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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

 
 

PROPOSED ACTION 
 
On behalf of the Upper Colorado River Basin Endangered Fish Recovery Program (Recovery 
Program), Reclamation proposes to construct system improvements for the Orchard Mesa 
Irrigation District (OMID) Division of the Grand Valley Project.  The improvements will provide 
a more reliable water supply throughout the canal system and generate an estimated 17,000 ac-ft. 
of water savings per year.  The savings result from reduced main canal and lateral spills, 
recovering spills from main canals in urban areas, and elimination of spills from the Mutual 
Mesa Lateral (MML).  Conserved water would then be redirected to the Grand Valley Power 
Plant (power plant) to increase hydropower generation and river flows in the 15-Mile Reach1.  
Existing water shortages to urban and agricultural water users would also be reduced.  
Reclamation and OMID will enter into an agreement for operations and maintenance of the 
system improvements.     

NEED FOR AND PURPOSE OF ACTION 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified the need for additional flows within the 15-Mile 
Reach (Service 1999) and the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program 
(Recovery Program) has identified the proposed project as a source to contribute additional 
flows.  The purpose of the project is to assist in recovery of four endangered fishes.  Reclamation 
prepared this EA in cooperation with other federal and state agencies to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), and related U.S. 
Department of the Interior policies and regulations.  If, based on this analysis, Reclamation 
concludes the proposed action would have no significant impact on the human environment; 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement would not be required before the action could 
be implemented. 

                                                 
1 The 15-Mile Reach is the portion of the Colorado River defined as from River Mile 171 to River Mile 185 (Grand 
Valley Irrigation Company Diversion Dam near Palisade, Colorado to the confluence with the Gunnison River).  
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Upper Colorado River Basin Endangered Fish Recovery Program 
 
In 1988, the Governors of Colorado, Utah and Wyoming; the Secretary of the Interior; and the 
Administrator of Western Area Power Administration entered into a cooperative agreement to 
initiate the Recovery Program.  The Recovery Program is an interagency partnership created to 
recover the endangered Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker, humpback chub and bonytail 
while allowing continued and future water development. 

 
Recovery Program elements include: 

 
 Habitat management including identifying and acquiring instream flows, 

changing operations of Federal dams, and operating other reservoirs in a 
coordinated manner to benefit endangered fish. 

 Habitat development including restoring floodplain/wetland habitats, 
constructing fish passageways around dams and other barriers in the river, and 
constructing fish screens in major canal diversions. 

 Native fish propagation and genetic management involving establishing 
facilities to hold adult brood stock to prevent extinction of these rare fish and 
maintain their genetic resources; develop rearing ponds; conduct research to 
improve survival of endangered fish raised in captivity and stocked in the 
wild; and support appropriate stocking and reintroduction efforts. 

 Managing non-native species and sport fishing in habitat considered “critical” 
to endangered fish.  This also involves educating and distributing information 
to anglers to reduce accidental capture of endangered fish. 

 Research, monitoring, and data management provides information about what 
these fish need to survive, grow, and reproduce in the wild.  Efforts include 
compiling data on the number, sizes, and locations of endangered fish; 
monitoring endangered fish population trends; and making river Flow 
Recommendations. 
 

15-Mile Reach of the Colorado River 
 
The 15-Mile Reach is a reach of the Colorado River that extends from the confluence of the 
Gunnison River upstream 15 miles to the Grand Valley Irrigation Company Diversion  Dam near 
Palisade, Colorado (See Figure 1).  The Colorado River from the confluence to the Utah State 
Line is commonly referred to as the 18-Mile Reach.  The Service issued a programmatic 
biological opinion (PBO) (Service 1999) which addressed Reclamation’s operations and 
depletions, other depletions, and Recovery Program actions in the Upper Colorado River above 
the confluence with the Gunnison River.  The Service found that the 15-Mile Reach is affected 
more than any of the other reaches by water depletions because it is located downstream of 
several large diversions and upstream of the Gunnison River.  The PBO states: 
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“Extremely low water conditions that occur during the late summer and early fall 
months reduce habitat for Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker.  Reduced 
flows during spring runoff reduce the ability for many habitats to be created and 
maintained.  Therefore, many of the recovery actions are targeted for the 15-Mile 
Reach.  Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker occur in the 15-Mile Reach, 
humpback chub and bonytail currently are not known to occur there.  The 15-Mile 
Reach is a particularly important section of the river for Colorado pikeminnow 
and razorback sucker; it is critical to recovery of each species’ Colorado River 
populations.” 

 

SCOPING 
 
A scoping letter was mailed to interested parties on November 25, 2009 and an open house was 
held at the Mesa View Elementary School on December 3, 2009 to discuss and review the 
proposed project.   
     
Alternatives evaluated in this EA are limited to the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives.  
The alternatives are discussed in Chapter 2.  During scoping, Reclamation identified the 
following potential issues and concerns which are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.   
 
Water Resources 
 

Water Rights—Reduce canal spills while protecting Orchard Mesa Irrigation District 
Water Users, Impacts to water rights on the Colorado River and along affected tributary 
washes 
 
Water Quality—Water quality impacts and Clean Water Act compliance 

 
Land and Vegetation Resources 

 
Construction Easements—Obtain temporary construction easements; minimize 
disturbance to residents 
 
Riparian and Wetlands—Reduced spills in washes, drains and along the river corridor 
could result in reduction of riparian and wetland habitat types. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands—The Proposed Action will affect surface and subsurface 
hydrology supplied to wetland areas along the project alignment.  As an irrigation 
maintenance project, the Proposed Action is exempt from requiring a Section 404 Permit 
pursuant to the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344).  The applicable U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers exemptions for Farm or Stock Pond or Irrigation Ditch Construction and 
Maintenance.  A copy of the Exemption Summary and the ACOE Guidance Letter are 
provided as Attachment B. 
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Weed Management—Concerns with weed management 

 
Hydropower—Impacts to power production at the power plant   
 
Cultural Resources—Avoid or mitigate adverse impacts to historic characteristics of the canal 
system 
 
Economic—Concerns with potential property devaluation 

 
Threatened and Endangered Species—Contribute to progress of the Recovery Program  



5 
 

 

CHAPTER 2—PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
Alternatives evaluated in this draft environmental assessment include the No Action and 
Proposed Action Alternatives. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not implement canal system improvements 
on the Orchard Mesa Irrigation District (OMID) system.  Seasonal water shortages would 
continue to occur on the lower end of the system and water savings would not contribute flows 
needed for the 15-Mile Reach to assist in recovery of the endangered fishes.    

PROPOSED ACTION   
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would construct system improvements for the OMID 
component of the Grand Valley Project.  The improvements would 1) provide a more reliable 
water supply throughout the canal system and throughout the irrigation season, and 2) produce 
an estimated 17,000 ac-ft. of water savings per year.  Conserved water would be redirected to the 
Grand Valley Power Plant resulting in increased hydropower generation and increased flows in 
the 15-Mile Reach.  
 
Proposed Improvements include: 
 

• Construction of a new 80-100 ac-ft. regulating reservoir on approximately 15 acres of 
land on central Orchard Mesa (Regulating Reservoir), 

• Improve water level control in Orchard Mesa Canals No. 1 & 2 (Check Structures and 
Other Improvements), 

• Installation of simple remote monitoring system and electronic flow meters (SCADA 
System), 

• Increased pump capacity at existing B ¼ Rd Pump (B ¼ Pump), 
• Construction of interties between the Canals No. 1 and No. 2 to help balance flows in the 

irrigation system and upgrades to canal end spills (Interties and Upgrades to Canal 
End Spills),  

• Reduced canal and lateral seepage (Lining and Piping), and 
• Improved operational procedures (Improved Operations), 

 
Additional descriptions of the proposed improvements are as follows: 
 
Regulating Reservoir 
 
A regulating reservoir would be built adjacent to Canal No. 1 at a property recently acquired  
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Figure 1-Proposed OMID Regulating Reservoir 

 
from the Colorado River Water Conservation District (CRWCD) shown in Figure 1. 
Reclamation will construct an 80-100 ac-ft. regulating reservoir.  The reservoir would be lined to 
prevent seepage and fenced for safety.  To form the reservoir embankments, approximately 
52,000 cubic yards of compacted fill material will be placed.  Fill material will be excavated 
from the bottom of the reservoir.  The reservoir will have an east-west dike dividing the reservoir 
in half eliminating the need for a tall embankment on the north end of the reservoir.  The 
reservoir would have the ability to receive and store water from Canal No. 1.  As needed, water  
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Figure 2-Control Strategy for OMID (from ITRC 2012) 

 
would then be put back into the canal system to meet peak demands.  Figure 2 illustrates the 
operational strategy for regulating reservoir. 
 
Check Structures and Other Canal Improvements 
 
The proposed check structure improvements will involve upgrading existing check structures and 
the construction of new check structures at selected locations in Orchard Mesa canals No. 1 & 2 
north of U.S. Highway 6 & 50.  The check structures will improve the water level control by 
keeping the water level more constant at varying canal flows. 
 
Present operations require the canals be kept full to provide sufficient water elevation to make 
water deliveries at each turnout.  If canal flow is reduced, the lower water surface elevation is not 
sufficient to provide water at turnouts for irrigators to take and use their allocated water.   
Likewise, if canal flows are constant and irrigation demands decrease, water must be spilled back 
to either the Colorado or Gunnison rivers at various points along each canal.     
 
Other canal improvements include improving some individual canal deliveries and raising 
reaches of the canal bank. 
Check Structures 
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Two types of long-crested weirs structures (V-Type and Straight Line weirs) are being 
considered for use on Orchard Mesa Canals No.1 and No. 2.  Figure 3 illustrates the two types of 
long-crested weirs.  The Straight Line structure is approximately twice the length of the V-type 
structure.  A total of 17 long-crested weir check structures would be constructed in Canal No. 1 
and 16 in Canal No. 2.  The approximate locations of these structured are shown in Figure 4.   
 

 
Figure 3-V-Type and Straight Line Weir Concepts 

Other Canal Improvements 
 
Other canal improvements include:  
 

1) Raising canal banks in 7 sections within Canal No. 1 and 5 sections within Canal No. 2 to 
address insufficient freeboard.  This involves placing additional fill material along the 
canal bank to increase the elevation up to 1 foot.  The lengths of the canal bank raising 
will be between 200 ft. and 500 ft., with the exception of one site.  That section includes a 
2,500 ft. section of Canal No. 1 near U.S. Highway 50; other locations may be identified 
during project development and will be addressed at that time. 

2) Installing a “bump” structure in Canal No.1 and two “bump” structures in Canal No. 2.  
“Bumps” are used in areas where there is adequate freeboard and riprap.  The bumps are 
created by placing concrete blocks in the bottom of the canal to raise water levels during 
low flows which enables adjacent turnouts to be serviced.  
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Figure 4-Approximate Locations of New Long-Crested Weirs2 

 
3) Relocate two turnouts by installing the turnout gate upstream of the new long-crested 

weir, and supplying the turnout with a new pipeline in the canal bank (Turnouts 1-61 and 
1-63) to provide adequate water delivery elevation; 

4) Raise the existing turnout box at (2-39) to provide adequate freeboard;  
5) Modify turnouts in delivery boxes on Canal No. 1 at Turnout 1-58-B and Turnouts 2-16 

to 2-21on Canal No.2 in order to minimize existing restrictions.  Modifications may 
include replacing cut-throat flumes with ramp flumes or some other measuring device to 
minimize restrictions. 
 

The approximate locations for the other proposed canal improvements are shown below in 
Figure 5. 
 
 

 

                                                 
2 Figure from ITRC 2012. 
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Figure 5-Other Canal Improvements 

 B ¼ Pump Facility Improvements 
 
OMID operates an existing pump facility (B ¼ Pump) which pumps water from an irrigation 
drain back to Canal No. 1 (Figure 6).  The pump has a capacity of 1800 gallons per minute (gpm) 
and is manually adjusted by a ditch rider about twice a week.  Proposed improvements to the     
B ¼ Pump includes the following: 
 

1. Increase the motor from 50 hp to 100 hp and increase the pump size from 1800 gpm to 
3600 gpm (8 cfs). 

2. Increase the pipeline size from 12 in to 18 in. 
3. Install a variable frequency drive so that the pump flow rate can be adjusted 

automatically to maintain a constant water level upstream of the new sluice gate in Canal 
No. 1. 

4. Install an automatic trash screen at the B ¼ Pump to minimize labor and keep the pump 
intake clean. 
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Figure 6-B 1/4 Road Pump 

 
5. Install a sluice gate in Canal No. 1 with a 15 foot long-crested weir approximately 300 

foot downstream to regulate flow down the remaining portion of Canal No. 1. 
6. Raise and reline approximately 1000 feet of both banks of Canal No. 1 upstream of the 

new flow control gate.  The banks will be raised by about 1 foot. 
7. Improve conditions around the pump house. 

 
SCADA System  
 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) is a valuable tool in enhancing water 
management.  The only automated control proposed will be done on the VFD pumps used to 
pump water from the reservoir into Canal No. 1 and B ¼ pump (see Table 1).  The proposed 
SCADA system will improve the reliability and flexibility of water deliveries throughout the 
service area.  The proposed SCADA sites and their functions are shown below in Table 1.   
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Table 1-Proposed OMID SCADA 
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1 Regulating Reservoir and Canal #1 √ √ √   

2 B 1/4 Road Pump Station and Discharge √ √ √   

3 Head of Canal #1   √   

4 Head of Canal #2   √   

5 Wrecking Yard Spill   √   

6 Canal #2 End Spill (Spill #6)   √   

7 Canal #1 Rainbow Spill   √   

8 Canal #1 End Spill   √   

9 Office and Mobile Base Station    √  

10 Radio Repeater Station     √ 
 
Interties and Upgrades to Canal End Spills 
 
A canal intertie allows for the transfer of water from one canal directly to another canal and 
functions similarly to a canal spill.   An existing spill from Canal No. 2 to Canal No. 1 near Hwy 
50 (Wrecking Yard Spill) will be realigned to north of Hwy 50 and a new flow control gate 
installed.  The spill at the end of Canal No. 2 will also be rerouted to Canal No. 1 via the existing 
Spill No. 6 pipeline along Rainbow Drive (Rainbow Intertie).    With modifications to the 
Wrecking Yard Spill and the new pipeline/drain ditch connection to the regulating reservoir, the 
spill at the end of Canal No. 2 will be reduced by about 2 to 3 cfs.   
 
The proposed modifications to the two canal end spills and canal interties are as follows.   
 

Wrecking Yard Spill 
 

• Construct a new long crested weir spill box in Canal No. 2 just upstream of Hwy 50.  The 
existing spill gates south of Hwy 50 will be abandoned. 

•  Install a new pipeline north of Hwy 50 from the new spill box along an existing drain 
ditch to provide operation flexibility to deliver up to 15 cfs from Canal No. 2 to Canal 
No. 1 and to the new regulating reservoir.  
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Upgrades to Canal No. 2 End Spill 
 

• Modify the existing End spill on Canal No. 2 to reroute spills to Canal No. 1 via the 
Rainbow Intertie.  The existing concrete lining will be removed and the canal reshaped 
into a rectangular cross-section for about 150 feet upstream and 15 feet downstream of 
the spill. 

• Install a new long crested weir immediately downstream of the side inlet to the Rainbow 
spill pipeline. 

 
Rainbow Spill 

 
• Install a measuring flume (Replogle flume) to measure the flow rate approaching the spill 

points. 
• Install a SCADA system consisting of a water level sensor, data radio, and solar power 

system to allow field personnel to remotely monitor any spill that occurs. 
• Install a new flow limiting structure immediately downstream of the Rainbow Spill in 

Canal No. 1.    
 

Upgrades Canal No. 1 End Spill 
 
The spill at the end of Canal No. 1 will continue to be routed to Duck Pond.  With Modifications 
to the operations of the lower portion of Canal No. 1, spills flows at Duck Pond will be reduced.  
Proposed modifications to Canal No. 1 End Spill include: 
 

• Install a measuring flume (Replogle flume) approximately 50 feet upstream of the end 
spill.  

• Modify and reshape Canal No. 1 for about 100 feet upstream and 50 feet downstream of 
the flume.  This involves removing existing lining and reshaping the canal into a 
rectangular cross-section. 

• Install a SCADA system consisting of a water level sensor, data radio, and solar power 
system to allow field personnel to remotely monitor any spill that occurs similar to that 
described in the upgrades to the Rainbow Spill.   

 
Lining and Piping 
 
Most of Canal No. 2 is lined in one form or another, but about 40,000 feet of the lining is in very 
poor condition.  To address leakage, it is proposed that cracks in the lining be cleaned and sealed 
with a elastomeric compound. 
 
Most of Canal No. 1 is unlined and proposed improvements include the use of a vibratory 
compactor to help reduce seepage.  The canal sides and bottom will be compacted to a depth of 
18-24 inches using an excavator with a vibratory compactor head.  There may be a need to repeat 
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this process due to freeze/thaw conditions.  If this process needs to be repeated, OMID would be 
provided the necessary equipment to re-compact the canal prism. 
 
Laterals that deliver water from Canal No. 1 and No. 2 are currently operated and maintained by 
the water users served by the individual laterals.  In most cases, the laterals are open earth 
ditches.  As part of the improvements, individual laterals that organize into legal entities and 
provide rights-of-way would be replaced with pressured pipelines.  This would be done on a 
voluntary basis as funding for the overall project allows.  The effect of these actions would be to 
eliminate seepage losses and spills back to the Colorado and Gunnison rivers.  Laterals replaced 
with pressurized pipelines would also facilitate improved on-farm irrigation efficiency.  Because 
the participating laterals have not yet been identified, each lateral will need to be evaluated on an 
individual basis to determine if existing NEPA and Historic Preservation Act compliance is 
adequate or if additional inventories are needed.  
 
Improved Operations 
 
Finally, water conservation is highly dependent on OMID’s operations.  Significant water 
conservation can only be obtained if OMID operates the system to avoid/minimize operational 
spills from the district-operated canal system and the laterals.  The proposed improvements 
previously described, provide the foundation for more efficient on-farm management in the 
future.   

Other Improvement Considered but Eliminated 
 
Piping the remaining 15,000 feet of open ditch of the Mutual Mesa Lateral (MML pipeline 
extension) was also proposed.  The pipeline is described as Phase 2 in the Irrigation Training and 
Research Center planning report (ITRC 2012).   The estimated cost of piping the remaining open 
ditch was greater than $3 million, with an estimated savings of about 745 AF/year.  However, 
based on improved operation and maintenance, the effects of piping of the MML are included in 
this environmental analysis and OMID may elect to construct the pipeline at a later time as 
additional funds become available. 
 
A new pump station at Duck Pond Park to recycle drainage water into the downstream end of the 
proposed MML extension was also considered.  It was anticipated that an additional 9 cfs could 
be re-circulated and pumped back to the upstream regulating reservoir.  This feature was 
eliminated from further consideration because the additional power costs associated with 
operating the pumps would likely be a disincentive for OMID to utilize the pumps to their 
maximum potential.  The initial construction costs associated with this feature were just under $1 
million.   
 
Finally, piping sections of Canals No. 1 and No. 2 near the downstream ends was considered.  
However, at a cost of about $5.3 million and a predicted savings of 1,000 AF, this improvement 
was considered cost prohibitive. 
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CHAPTER 3 – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

 
 
This chapter discusses resources that may be affected by actions taken to construct, operate and 
maintain the OMID Canal System improvements.  During preparation of this environmental 
assessment, issues and concerns were identified from public scoping, discussions with OMID, 
resource agencies, and other interested parties (see Chapter 4, Consultation and Coordination, for 
further details). 
 
For each resource, the potentially affected area and/or interests are identified, existing conditions 
described, and impacts predicted under the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives.  This 
chapter is concluded with a summary comparison of the alternatives and a list of mitigation 
measures. 

GRAND VALLEY PROJECT 
 
The Grand Valley Project is located in west-central Colorado in the Colorado River Basin.  
Water is furnished to about 33,368 acres of land along the Colorado River in the vicinity of 
Grand Junction. 
 
Soon after passage of the Reclamation Act in 1902, an evaluation of the proposed Government 
Highline Canal, now part of the Grand Valley Project was requested by local citizens.  In 1905, 
the Grand Valley Water Users Association (GVWUA) was organized to cooperate with the 
Reclamation Service in developing a project.  After investigation, the Reclamation Service 
proposed a project consisting of a diversion dam and distribution canal to irrigate lands at higher 
valley levels than those being operated by private interests. 
 
The Grand Valley Project was one of the projects examined and reported upon favorably by a 
board of Army Engineers in accordance with the act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 835) and 
approved by the President on January 5, 1911.  The Grand Valley Project was constructed 
primarily for agricultural and provides irrigation water to the GVWUA, OMID, Palisade 
Irrigation District (PID), and Mesa County Irrigation District (MCID) (Figure 5).    

ORCHARD MESA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 
OMID was organized in 1904 and became part of the federal Grand Valley Project in 1922.  
OMID provides water for approximately 6,700 landowners and 9,200 acres south of the 
Colorado River from east of Palisade to Grand Junction.  OMID’s water, along with the Grand 
Valley Water Users Association, Palisade Irrigation District, and Mesa County Irrigation 
Districts’ water, is diverted from the Colorado River into the Government Highline Canal at the 
Grand Valley Project Diversion Dam (Figure 7).  Approximately 4.6 miles downstream of the  
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Figure 7-Grand Valley Irrigation Entities 

diversion dam, OMID’s water splits from the Government Highline Canal and travels under the 
Colorado River via the Colorado River Siphon. 

The Colorado River Siphon conveys water from the Government Highline Canal to the head of 
the 3.5-mile-long Orchard Mesa Power Canal on the east side of the river.  The siphon is 
reinforced concrete with a capacity of about 800 cubic feet per second. Orchard Mesa Pumping 
Plant lifts water from the Orchard Mesa Power Canal to the distribution system.  The plant 
contains four pump units: two pumps have a combined design capacity of 100 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) and a lift of 41 feet to Canal No. 1 and the other two pumps have a combined design 
capacity of 75 cfs with a lift of 130 feet to Canal No. 2.  Water is then conveyed to laterals, 
which in turn, deliver the water for on-farm use.  With exception of the MML, all laterals are 
privately owned and operated.  The canals have capacities of 90 and 70 cfs, respectively, and a 
combined length of 31.6 miles. 

GRAND VALLEY POWER PLANT 

The power plant is about one mile south of Palisade, Colorado at the lower end of the Orchard 
Mesa Power Canal adjacent to the Orchard Mesa Pumping Plant.  It operates under a maximum 
head of 79 feet and has a capacity of 3 Megawatts (MW).  The plant was constructed by the 
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United States with funds advanced by Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCC).  Between 
1931 and 2011, PSCC operated the plant under a lease agreement with the United States, the 
Grand Valley Water Users Association, and OMID.  On February 17, 2011, the Lease of Power 
Privilege (Contract No. 0-07-40-P0180) was amended, removing PSCC as a party to the contract.  
The operation and maintenance responsibility of the power plant were assumed by GVWUA and 
OMID.       

WATER RIGHTS AND USE 
 
The Colorado River and its tributaries provide municipal and industrial water to about 33 million 
people and irrigation to nearly 4 million acres of land in the United States.  The Colorado River’s 
headwaters originate in the Rocky Mountains of Colorado and Wyoming and the River travels 
southwesterly for approximately 1,450 miles through the states of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, 
Arizona, Nevada and California. 
 
Existing Conditions:     
 
Average annual streamflow below Grand Junction including the Gunnison River, averaged 4.9 
million acre-feet from 1975 to 2005 (CDWR 2007).  The Colorado River is the major source of 
irrigation water in the Grand Valley of Western Colorado.  Diversions into the Government 
Highline Canal average 770,000 acre-feet per year.  Transmountain Diversions are also a major 
water use in the Upper Colorado River as shown in Table 2. 
Table 2-Upper Colorado Transmountain Diversions 

Diversion Acre-Feet per Year Uses 
Colorado-Big Thompson (Reclamation) 232,000 Irrigation and Municipal 
Moffat Tunnel (Denver) 57,000 Municipal 
Robert’s Tunnel (Denver) 58,600 Municipal 
Fryingpan-Arkansas Project (Reclamation) 51,000 Irrigation and Municipal  
Independence Pass Diversion 38,500 Irrigation and M&I 
Homestake Division (Colorado Spring & Aurora) 24,000 Municipal 

 
Figure 8 represents a timeline of key water developments in the Upper Colorado River Basin in 
Colorado (CDWR 2007).  Two large systems provide the majority of irrigation water for the 
Grand Valley, the Grand Valley Project and Grand Valley Irrigation Company (GVIC).  These 
two systems provide irrigation water for an estimated 65,500 acres utilizing relatively senior 
water rights.  The amount of water available for diversion for these two systems combined with 
PID and MCID is typically represented by the flow in the Colorado River at the Cameo stream 
gage and the flows of Plateau Creek; the cumulative demands are often referred to as the Cameo 
Demand. 
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Figure 8-Major Water Development on the Colorado River in Colorado. 

  
Grand Valley Irrigation Company 
 
GVIC owns and operates the Grand Valley Irrigation Canal which diverts a portion of the 
Colorado River near the town of Palisade, Colorado.  GVIC provides irrigation water for about 
27,720 acres on the north side of the river and the main canal has a capacity of approximately 
650 cfs.  GVIC owns two direct flow water rights for 520.81 cfs and 119.47 cfs (Table 3).  The 
larger right is one of the most senior water rights in the entire Upper Colorado River basin. 
 
Grand Valley Project 
 
The Grand Valley Project was constructed by Reclamation in 1915 and delivers water to the 
federally owned irrigation system operated by the GVWUA and OMID.  The project also 
delivers water to two other irrigation systems, Palisade (PID) and Mesa County Irrigation 
(MCID) districts.  The capacity of the initial reach of the Government Highline Canal is 
estimated to be about 1,620 cfs and the Grand Valley Project serves about 42,000 acres.  
GVWUA holds a large senior water right in the amount of 730 cfs (Table 3).   
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Table 3-Summary of Significant Colorado River Water Rights in the Grand Valley 

Name Amount 
(cfs) 

Appropriation 
Date 

Admin. 
Number 

Use 

Grand Valley Canal (GVIC) 520.81 08/22/1882 22729.11922 Irrigation 
Palisade Irrigation District1 80.0 10/01/1889 22729.14519 Irrigation 
OMID1,2 10.2 10/01/1900 22729.18536 Irrigation 
Mesa County Irrigation District1 40.0 07/01/1903 22729.19544 Irrigation 
OMID1,2 450.0 10/25/1907 22729.21116 Irrigation/Power 
Government Highline Canal 
(Grand Valley Project) 

730.0 02/27/1908 22729.21241 Irrigation 

Government Highline Canal3 
(Grand Valley Project) 

400.0 02/27/1908 30895.21241 Power/Commercial 

Grand Valley Canal (GVIC) 119.47 04/26/1914 30895.23491 Irrigation 
Palisade Irrigation District1,4 23.5 06/01/1918 2283.78 Irrigation 
1Diverted through the Government Highline Canal. 
2Of 460.2 cfs owned by OMID, approximately 272 cfs used at Pumping Plant and 188.2 cfs used for irrigation. 
3During the irrigation season, the 400 cfs water right for the Power Plant is effectively limited to 309.8 cfs.  This water right is 
decreed for 800 cfs during the non-irrigation season. 
4This water right can only be diverted when space is available in the Government Highline Canal.  It is generally not considered 
part of the Cameo Demand. 
 
OMID services approximately 9,200 acres.  Water is conveyed from the Government Highline 
Canal to the Orchard Mesa Power Canal via a siphon under the Colorado River.  During the 
irrigation season, approximately 310 cfs is delivered to the power plant.  The United 
States’power right is decreed at 800 cfs but by stipulation is limited to 400 cfs during the 
irrigation season.  The power right is further limited to about 310 cfs at times when OMID is 
diverting its full decreed amount of 460 cfs and GVWUA, PID and MCID are diverting their full 
entitlement of 850 cfs. 
 
Of the remaining water in the Orchard Mesa Power Canal, 17.2 cfs is delivered to the Vinelands 
area and the balance is delivered to the OMID Pumping Plant where hydraulic pumps are used to 
lift irrigation water to higher lands in the OMID service area south of the Colorado River.  
Typically, the OMID pumping plant requires 272 cfs to lift about 171 cfs to the irrigated lands.  
The water rights owned by the OMID total about 460 cfs and are summarized in Table 3. 
 
Orchard Mesa Check 
 
The Orchard Mesa Check (Check) is a structure below the common afterbay of the OMID 
Pumping Plant and the Grand Valley Power Plant.  The operation of the Check provides the 
ability to raise the water level in the common afterbay to a level which causes water to flow 
through the bypass channel and return to the Colorado River upstream of the GVIC Diversion 
Dam. 
 
The check operated on an informal basis without a decreed right since around 1926 to manage 
flows in the Colorado River for the benefit of the United States, GVWUA, and OMID.  To 
formalize operation of the check in 1991, these entities filed an application in Colorado State 
Water Court (Water Division 5, Case No. 91CW247) and it is informally known as the Orchard 
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Mesa Check Case.  Resolution of the case resulted in a negotiated Stipulation and Agreement 
entered into on September 4, 1996.  A brief summary of the Decree Provisions from the 
agreement follows.  Please review the Decree for additional detail regarding the stipulations.  
 

(1) Except as provided elsewhere in the agreement, the United States agrees to not 
exercise the Power Right from April 1 through October 31 of each year so as to 
place an administrative call which results in the curtailment of diversions by 
upstream water rights. 

 
(2) During the months of April through October, when Grand Valley Project 

diversions under the irrigation rights are less than 1,310 cfs, the power right may 
be exercised so as to maintain a total call of 1,310 cfs at the Grand Valley Project 
diversion dam. 

 
(3) At any time during the months of April through October, when diversion by the 

GVIC are less than 400 cfs, the Power Right may be exercised for up to the 
amount that diversion by such GVIC rights are less than 400 cfs.   

 
(4) If the Orchard Mesa Check is physically inoperable due to an Act of God or an 

emergency situation beyond the control of the Co-Applicants, the United States 
may exercise the Power Right to the full decreed amount for a period not to 
exceed a total of 14 days during the April 1 through October 31period in any 
given year or until the Orchard Mesa Check becomes operable, whichever occurs 
first.  For purposes of this provision, an emergency situation shall not be deemed 
to occur if the Orchard Mesa Check is inoperable due to lack of funding or the 
non-performance of ordinary maintenance.  

 
(5) Any calls of the power right may be made only when and to the extent the power 

right is in priority, there is capacity in the power canal, and all water called there 
under is delivered to and through the power plant. 

 
(6) The priority date of the power rights shall be considered to be August 3, 1934.  

The United States agrees not to seek administration under a more senior priority, 
which the United States asserts is decreed as February 27, 1908. 

 
(7) No provisions of the stipulation and agreement affect the right of the United 

States to call for the 800 cfs power right from November 1 through March 31. 
 

(8) During April 1 through October 31 and conditions below are met, diversions by 
Historic Users Pool (HUP) beneficiaries shall not be curtailed by any 
administrative call by water rights listed in the stipulation. 
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a.  The Check is operable. 
 

b. There is at least 66,000 af available for releases for the benefit of HUP 
beneficiaries when Green Mountain Reservoir ceases to be in-priority 
for its initial fill under the Blue River Decrees. 

 
c. The Shoshone Rights continue to be exercised. 

 
 No Action: The No Action Alternative would not directly affect on water rights and uses.  
However, existing and future uses rely on significant progress towards down-listing and delisting 
the endangered fish and cover depletions under the 15-Mile Reach PBO and the umbrella of the 
Recovery Program.  Failure to meet sufficient progress could result in the need for development 
and implementation of additional recovery actions. 
 
 Proposed Action:  Under the Proposed Action, implementation of the proposed OMID 
system improvements would conserve an average of 17,000 acre feet per year in irrigation 
demand, while improving the equitable distribution and reliability of water service (ITRC2012).  
The project will also reduce the amount of water needed for pumping to lift water from the 
power canal to Canals No. 1 & 2.  However, the water to operate the pumps already contributes 
to the 15-Mile Reach unless the Check is in operation.  Both project savings are illustrated in 
Table 4 below. 
Table 4-Potential Reduction in OMID Diversion Demand 

 
 

Month 

Average Reduction in 
Irrigation Demand 

Average Reduction in 
Hydraulic Pumping 

acre feet cfs acre feet cfs 
April 2,242 37.7 3,699 62.2 
May 2,159 35.1 3,562 57.9 
June 1,511 25.4 2,493 41.9 
July 1,679 27.3 2,770 45.1 

August 2,207 35.9 3,642 59.2 
September 3,080 51.8 5,083 85.4 

October 4,121 67.0 6,800 110.6 
Annual 17,000 40.1 28,050 66.1 

 
During most periods, the reduction in irrigation demand will result in increased flows in the 15-
Mile Reach.  Under most conditions, water not needed for irrigation demand or hydraulic 
pumping would be returned to the 15-Mile Reach through the Grand Valley Power Plant.  
However, under certain low flow conditions, the saved water may be used by OMID or may 
accrue to other irrigation water users in the Grand Valley instead of the 15-Mile Reach.   
 
A Grand River Consulting Corporation report (2008) assumed that OMID conservation elements 
would reduce irrigation demand by an average of 40 cfs and reduce hydraulic pumping demands 
by 66 cfs, for a total reduction in OMID diversions of 106 cfs.  The design capacity of the OMID 
Power Canal is about 860 cfs while the cumulative demand for OMID and Grand Valley Power 
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Plant is about 850 cfs during the irrigation season.  As a result, the capacity of the canal can 
physically limit the amount of water that can be supplied to OMID and the Grand Valley Power 
Plant.  The OMID water right is senior to the power plant, and the OMID demands are satisfied 
first as previously shown in Table 3.  Diversions to the power plant are limited by the amount of 
physical capacity that exists in either the Government Highline Canal or the OMID Power Canal, 
above and beyond the water demands of more senior Cameo water rights.  As OMID demands 
are reduced by the proposed canal improvements, additional capacity will exist in both the 
Government Highline Canal and the OMID Power Canal, and diversions to the power plant will 
increase so long as the water rights for the power plant are in-priority. 
 
Pursuant to the Check Stipulations, the total amount of water that can be called by the Cameo 
Demand is limited to 1,950 cfs, so long as the three conditions are met.  The United States 
agreed that the power plant will not place an administrative call when all the other Cameo water 
rights are diverting their decreed capacities.  However, the power plant may place a call to the 
extent that the collective irrigation rights that are delivered through the Government Highline 
Canal are less than 1,310 cfs.  If the OMID irrigation demand is reduced by 106 cfs, the power 
plant could use the 106 cfs and the total water right call associated with the Cameo Demand 
would remain at 1,950 cfs (Grand River Consulting Corp).  
 
The proposed OMID improvement may allow the additional diversion of water (over and above 
historical amounts) by upstream water rights that are junior to the OMID water right but are 
senior to the power plant.  The Grand River Consulting Corp. Report (2008) concluded that as 
long as the Shoshone Call is not altered, those rights upstream of Shoshone will be curtailed 
prior to the time of a Cameo Call either with or without the OMID improvements. 
 
However, two water rights (GVWUA 730 cfs and Busk-Ivanhoe System 180 cfs) may benefit 
from a reduced demand by the OMID water right (Table 5).   The Busk-Ivanhoe transmoutain 
diversion project, operated by the cities of Pueblo and Aurora collects surplus water from the 
headwaters of Ivanhoe Creek, and historically has delivered it through the Busk-Ivanhoe Tunnel.  
Both water rights could potentially divert water during those periods when the calling Cameo 
right is the GVWUA 730 right.  The senior OMID right reduced by 106 cfs may benefit the 
GVWUA 730 cfs right by increasing the supply available by 106 cfs and concurrently reducing 
demand on the Green Mountain HUP Pool.  Also if the reduction in OMID demand causes the 
GVWUA 730 cfs right to be fully satisfied, the river call would switch to the more junior power 
plant right and the Busk Ivanhoe Project would come into priority and would be able to divert 
additional water.  A summary of potential benefits to these water users is listed below (Grand 
River Consulting Corp. 2008). 
 

• The irrigation water supply available at the Grand Valley Diversion Dam will 
increase by the amount of the total OMID demand reduction (106 cfs) 

• The increased irrigation supply will allow either a reduction in Green Mountain 
Reservoir HUP irrigation releases, or a reduction in the amount of water diverted 
by the Orchard Mesa Check. 
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 Table 5- Key Colorado River Basin Water Rights in Relation to a Change in Cameo Call that may occur w/ 
OMID Improvements. 

Structure Owner Amount 
(cfs) 

Previous 
Adj. Date 

Primary Calling 
Water Right 

Remarks 

Shoshone Power Plant PSCC 1250.0 12/5/1905 N/A  
Grand Valley Canal GVIC 520.81 3/25/1912 N/A  
Grand Valley Project PID 80.0 3/25/1912 N/A  
Grand Valley Project OMID 102.0 3/25/1912 N/A  
Grand Valley Project MCID 40.0 3/25/1912 N/A  
Grand Valley Project GVWUA 730.0 3/25/1912 N/A Existing: Calling right in driest periods, will receive 

additional supply when short of water 
Busk Ivanhoe Project Pueblo/Aurora 35.0 9/28/1927 Cameo In driest periods only, may stay in-priority a few weeks longer. 
Busk Ivanhoe Project Pueblo/Aurora 50.0 9/28/1927 Cameo 
Busk Ivanhoe Project Pueblo/Aurora 25.0 9/28/1927 Cameo 
Busk Ivanhoe Project Pueblo/Aurora 70.0 9/28/1927 Cameo 
Fremont No. 1 Ditch Climax 65.0 1/9/1930 Shoshone Only affected if Shoshone Call is reduced in later summer 

months Fremont No. 1 Ditch Climax 35.0 1/9/1930 Shoshone 
Fremont No.2 Ditch Climax 25.0 1/9/1930 Shoshone 
Clinton Creek Ditch Climax 50.0 1/9/1930 Shoshone 
Boreas No. 2 Ditch Englewood 16.0 8/22/1932 Shoshone 
Con-Hoosier System Colorado Springs 40.0 8/22/1932 Shoshone 
Con-Hoosier System Colorado Springs 10.0 8/22/1932 Shoshone 
Con-Hoosier System Colorado Springs 20.0 8/22/1932 Shoshone 
Con-Hoosier System Colorado Springs 17.0 8/22/1932 Shoshone 
Fraser River Div Project Denver Water 910.0 7/9/1934 Shoshone 
Fraser River Div Project Denver Water 370.0 7/9/1934 Shoshone 
Williams Fork Div Project Denver Water 620.0 7/9/1934 Shoshone 
Warren E Wurtz Ditch Pueblo BOWW 85.0 8/2/1934 Shoshone 
Columbine Ditch Pueblo BOWW 60.0 8/2/1934 Shoshone 
Grand Valley Project USA 800.0 8/3/1934 N/A Future w/OMID: Potential calling right in some dry periods 
Grand Valley Canal GVIC 119.4 8/3/1934 N/A Existing & Future: Calling Cameo right in moderately dry 

periods. 
Grand Valley Project PID 23.5 8/3/1934 N/A  
Ind Pass System Twin Lakes 625.0 9/18/1934 Cameo No Change: Junior to Cameo Call in either scenario 
PSCC: Public Service Company of Colorado; GVIC: Grand Valley Irrigation Company; PID: Palisade Irrigation District; OMID: Orchard Mesa Irrigation District; GVUWA: Grand Valley 
Water Users Association;  

 
• Additional water retained in the HUP will reduce potential irrigation shortages 

later in the year and may provide as much as 19,000 acre-feet of additional 
irrigation supply in critical dry years such as 1977 or 2002. 

• For the Busk Ivanhoe system, diversion records reflect late summer diversions by 
the project do not exceed 2 cfs and are typically less than 1 cfs.  It is estimated 
that on a worst case the basis the change in a Cameo Call may keep the Buck 
Ivanhoe system in priority for several additional weeks in a dry year such as 1977 
or 2002, during which time the project may realize additional diversion of less 
than 100 acre-feet.  In most cases, the Busk Ivanhoe Project is in-priority year 
round and the potential change in priority date of a Cameo Call will not change 
the amount of water diverted by the project. 

 
In addition, the OMID improvements may provide additional water supplies to the Grand Valley 
Irrigators during critically dry periods when the Green Mountain Reservoir HUP may not have 
adequate water to meet all irrigation demands.  In a dry year, when the GVWUA call is on for 
approximately 90 days, over 19,000 acre feet of additional water may be available for irrigation 
use (Grand River Consulting Corp. 2008). 
 
In conclusion, there may be times during dry conditions where operation of the improvements 
may benefit other water rights. However, outside of dry conditions, the improvements will 
generally benefit the 15 Mile Reach with additional flow. 
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WATER QUALITY 
 
Existing Conditions:   
 
Generally, the water quality entering the 15-Mile Reach of the Colorado River is good.  However 
as irrigation return flows from the Grand Valley enter the Colorado River via tributaries and 
drains, water quality begins to diminish.  Selenium levels are elevated in the 15-Mile Reach 
tributaries and drains.  The Gunnison River and irrigation return flows downstream of the 15-
Mile Reach continue to diminish water quality.  Segments of the Colorado and Gunnison rivers 
in Table 6 are listed as impaired because of elevated selenium and iron concentrations (CDPHE 
2012).  
 
In addition, Reclamation conducted water quality monitoring within the Orchard Mesa Irrigation 
System from June 2010 through January 2011.   A summary of the data collected is presented in 
Tables 7 to 10.  
Table 6-2010 Colorado’s 303 (d) List of Impaired Waters 
WBID Segment Description Portion Colorado’s Monitoring 

& Evaluation 
Parameter(s) 

Clean Water Act 
Section 303 (d) 
Impairment 

303 (d) 
Priority 

COGULG02 Gunnison River, Uncompahgre 
River to Colorado River 

all sediment E. coli H 

COLCOLC02b Colorado River, Rapid Creek 
to Gunnison River 

Humphrey Backwater 
area 

 Se M 

Colorado River, Rapid Creek 
to Gunnison River 

all Sediment, Se   

COLCLC13b Tributaries to Colorado River 
from Government Highline 
Canal to Salt Creek  

all  Se M 
Indian Wash Fe (Trec)   

  
No Action:  Under the No Action Alternative, no change to existing water quality trends is 
predicted.  Generally, water quality samples at each site are within acceptable ranges and meet 
existing water quality standards.  
  
 Proposed Action:  At various times as needed by irrigation demand, OMID will pump 
up to 8 cfs from an irrigation drain at the existing B ¼ Pump.  These return flows, combined with 
other drainage, currently pass through Duck Pond Park and end up in the Gunnison River.  Under 
the proposed actions, the pump at the B ¼ Pump would be doubled to a maximum pumping 
capacity of 8 cfs.  The drainage area for the B ¼ Pump is primarily agricultural and residential.  
As presented in Tables 7 through 10, water quality was monitored between April 2010 and 
January 2011 at selected sites within the OMID boundaries.  Water quality is within an 
acceptable range; however selenium and copper concentrations are elevated in several months at 
the Chipeta Golf Course and Duck Pond Park.  Neither of these locations contribute flows 
directly to the B ¼ Pump.   It should be noted that if, in the future, land uses upstream of the 
pump change substantially, changes in water quality may also occur.  If this drainage area 
becomes more urban and/or industrial in the future, water quality may be impacted and 
suspending pumping at the B ¼ Pump for 24 hours after a rainfall event to maintain the water 
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quality in the lower reach of Canal No. 1 may be appropriate to allow surface runoff to flow 
through the system prior to resuming pump operations. 
 
Table 7-Water Quality Measurements at the OMID Pump Forbay* 

 
PARAMETER 

SAMPLE DATE 
6/8/10 7/19/10 8/17/10 9/22/10 10/26/10 12/10/10 1/28/11 

Arsenic  (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.000 0.00  
Barium (Total) 0.08 0.11 0.23 0.24 0.29 0.14 0.12 
Cadmium (Total) 0.0006 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0025 0.0000 0.0000 
Chromium (Total) 0.002 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.007 0.002 0.000 
Fluoride  0.21 0.22 0.32 0.40 0.67 0.23 0.34 
Lead (Total) 0.012 0.002 0.003 0.000 0.021 0.003 0.006 
Mercury (Total) 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
Nitrate 0.57 0.21 0.24 0.26 0.57 0.30 0.38 
Selenium (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.002 
Silver (Total) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Color (Cp/Pt Unit) 3 0 0 1 0 2 2 
pH 7.20 7.7 8.4 7.90 7.8 7.8 7.8 
Conductivity 
(umhos) 

260 870 950 1040 1100 1200 1450  

Sodium 14 90 98 109 93.0 150 145 
Calcium 33 57 83 66 62 68 75 
Magnesium 7 14 14 13.1 18 27 21 
Potassium 1.6 3.3 3.6 4.1 4.2 4.3 5.0 
Chloride 14 108 162 153 119 184 212 
Sulfate 36 100 103 129 94 150 137 
Alkalinity (Phenol.) 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 
Alkalinity (Total) 80 120 129 133 141 152 155 
Bicarbonate 97 145 127 161 170 184 187 
Carbonate 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 
Dissolved Solids 192 490 562 610 913 688 864 
Hardness 111 199 264 218 231 280 271 
Turbidity (NTU) 110 3.3 11.0 8.2 920 5.10 22  
Boron (Total) 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.01 
Copper (Total) 0.013 0.000 0.001 0.007 0.020 0.007 0.91 
Iron (Total) 5.41 0.24 0.65 0.23 30.8 0.24 0.104 
Manganese  (Total) 0.286 0.023 0.046 0.024 0.725 0.012 0.008 
Molybdenum (Total) 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.002 0.003 0.00 
Ammonia 1.05 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 
Phosphate 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Zinc (Total 0.235 0.019 0.013 0.047 0.10 0.01 0.03 
*Measured in mg/l unless otherwise noted. 
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Table 8-Water Quality Measurements at the OMID Canal No.1 at Mutual Mesa Lateral* 
 
PARAMETER 

SAMPLE DATE 
6/8/10 7/19/10 8/17/10 9/22/10 10/26/10 

Arsenic  (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Barium (Total) 0.11 0.12 0.25 0.26 0.28 
Cadmium (Total) 0.0006 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 0.0004 
Chromium (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.001 0.002 
Fluoride  0.24 0.30 0.33 0.41 0.49 
Lead (Total) 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.009 
Mercury (Total) 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
Nitrate 0.64 0.25 0.39 0.36 0.47 
Selenium (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Silver (Total) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Color (Cp/Pt Unit) 3 0 0 0 2 
pH 7.20 7.80 8.20 7.8 7.70 
Conductivity 
(umhos) 

420 970 1020 1180 1330 

Sodium 17.0 91 100 110 100 
Calcium 50 68 79 86 106 
Magnesium 9 14 17 18 19 
Potassium 2.0 3.3 4.2 4.1 4.0 
Chloride 24 108 123 145 132 
Sulfate 85 145 160 164 209 
Alkalinity (Phenol.) 0 0 0 0 0 
Alkalinity (Total) 90 124 129 129 145 
Bicarbonate 109 150 156 156 175 
Carbonate 0 0 0 0 0 
Dissolved Solids 284 588 696 686 856 
Hardness 157 227 267 287 342 
Turbidity (NTU) 130 10.0 53.5 20.5 400 
Boron (Total) 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Copper (Total) 0.011 0.004 0.000 0.010 0.004 
Iron (Total) 7.10 0.43 2.72 1.03 21.3 
Manganese  (Total) 0.257 0.035 0.040 0.033 0.261 
Molybdenum (Total) 0.005 0.003 0.005 0.003 0.002 
Ammonia 0.23 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.03 
Phosphate 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 
Zinc (Total 0.140 0.022 0.030 0.045 0.05 
*Measured in mg/l unless otherwise noted. 

 



27 
 

 

Table 9-Water Quality Measurements at the Orchard Mesa Golf Course* 
 
PARAMETER 

SAMPLE DATE 
6/8/10 7/19/10 8/17/10 9/22/10 10/26/10 12/10/01 1/28/11 

Arsenic  (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Barium (Total) 0.09 0.13 0.23 0.34 0.27 0.06 0.08 
Cadmium (Total) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 
Chromium (Total) 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 
Fluoride  0.45 0.48 0.43 0.51 0.61 0.93 1.31 
Lead (Total) 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.013 0.001 0.000 
Mercury (Total) 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
Nitrate 0.61 0.52 0.45 0.49 0.76 2.21 2.08 
Selenium (Total) 0.002 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.008 0.023 
Silver (Total) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Color (Cp/Pt Unit) 2 0 0 2 0 5 0 
pH 7.60 7.70 8.10 7.70 7.70 7.80 7.50 
Conductivity 
(umhos) 

1020 1460 1340 1640 2010 3420 3540 

Sodium 45 104 102 125 125 210 170 
Calcium 127 159 143 155 213 655 634 
Magnesium 24 28 28 52.8 38 126 128 
Potassium 2.0 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.5 3.9 4.9 
Chloride 52 112 119 138 138 174 169 
Sulfate 317 363 328 470 568 2170 1880 
Alkalinity (Phenol.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Alkalinity (Total) 117 157 149 155 177 225 233 
Bicarbonate 141 190 180 188 214 272 282 
Carbonate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dissolved Solids 702 1010 920 974 1310 2980 2780 
Hardness 415 511 471 603 684 2150 2100 
Turbidity (NTU) 76.0 10.2 42.0 18.0 130 11.0 3.00 
Boron (Total) 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.02 0.19 
Copper (Total) 0.005 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.038 0.000 
Iron (Total) 3.58 0.81 1.89 0.80 5.44 0.71 0.39 
Manganese  (Total) 0.114 0.039 0.113 0.038 0.145 0.165 0.021 
Molybdenum (Total) 0.003 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.002 0.013 0.011 
Ammonia 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 
Phosphate 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.01 
Zinc (Total 0.140 0.027 0.023 0.086 0.04 0.02 0.03 
*Measured in mg/l unless otherwise noted. 
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Table 10-Water Quality Measurements at Duck Pond Park* 
 
PARAMETER 

  SAMPLE DATE 
4/5/10 4/5/10 6/8/10 7/19/10 8/17/10 9/22/10 10/26/10 12/10/11 1/28/11 

Arsenic  (Total) 0.0000 0.000+ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Barium (Total) 0.80 0.75+ 0.15 0.13 0.22 0.26 0.19 0.03 0.08 
Cadmium (Total) 0.0000 0.0000+ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0006 0.0000 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000 
Chromium 
(Total) 

0.000 0.000+ 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 

Fluoride  --- 1.23 0.38 0.39 0.38 0.53 0.74 1.25 1.02 
Lead (Total) 0.000 0.000+ 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.007 0.003 0.003 
Mercury (Total) 0.00000 0.00000+ 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
Nitrate --- 2.50 0.70 0.30 0.45 0.49 1.24 2.57 2.82 
Selenium (Total) 0.012 0.008+ 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.009 
Silver (Total) 0.0000 0.0000+ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Color (Cp/Pt 
Unit) 

--- 2 1 0 0 0 0 5 2 

pH --- 7.70 7.50 7.70 8.10 7.80 7.60 8.00 7.60 
Conductivity 
(umhos) 

--- 4400 920 1120 1260 1490 2060 3900 4500 

Sodium --- 300 46 95 105 125 135 300 285 
Calcium --- 544 101 102 113 89 237 560 507 
Magnesium --- 297 23 21 26 19 13 152 160 
Potassium --- 7.7 2.1 3.5 4.2 4.3 5.5 5.2 5.9 
Chloride --- 232 48 112 123 138 127 191 200 
Sulfate --- 2360 261 223 280 270 575 1910 1780 
Alkalinity 
(Phenol.) 

--- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Alkalinity 
(Total) 

--- 237 117 116 149 147 173 254 302 

Bicarbonate --- 287 142 140 180 178 209 307 365 
Carbonate --- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dissolved Solids --- 3740 620 704 860 926 1410 3490 3590 
Hardness --- 2580 346 340 388 298 644 2020 1920 
Turbidity (NTU) --- 3.6 82.0 9.2 35.0 16.0 170 1.05 1.40 
Boron (Total) 0.85 0.68+ 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.47 
Copper (Total) 0.000 0.000+ 0.005 0.002 0.027 0.004 0.000 0.020 0.013 
Iron (Total) 0.34 0.00+ 4.22 0.43 2.73 0.83 5.29 0.21 0.48 
Manganese  
(Total) 

0.400 0.388+ 0.223 0.041 0.110 0.058 0.268 0.356 0.409 

Molybdenum 
(Total) 

0.026 0.018+ 0.002 0.002 0.005 0.006 0.003 0.015 0.015 

Ammonia --- 0.15 0.07 0.13 0.07 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 
Phosphate --- 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 
Zinc (Total 0.007 0.007+ 0.154 0.039 0.033 0.058 0.04 0.02 0.04 
*Measured in mg/l unless otherwise noted.  +Dissolved Measurement 

 

LAND USE AND RIGHT OF WAY 
 
 Existing Conditions:  Both the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County regulate land 
uses within the OMID.  OMID can generally be divided into three distinct areas.  A majority of 
the upper two-thirds of the OMID service area is comprised of small-acreage farms which 
average less than 10 acres in size (Figure 9).   OMID service area transitions from rural to urban 
with residential, commercial and industrial being the predominate land use types in the lower 
one-third portion of the OMID District.  The upper-third consists mostly of agricultural lands 
which are dominated by orchards, while the middle-third of the district is predominately 
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characterized as irrigated pasture and residential.   The primary use of OMID water in the lower-
third is for household lawns and gardens (most of which is within the City of Grand Junction). 
 
Mesa County is responsible for establishing zoning districts for the unincorporated areas of Mesa 
County.  Within the OMID service area, both Mesa County and City of Grand Junction have 
authority for land use zoning.   Figure 10 summarizes both Mesa County and City of Grand 
Junction zoning types.  For ease of interpretation, both entities’ data has been summarized into 
the following categories (Mesa County 2013, City of Grand Junction 2009): 
 
Rural Zoning Districts-The rural zoning districts are intended to primarily provide for protection 
and continuation of agriculture and forestry and the preservation of environmentally sensitive 
lands.  The zoning class also includes very low-density-single-family residential developments. 
 
Urban Residential Zoning Districts-Urban Residential zoning districts are generally appropriate 
for application in the Urban Development Boundary of the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, 
in Rural Communities where sewer is available, and near municipalities.  This includes single 
and multi-family housing densities as low as 1 unit per 5 acres, to high as, 24 units per acre.  
 
Business Districts-Business zoning districts are zoned and either light (B-1) or concentrated (B-
2).   Only B-1 districts occur within the project area.  B-1 districts are intended to accommodate 
low-intensity neighborhood service and office uses that are compatible with the sale and 
character of residential neighborhoods.   There are no currently zoned B-2 districts within this 
OMID service area.     
 
Commercial Districts-Commercial zoning districts include limited commercial (C-1) and general 
commercial (C-2) districts.  C-1 districts are intended to accommodate retail, service, and office 
uses conducted entirely indoors.  C-2 districts include moderate to high-intensity commercial 
uses, which may include outdoor display or storage.  Within the OMID, the majority of C-1 
districts and all of C-2 district are adjacent to Highway 50. 
 
Industrial Districts-Industrial zoning districts include both limited (I-1) and general (I-2) 
districts.  There are no I-1 districts within the OMID service area and all I-2 districts are located 
along the Gunnison River.  I-2 districts are intended to accommodate areas of heavy and 
concentrated fabrication, manufacturing, and industrial uses. 
 
Planned Unit Development Districts-Planned Unit Development Districts (PUD) are intended to 
encourage innovative land planning and site design concepts that implement and are consistent 
with the Mesa County Master Plan.  PUD’s also include mobile home parks, recreation parks, 
fairgrounds, and golf courses.  Within the City of Grand Junction boundaries, the City zones 
parks, open space, schools, libraries, recreation facilities, and other public facilities as a 
Community Services and Recreation zoning district.  
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The Orchard Mesa Open Land Overlay District is a special PUD that includes irrigated lands on 
Orchard Mesa and is applicable to tracts of land 10 acres or larger and require developers to 
maintain a minimum of 50% open space and a maximum of density of 1 dwelling per 2.5 acres.   
 
Right-of-way for construction, operation and maintenance of existing OMID facilities is held by 
either OMID and/or the Bureau of Reclamation.  OMID has existing recorded easements for 
some facilities, while Reclamation holds right-of-way under the Canal Act of 1890 (26 Stat.391, 
43 USC § 945).   The Canal Act expressly reserved to the federal government an easement of 
right-of-way across lands to allow construction of canals and ditches to provide irrigation to the 
arid west. 
 
Impacts 
 No Action: The No Action Alternative would have no effect on existing land uses and 
existing rights-of-ways.   
 
 Proposed Action:  Land uses in unincorporated Mesa County are regulated by the Mesa 
County Land Development Code (Mesa County 2013) and future land use goals, policies and 
guidelines managing growth in Mesa County are guided by the Mesa County Master Plan (Mesa 
County 2000).   Land uses within the City of Grand Junction are regulated by the City of Grand 
Junction Zoning and Development Code (2010) and future land use goals, policies and 
guidelines are contained in the City of Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan (City of Grand 
Junction 2009).   
 
The proposed action complements both City and County long-range plans by improving the 
existing irrigation delivery system on Orchard Mesa and supporting existing agriculture, which 
compliments current and future land uses in the lower-third of the OMID service area, by 
allowing OMID to accommodate daily and hourly fluctuations in irrigation demands in an urban 
residential setting.  The proposed action would convert approximately 10 acres of irrigated field 
into a permanent regulating reservoir.  OMID would operate and maintain the regulating 
reservoir to respond to changes in irrigation demands in the lower OMID delivery system.  
 
It is anticipated that the majority of construction activities can be accomplished using the 
existing public and canal operation & maintenance roads.  In a few cases, additional right-of-way 
may be needed to allow for the relocation or construction of new facilities if not included under 
current right of way (i.e. portions of the Wrecking Yard Intertie and B ¼ Pump Station pipeline).  
New right of way will be handled on a case by case basis and would be negotiated and acquired 
by OMID or Reclamation.  If damage occurs to existing crops, buildings, or structures during 
construction, payment will be made by the United States to the landowner on the basis of an 
appraisal approved by the United States, or the United States will, at its option, restore the 
property to the condition which existed prior to construction.
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Figure 9-OMID Irrigation District Land Use Classifications 
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Figure 10-Mesa County and City of Grand Junction Zoning
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FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
 

 Existing Conditions: Fish and wildlife resources common to the project area primarily 
include species that have adapted to a rural/urban environment.  As previously identified in the 
Land Use Section, those areas that are more rural in nature tend to support more and diverse fish 
and wildlife resources.  As noise and disturbances increase and areas become more urban, fish 
and wildlife resources become less abundant and less diverse.  As can be expected, areas along 
rivers and streams support the largest numbers and diversity of wildlife.  Agricultural lands in the 
project area are important source of food and shelter for wildlife.   
 
There are two wildlife areas within the OMID service area that serve as important refuges for 
wildlife species in the Grand Valley.  The Tilman Bishop State Wildlife Area is approximately 
101 acres of Colorado River bottomland located on the south bank of the Colorado River near 
the Town of Palisade.  The property was dedicated in 2006 and is managed by Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife and offers hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing opportunities.  Public access is 
prohibited during the nesting and migrating period, from March 15 through July 15. 
 
The Orchard Mesa Wildlife Area is approximately 153 acres of bottomland located along the 
south bank of the Colorado River between 29 1/2 Road and 31 Road.  It was purchased in 1996 
by Reclamation and developed to meet fish and wildlife habitat replacement for the Grand 
Valley Unit of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program and the Upper Colorado River 
Endangered Fish Recovery Program.  This wildlife area is managed to maintain replacement 
habitat under a contract with the Western Colorado Wildlife Habitat Association.  Hunting and 
fishing opportunities are similar to the Tilman Bishop Wildlife Area.  Public access is also 
restricted from March 15 through July 31. 
 
Common wildlife species in the project area include mule deer, mourning dove, Canada goose, 
black billed magpie, Gambel’s quail and beaver.  Attachment C lists the common riparian 
species found within the Grand Valley.  Dominant native fish species include flannel-mouth 
sucker, bluehead sucker and roundtail chub.  Non-native fish species include largemouth bass 
and channel catfish.  Endangered Colorado River fishes are discussed in the next section. 
     
 No Action:  The No Action Alternative is predicted to have no additional effects on fish 
and wildlife species.  As rural areas become more urbanized, wildlife use is expected to decrease 
with habitat fragmentation.   In dry and normal spring runoff years, the 15-Mile Reach of the 
Colorado River would continue to experience prolonged periods of low flows which limit 
aquatic habitat and connectivity between the 18-Mile Reach of the Colorado River, the Gunnison 
River and the Colorado River upstream of Palisade. 
 
 Proposed Action:  The proposed action will result in some reduced fish and wildlife 
habitat associated with reduced spills and seepage from Canals No. 1 and No. 2.  As water 
conservation increases, drainages and associated seeps are predicted to contribute and receive 
less water to support riparian and wetland type habitats, but some spills are projected to continue 
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as well as on-farm tail water.  Impacts to these artificial habitats will be offset with the benefit of 
additional flows in the 15-mile reach of the Colorado River.  An estimated 17,000 acre-feet will 
be returned to the Colorado River via the Grand Valley Power Plant.  This would directly benefit 
the riverine system and fish species in the Colorado River by increasing base flows in the 
Colorado River.  

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
This section focuses on potential impacts to threatened, endangered and other sensitive species 
that may be affected by the proposed action.  Table 11 lists the species that may occur within the 
project area or may be affected by the proposed action. 
 
The OMID service area is within the range of several threatened, endangered, or candidate 
species.  Species with potential to occur within the project area include the razorback sucker, 
Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail, and yellow-billed cuckoo.  The project area does not provide 
suitable habitat for the other species listed in Table 11. 
 
Of the four listed Colorado River fishes: Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker and bonytail 
are likely to occur in vicinity of the project area.  Portions of the Colorado River and its 100-year 
floodplain are included as designated critical habitat for these species.  Reclamation previously 
consulted with the Fish and Wildlife Service regarding Reclamation’s operations and depletions 
in the Upper Colorado River above the confluence with the Gunnison River and included the 
OMID portion of the Grand Valley Project and the portion of the Colorado River commonly 
referred to as the “15-mile Reach”.  The Fish and Wildlife Service issued a programmatic 
biological opinion (PBO) in December 1999 for Reclamation’s operations and depletions, other 
depletions, and funding and implementation of recovery program actions in the upper Colorado 
River above the confluence with the Gunnison River (Service 1999). 
 
The 15-mile PBO included numerous actions aimed at recovery of the four listed Colorado River 
fishes.  Augmentation of late summer and fall base flows in the 15-Mile Reach during July, 
August, and September were identified as important because this reach can be extremely 
dewatered due to agricultural diversions (Service 1999). 
 
No Action:  Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not implement efficiency 
improvements on the OMID system to meet requirements of the 15-Mile Reach PBO.  The 
Recovery Program would need to explore other alternatives to meet these requirements to 
provide addition flows to the 15-mile Reach.  The No Action Alternative is predicted to have no 
direct effect on other listed or candidate species. 
 

Proposed Action:  The major benefit of the proposed action would be to provide an 
estimated 17,000 acre-feet of water to the 15-mile reach of the Colorado River during the 
irrigation season.  This would provide a direct benefit to the razorback sucker, Colorado 
pikeminnow and bonytail and designated critical habitat.  Therefore, Reclamation has  
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Table 11-Threatened and Endangered Species 
Species Name Status  

Habitat Requirement Summary 
Range in 
Project 
Area? 

Habitat in 
Project Area? 

Humpback Chub  
(Gila cypha) 

Endangered  w/ 
Critical Habitat 

Canyon bound river reaches or similar habitats.    No No 

Razorback Sucker 
(Xyrauchen texanus) 

Endangered  w/ 
Critical Habitat 

Colorado and Gunnison River and associated floodplains and 
backwater habitats. 

Yes Yes 

Colorado Pikeminnow 
(Ptychocheilus lucius) 

Endangered  w/ 
Critical Habitat 

Colorado and Gunnison River and associated floodplains and 
backwater habitats. 

Yes Yes 

Bonytail 
(Gila elegans) 

Endangered  w/ 
Critical Habitat 

Colorado and Gunnison River and associated floodplains and 
backwater habitats. 

Yes Yes 

Canada Lynx 
(Lynx Canadensis) 

Threatened Spruce/fir/mixed conifer/lodgepole pine forests, or mixed 
deciduous/conifer.   

No No 

Mexican Spotted Owl 
(Strix occidentalis lucida) 

Threatened Old growth forests and canyon type habitats No No 

Colorado hookless cactus 
(Sclerocactus glaucus) 

Threatened Alluvial river terraces along the Colorado and Gunnison 
river; and in the Plateau and Roan Creek drainages in the 
vicinity of DeBeque, Colorado 

Yes No 

Debeque phacelia 
(Phacelia submutica) 

Threatened Restricted to barren clay exposures of the Atwell Gulch and 
Shire members of the Wasatch formation.  Generally occurs 
on moderately steep slopes, benches, and bench tops above 
the valley floors  

No No 

Greenback cutthroat trout 
(Oncorhynchus clarki ssp. 
Stomias) 

Threatened Inhabitats cold water streams and cold water lakes with 
adequate stream spawning habitat present during spring 

No No 

Gunnison sage-grouse 
(Centrocercus minimus) 

Proposed 
Endangered 

Variety of habitats such as large expanses of sagebrush with 
a diversity of grasses and forbs and healthy wetland and 
riparian ecosystems. 

No No 

North American 
wolverine 
(Gulo gulo luscus) 

Proposed 
Threatened 

Prefer high elevations, deep, persistent and reliable spring 
snow cover. 

No No 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) 

Candidate Low elevation river corridors with extensive mature and 
dense cottonwood galleries. 

Yes Yes 

 
  
determined that the proposed project may affect (beneficial effect) the razorback sucker, 
Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail and humpback chub and designated critical habitat. 
 
The proposed yellow-billed cuckoo may also use dense riparian cottonwood habitats along the 
Colorado River within the project area.  However, the proposed action is not predicted to directly 
impact these habitats.  Therefore, the proposed action is predicted to have no effect on yellow-
billed cuckoo.  
 
Reclamation has requested Fish and Wildlife Service concurrence regarding beneficial affects to 
the four Colorado River endangered fishes.  Results of that consultation will be included in the 
Final EA. 

UNIQUE GEOGRAPHIC FEATURES 
 
To meet requirements of environmental laws and U.S. Department of the Interior policies, 
Reclamation specifically addresses potential impacts of any proposed action on unique 
geographic features—which include prime and unique farmland, wild or scenic rivers, rivers 
placed on the nationwide river inventory, refuges, floodplains or wetlands.   
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Prime and Unique Farmland 
 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
identifies farmlands of national and statewide importance in the region, based on soil types and 
irrigation status. It is the policy of  NRCS to “maintain and keep current an inventory of the 
prime farmland and unique farmland of the Nation…The objective of the inventory is to identify 
the extent and location of important rural lands needed to produce food, feed, fiber, forage, and 
oilseed crops” (7 CFR 657.2). The Proposed Action crosses two types of USDA-designated 
important farmland: Prime Farmland if Irrigated (~5,925 acres) and Prime Farmland if Irrigated 
and Drained (~48 acres)(NRCS 2013).   All of these important farmlands occur adjacent and are 
served by Orchard Mesa Canals No. 1 and No. NRCS defines prime and unique farmlands as 
follows:  
 

Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, forage fiber and oilseed crops. Unique farmland is land other than 
prime farmland that is used for the production of specific high-value food and crops, 
such as citrus, tree nuts, olives, cranberries, and other fruits and vegetables. It has a 
special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply 
required to produce sustained high quality crops when properly managed. In addition, 
farmlands of statewide importance are lands that nearly meet the requirements for prime 
farmland and have been identified by state agencies. 

 
Wetlands 
 
Wetlands and other “Waters of the United States” are subject to the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
with regulatory compliance administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  33 CFR 328.3 defines “Water of the United States” as 
follows: 
 

1. All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to 
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters subject to the ebb and flow 
of the tide. 

2. All interstate waters including wetlands. 
3. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent 

streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa 
lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect 
interstate or foreign commerce including such waters: 

i. Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or 
other purposes; or 
ii. From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or 
foreign commerce; or 
iii. Which are used or could be used for industrial purpose by industries in 
interstate commerce;   
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4. All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as water of the United States under 
the definition; 

5. Tributaries of waters identified above; 
6. The territorial seas; 
7. Wetlands adjacent to water identified above; 
8. Water of the United States do not include prior converted cropland.  Notwithstanding 

the determination of an area’s status as prior converted cropland by any other federal 
agency, for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, the final authority regarding CWA 
jurisdiction remains with the EPA. 

 
Included in Attachment B is a map that displays the available data from the National Wetland 
Inventory for the OMID service area.   The Colorado and Gunnison rivers are clearly considered 
waters of the United States subject to the CWA.  Sink Creek is another major drainage that 
bisects the East Orchard Mesa Area within the project area.  The OMID service area also 
includes a number of drains constructed under the Orchard Mesa Division of the Grand Valley 
Project.  These drains were constructed to collect tail water and drain agricultural areas back to 
the rivers.     

 
No Action: The No Action Alternative would have no effect on unique geographic 

features. 
 

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, temporary disturbance to 
some agriculturally important lands may occur during construction. These lands will be returned 
to production immediately following construction and restoration of the ground surface. No 
farmlands will be permanently removed from production as a result of the Proposed Action. The 
Proposed Action would give OMID and landowners the ability to better manage their irrigation 
water with efficiencies gained from the improved system.  A reduction of salt accumulation in 
these soils may also occur in some areas with piping earthen laterals, this benefit is also directly 
related to on-farm improvements such as when converting flood irrigation to gated pipe, 
sprinkler or micro-drip irrigation.    No direct adverse effects on agriculturally significant lands 
are expected to occur due to implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
The Colorado and Gunnison rivers, and Sink Creek would be affected by the proposed action.  
The primary effect of the proposed action on the Colorado River would be increasing the volume 
of water in the Colorado River by an estimated 17,000 acre-feet during the irrigation season.  
This would result in increased flows in the Colorado River at critical times to meet requirements 
of the 15-Mile PBO.  Reduced canal spills and decreases in irrigation return flows will also result 
in reduced return flows via Sink Creek, OMID drains, and other drainages to the Gunnison and 
Colorado Rivers.   
 
The ACOE in Regulatory Guidance Letter No. 07-02 (ACOE 2007) addressed exemptions for 
construction or maintenance of Irrigation Ditches and Maintenance of Drainage Ditches under 
Section 404 of the CWA.  Based on the criteria included in the guidance letter, Orchard Mesa 
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Canals No. 1 and No. 2 and their associated laterals meet the requirements for the exemption 
under Section 404 of the CWA.  In addition, the guidance states that wetlands established solely 
due to the presence of irrigation water, irrigated fields, or irrigation ditches do not qualify as 
wetlands for the purposes of applying the 404(f) exemption for construction and maintenance of 
irrigation ditches and for maintenance of drainage ditches.  Where sufficient information is not 
available to determine the hydrological contribution of irrigation water to a particular wetlands, 
such wetlands are not removed from consideration as wetlands or waters of the United States.  
Because all construction activities are limited to the existing OMID canals, lateral, and in 
uplands sites; no jurisdictional wetland determinations are considered necessary and the 
proposed project is not predicted to impact jurisdictional wetlands as defined by the ACOE.         
 
The affected reaches of the Colorado and Gunnison rivers are not under study or 
recommendation for designation as a wild or scenic river.  Similarly, no refuge exists in the 
affected area.  However, the proposed action affects spills and return flows to the Colorado and 
Gunnison rivers and their 100-year floodplains. 
 

INDIAN TRUST ASSETS 
 
Indian trust assets (ITAs) are legal interests in property held by the United States for Indian 
Tribes or individuals.  Reclamation and other Federal agencies share the responsibility to protect 
these assets.  Trust assets may include: lands, minerals, hunting and fishing rights, traditional 
gathering grounds, and water rights.  No Indian trust assets are known to occur in the project area 
and therefor no impacts are predicted under any of the alternatives.  

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 

Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice provides that Federal agencies analyze 
programs to assure that they do not disproportionately adversely affect minority or low income 
populations or Indian Tribes.  The project area is located within Mesa County, Colorado with an 
estimated total population of 146,723 in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau 2013).  The population 
estimate for the Orchard Mesa Census Designated Place (CDP) in 2010 was 6,836.   Orchard 
Mesa is an unincorporated area adjacent to the city of Grand Junction and includes a majority of 
the OMID service area.  Ethnic diversity in percent of populations for Mesa County and Orchard 
Mesa CDP are presented below in Table 12 (2010 U.S. Census Population Finder).   
 
The median household income for the Orchard Mesa CDP from 2007-2011 was $52,986, 
compared to $57,685 for the entire State of Colorado (U.S. Census Bureau 2013).  Persons living 
below poverty level were listed at 12.7%, as compared to 12.5% for the statewide average. 
 
There are no predicted disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations or Indian 
Tribes under both the No Action and Proposed alternatives. 
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Table 12-Ethnicity of Mesa County and Orchard Mesa CDP 

 
Ethnicity 

Mesa County  
% of Population 

Orchard Mesa CDP 
% of Population 

Caucasian 94% 90.5% 
African American 0.9% 0.5% 
Asian 0.9% 0.2% 
American Indian and 
Alaskan Native 

1.5% 1.5% 

Native Hawaiian and 
Pacific Islander 

0.1% 0.2% 

Identified by two or more 2.1% 2.7% 
Persons of Hispanic or 
Latino Origin (2011) 

13.6% 12.2% 

Caucasian persons not of 
Hispanic Origin (2011) 

82.7% 84.7% 

 

SOCIOECONMIC CONDTIONS 
 

Implementation of the proposed action would provide a minor amount of local employment.  The 
total estimated costs are about $16.5 million dollars (contract and non-contract costs) associated 
with improvements to the OMID delivery system.  This would introduce a small amount of 
money into the local economy, but it is not expected to affect public services such as schools or 
transportation. 
 
Regionally, the proposed action contributes to the overall success of the Upper Colorado River 
Endangered Fish Recovery Program.  The Recovery Program was initiated in 1988 with the 
signing of a cooperative agreement by the Governors of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, the 
Secretary of Interior; and the Administrator of Western Area Power Administration.  The 
Recovery Program provides Endangered Species Act compliance for continued operation of 
federal water and power projects in accordance with project purposes.  The program continues to 
work to recover endangered fish in the Upper Colorado River Basin while water development 
proceeds in accordance with federal and state laws and interstate compacts.  The Upper Colorado 
River Endangered Fish Recovery Program currently provide ESA compliance for 2,025 federal 
and non-federal water projects depleting more than 2.8 million acre-feet per year (Recovery 
Program 2013).  The economic benefits to the Upper Basin states supported by the recovery 
program are substantial.       
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

 Existing Conditions:  Previous inventories and consultations with the Colorado State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) have determined that the Orchard Mesa Canal’s No. 1 and 
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No. 2, Orchard Mesa Pumping Plant and Orchard Mesa Power Canal were eligible for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).   
 
In 2010, Reclamation contracted with JGMS, Inc. and the Louis Berger Group, Inc. to conduct 
Class III inventories of the areas potentially affected by the proposed project.  JGMS, Inc. 
prepared a report entitled Class III Cultural Resource Inventory of the Orchard Mesa System 
Improvements, Mesa County, Colorado (JGMS 2011).   Additional inventories and recordation 
were completed in 2011 under a contract with Alpine Archaeological Services, Inc. with the 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) on behalf of the Recovery Program.   Alpine  
prepared an additional report entitled Recordation and Evaluation of the Grand Valley Power 
Plant (5ME17604) and a Residential Complex (5ME17605)(Alpine 2012).  In 2011 and 2012, 
site specific locations of the proposed check structure in Canals No. 1 and No. 2 had not been 
determined.   Therefore in 2013, NFWF contracted with Alpine Archaeology to complete 
additional inventories and recordation of the NRHP eligible Orchard Mesa Canals No. 1 and   
No. 2.     
 
  Impacts: 
 
 No Action: The No Action Alternative would have no effect on cultural resources. 
 
 Proposed Action: Reclamation has completed consultation with the Colorado State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on eligibility and effects on the Grand Valley Power Plant, 
Mutual Mesa Lateral and the residential site.  Reclamation has also completed consultation on 
the Grand Valley Pumping Plant and Orchard Mesa Power Canal which had been previously 
determined eligible.  During these consultations, the Grand Valley Power Plant was determined 
eligible to the NRHP and that the proposed action would not have adverse impacts to the power 
plant, pumping plant, or power canal.  These consultations also conclude that the Mutual Mesa 
Lateral, the existing Rainbow Intertie, and the residential site (proposed regulating reservoir site) 
are not eligible to the NRHP.  During these consultations, Reclamation also committed to 
continued consultation on effects to Orchard Mesa Canals No. 1 and No. 2 once additional 
information became available.    
 
Alpine has completed additional inventories and Reclamation is initiating additional consultation 
with the SHPO regarding adverse effects to Orchard Mesa Canals No. 1 and No. 2.  Once 
Reclamation completes consultation, it is anticipated that Reclamation would enter into a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the SHPO and that OMID would sign the agreement as a 
concurring party to mitigate any adverse impacts to NRHP eligible resources.  Results of this 
consultation will be included in the Final EA.  

RECREATION RESOURCES 
 

 Existing Conditions:  Hiking, walking, jogging, biking, river rafting, and bird watching 
are all popular outdoor recreation activities that occur on a regular basis in the Grand Valley.  
Mesa County, the cities of Fruita and Grand Junction, town of Palisade, and numerous state, 
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federal governments and non-profit organizations have developed an extensive trail system along 
the north bank of the Colorado River (Colorado Riverfront Trail) that extends from Palisade 
through Grand Junction and ends near Fruita, Colorado.  As mentioned in previous sections, 
Tillman Bishop and Orchard Mesa Wildlife areas also provide important recreations 
opportunities for hunting and fishing within the OMID service area.  There are also other 
recreational opportunities at local area parks managed by the City of Grand Junction and Mesa 
County.  
      
 No Action:  The No Action alternative would have no effect on recreation resources. 
 Proposed Action:  The proposed action would have no impact on the Colorado 
Riverfront Trail system as this system is located north of the Colorado River outside the project 
area.  Both Tillman Bishop and Orchard Mesa Wildlife Areas receive some irrigation tailwater 
via existing drains and canal spills.  It is not anticipated that these properties’ recreation uses (i.e. 
hunting, fishing, bird watching) would be affected by reduced canal spills. 
 
The local public parks managed by the city of Grand Junction and Mesa County and the Chipeta 
Golf Course all use irrigation water provided by the OMID system.  Improvements to the 
delivery system would improve the irrigation supply and reliability, which in turn would have 
positive impact on recreation uses that rely on irrigation (i.e. grasses for parks and golf courses). 
 
Under the Proposed Action, no adverse impacts to recreation resources are predicted.  

PUBLIC SAFTEY 
 
This section addresses potential risks, and hazards and safety issues for the general public.  It 
does not address the risks and hazards associated with specific activities (i.e., hunting, rafting). 
 

No Action:  The No Action Alternative would have no effect on current risks and 
hazards associated operating and maintaining the OMID system. 

 
Proposed Action:  Activities associated with existing OMID facilities (i.e. check 

structures, interties, pumping facilities) are not predicted to change existing public safety hazards 
association with open canals and laterals.   
 
The design of the new 80-100 acre-foot regulating reservoir incorporates fencing around the 
facility to provide site security and restrict public access.  Because of its proximity to local 
schools and housing developments, routinely monitoring the reservoir site on a regular basis is 
needed.     
 
Signs will be posted designating construction sites and warning the general public of the hazards 
associated with heavy equipment construction. 
 
In addition, appropriate signage should be incorporated to address slow vehicles and large 
equipment entering construction sites.  
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 

Cumulative impacts are impacts on the environment, which result from the incremental impact of 
the action, when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 
 
Past and present activities that have affected river related resources in the area include irrigation 
and hydropower generation, urban development, gravel mining and river recreation.  Large scale 
irrigation projects and transmountain diversions (i.e.  Colorado Big Thompson Project, Frying 
Pan-Arkansas Project, Grand Valley Project, Grand Valley Irrigation Company) have 
significantly impacted water supply and the riverine ecosystem of the Colorado River Basin.   
The Grand Valley Unit of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control and the Upper Colorado 
River Endangered Fish Recovery programs have been implementing actions, which cumulatively 
have resulted in beneficial impacts on the endangered Colorado River fishes, water quality and 
the river ecosystem.      
 
Implementation of all or any of these projects has affected and continues to affect the human 
environment including but not limited to water quality, water rights, socioeconomic, and fish and 
wildlife resources.   

SUMMARY AND ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 
 

Environmental Commitments 
 

This section discusses the environmental commitments and related mitigation developed to 
protect resources and mitigate adverse impacts to a non-significant level.  The following 
environmental commitments will be implemented as an integral part of the Proposed Action.  
Environmental commitments include: 
 

1. Construction Activities confined to Surveyed Areas-All construction activities will be 
confined to within 50 feet of the canals and existing access roads, and within 50 feet 
of the surveyed extension alignment.  The construction footprint for the regulating 
reservoir will be limited to within the purchased property.  All construction activities 
outside of this corridor may require additional review by Reclamation to determine if 
the existing surveys and information are adequate to evaluate additional impacts 
outside this corridor.  Additional NEPA/ESA compliance activities may be required if 
determined by Reclamation. 

2. Disturbed Areas-During construction, any topsoil disturbed construction will be saved 
and then redistributed after completion of construction activities.  All disturbed areas 
will be smoothed, shaped, and contoured to as near their pre-project conditions as 
practicable.  Re-seeding and planting will occur at appropriate times with weed-feed 
seed mixes per Reclamation and the underlying landowners’ specifications. 
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3. Water Quality-Best Management Practices (BMP’s) will be incorporated into all 
construction contracts and be implemented to minimize erosion and protect water 
quality of downstream resources.  If any dewatering is needed during construction, 
the construction contractor will be required to obtain required Section 402 permits 
prior to dewatering. 

4. Trenching-During construction of pipelines, trenching and burying pipelines 
concurrently will be required to minimize entrapment of small wildlife and 
herpetofauna.  Construction of escapement ramps are required if large portions of 
trenches are left open overnight. 

5. Noxious Weed Control- OMID will be required, as part of continued operations and 
maintenance, to control noxious weeds (Russian knapweed, thistle, etc.) that may 
become problems in areas disturbed during construction.   Weed control in disturbed 
areas may be funded by the Recovery Program as maintenance. 

6. Clean Water Act 404 Permits-It is not anticipated that 404 permits will be needed for 
construction activities as no jurisdictional wetlands have been identified within the 
construction footprint.  If wetlands can be directly affected by discharge of dredge or 
fill, additional consultation with the Army Corps will occur to determine if permits 
are needed to the activity.  Construction of check structures and piping within the 
existing canals and lateral prisms is exempt from CWA.  However, any new 
structures with existing project drains may require CWA 404 permits.  

7. Federally Listed Species- In the event that threatened or endangered species are 
encountered during construction, the construction contractor shall stop construction 
activities until Reclamation has completed consultation with the Service to ensure 
that adequate measures are in place to avoid or reduce impacts to the species. 

8. Cultural Resources-Reclamation will implement mitigation, if required for sites 
eligible to the NRHP as documented in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
between Reclamation and the SHPO.  Conditions included in the MOA would be 
incorporated as environmental commitments.  Also, in the event that additional 
cultural and/or paleontological resources are discovered during construction, the 
Construction Contractor shall stop construction activities until Reclamation has 
completed consultation with the SHPO and appropriate measures are implemented to 
protect or mitigate the discovered resource.  

9. Hazardous Materials-During construction, the use, storage and disposal of hazardous 
waste materials and wastes on-site will be managed in accordance with all federal, 
state, and local standards.  

10. Operation and Maintenance-Prior to construction, Reclamation and OMID will 
execute an operation and maintenance contract that identifies operation and 
maintenance responsibilities (A copy of the contract is included as Attachment D). 

 
The implementation of environmental commitments and mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action to insignificant levels.  Table 13 summarizes 
predicted impacts of the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives analyzed in this EA. 
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Table 13-Summary of Impacts 

 
Resource Issue 

Alternatives 
No Action Proposed Action 

Water Rights and Use No direct effect on water 
rights and uses.  However, if 
the Recovery Program fails 
to meet the requirements of 
the 15-mile PBO, existing 
and future water uses could 
be adversely impacted if the 
program fails to serve as the 
Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternative to avoid 
jeopardy.  

The Proposed Action would annually 
conserve about 17,000 acre-feet of 
water, which would be used to meet 
15-mile PBO requirements in the 
Colorado River.  Existing water rights 
would be protected and the proposed 
action would assist in continuing 
certainty to water users in the Upper 
Colorado River Basin who rely on the 
PBO and Recovery Program for ESA 
coverage.  

Water Quality No change predicted No change predicted.   
Land Use No change in existing land 

use trends or existing right-
of-ways. 

Temporary disturbances may occur in 
a few locations were the existing 
canal and O&M road footprint may be 
inadequate for canal improvements.  
Existing right of ways held by 
Reclamation and OMID are adequate 
for the majority of the improvements.  
Ten acres or irrigated land would also 
be converted to a regulating reservoir.    

Fish and Wildlife Resources No Change in existing 
trends. 

Some reduction in available fish and 
wildlife habitat associated with canal 
spills and seeps are predicted.  This is 
compensated by increased habitat 
associated with increased flows in the 
15-Mile reach.   

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Could limit both Recovery 
Programs from requirements 
under the 15Mile PBO. 

Beneficial effects to endangered fish 
are predicted. The proposed action 
would have no effect on other listed 
species. 

Unique Geographic 
Features 

No effect on unique 
geographic features.  

Some minor temporary disturbances 
to some agriculturally important lands 
during construction are predicted.  
Beneficial effects to the Colorado 
River.  Reduced return flows to 
Gunnison River and Sink Creek are 
also predicted.     

Indian Trust Assets  No effect.  No effect. 
Environmental Justice No effect. No effect. 
Social and Economic 
Factors 

No effect. Provide only short-term employment 
opportunities during construction.  No 
effect to public services. 
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Cultural Resources No effect. Adverse effects to NRHP eligible 
sites (historic) are predicted to occur.  
Predicted adverse impacts will be 
mitigated to a non-significant level 
(HABSHAER documentation).  

Recreation Resources No effect. No adverse effects predicted. 
Public Safety No effect. No change associated with existing 

facilities.  Additional security and 
maintenance (signing and fencing) 
needed to address hazards associated 
with construction and the new 
regulating reservoir. 

Cumulative Effects No effect. Beneficial effect predicted and 
complement actions of the Grand 
Valley Unit of the CRBSCP and 
Upper Colorado River Endangered 
Fish Recovery Program 
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CHAPTER 4-CONSULATATION AND COORDINATION 

 
 

GENERAL 
 
Plans for OMID efficiency improvements have been under development for several years.  The 
Irrigation Training & Research Center, California Polytechnic State University was contracted 
and worked closely with OMID and Reclamation to develop strategies to implement water 
conservation measures that would result in water savings that could be used to augment flows in 
the 15-Mile Reach of the Colorado River.  These strategies were presented to the Upper 
Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program to assist in meeting requirements of the 15-
Mile Reach PBO and in recovery of the Colorado River endangered fishes (ITRC 2012).  The 
project will be funded with appropriated capital construction funding authorized for the Upper 
Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program. 
 
Reclamation solicited public comments and held a public scoping meeting at the Mesa View 
Elementary School on December 3, 2009.  Public scoping was based on a draft ITRC report 
dated December 2007 (ITRC 2007).  Issues identified during scoping include effects on property 
values, weed control, and dust and traffic control during construction.  Comments were also 
received regarding a proposed pumping plant at Duck Pond Park, which has been removed as a 
project feature and is no longer being considered. 

CONSULTATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES 
 
Reclamation consulted with local, federal and state agencies and request assistance in identifying 
issues and concerns associated with the proposed project.  See the distribution list for agencies 
and organizations consulted during public scoping and development of this draft EA are induced 
in the Distribution List (see Attachment A). 
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• Colorado Division of Water Resources 
• Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, Grand Junction, CO 
• Colorado Water Conservation Board, Denver, CO 
• Colorado Department of Transportation, Grand Junction, CO 
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• Colorado River Water Conservation District, Glenwood, CO 
• Mesa County, Grand Junction, CO 
• City of Grand Junction, Grand Junction, CO 
• Orchard Mesa Irrigation District, Palisade, CO 
• Grand Valley Water Users Association, Grand Junction, CO 
• Grand Valley Irrigation Company, Grand Junction, CO 
• Palisade Irrigation District, Palisade, CO 
• Mesa County Irrigation District, Clifton, CO 
• Redlands Water and Power Company, Grand Junction, CO 
• Grand Valley Drainage District, Grand Junction, CO 
• Colorado Riverfront Commission, Grand Junction, CO 
• Club 20, Grand Junction, CO 
• Western Colorado Congress, Grand Junction, CO 
• Colorado Environmental Coalition, Grand Junction, CO 
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• Grand Valley Audubon Society, Grand Junction, CO 
• Private landowners adjacent to OMID Canals No. 1 and No. 2 
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Contract No. 12-WC-40-445 
 

                  
 

 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
GRAND VALLEY PROJECT 

 
CONTRACT  
BETWEEN 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
AND 

ORCHARD MESA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 

FOR THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OF THE 

ORCHARD MESA CANAL AUTOMATION IMPROVEMENTS 
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