA/er



Ty ma ey
WATDan

Crand

Zan Juan

Daggett
hesnsz

Cache

Morgan
Rich
Summit

Box Zldar

JANVARY 31

aha R al i -
VT TV 20

ST SR .

JULY 31

SEPTEMBER 30

Salt Lake

OCTOBIR 31

Juab
Tocela
Utah
ROVINIBZR 30
Gariield
~ane
Diute
Wasnington
DECIMBER 31
Ty vy
Seaver

Iren
Millard



Emerw
Sanpete
Sevier
Wavne

I3 O

Daggett
Duchesne
Uintan

-y -
wASACC

Cache
Morpan
Rich
Surmit

jo IO
§9
a4
1=

—t
~ 4

JARUARY 31

SLPTEMBUL 30

Salt Lake

OOTODER 31

Juab
Tooale
Utan

LOVEMBIER 30

Garfield
Kane

Plute
Washingston

ki

3eaver
Iren
HMillard



