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OTHER EFFECTS 
 
 
Shoshone Priority Calls 
 
The frequency and duration of Shoshone priority calls were not altered to any measurable degree 
by implementation of the Alternatives 1f and 1g operations policy for the 1975-91 study period. 
 
 
Check Case Settlement 
 
Settlement of Case No 91 CW 247 focuses on the irrigation season when the Alternatives 1f and 1g 
operations policy will make releases of the 20,000 acre-feet.  Consequently, implementation of the 
Alternatives 1f and 1g operations policy should not affect the Check Case settlement. 
 
 
Channel Capacity Constraints 
 
Results produced herein, together with the results from previous investigations of alternatives with 
respect to channel capacity constraints (Colorado Water Conservation Board, 2001a, b, c, and d) 
indicate that the additional releases and/or bypasses of diversions to storage could be made from 
each of the reservoirs without violating channel flow constraints on: (1) the Blue River or Colorado 
River downstream from Green Mountain Reservoir and (2) on the Frying Pan River downstream 
from Ruedi Reservoir. 
 
 
Adams Tunnel Deliveries 
 
The effects of Alternatives 1f and 1g for the proportionate allocation, three reservoirs equal 
allocation and total release from Granby Reservoir scenarios on deliveries of water through the 
Adams tunnel are presented in Figures 14, 15 and 16.  These figures compare deliveries under each 
of the three scenarios with deliveries under the base case C1 scenario.  The figures indicate that 
there were no effects of alternatives 1f and 1g on deliveries through the Adams Tunnel under any 
of the three scenarios, except for March 1978. In this year there was approximately 8,500 acre-feet 
more water delivered through the Adams Tunnel under all three scenarios of Alternatives 1f and 1g 
than there was delivered under the C1 base run scenario. 
 
The reasons for StateMod estimating this additional Adams Tunnel delivery in only March 1978 is 
not completely understood. StateMod estimates an increase in deliveries through the Adams tunnel 
in March 1978 for every scenario.  This is due to an increase in the exchange from Green Mountain 
Reservoir to Granby Reservoir from Dec 1977 to March 1978.  This, in turn, allows an increase in 
the exchange from Granby Reservoir to the Adams Tunnel in March 1978.   It is unclear at this 
time why StateMod (or the priority system) allows this but this does not appear to have any impact 
on the overall objective of evaluating the impact of various alternatives for providing the 20,000 
acre-foot release for the 15- Mile Reach.  Consequently, we have concluded that StateMod with the 
C1 data set is providing a reasonable estimate of Adams Tunnel deliveries for the various 
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alternatives and scenarios in all months other than March 1978.  This unexplained increase in 
Adams Tunnel Deliveries in March 1978 does not bias the overall findings from these model runs 
concerning the feasibility of Alternatives 1f and 1g for the three scenarios. 
 

Boustead and Busk-Ivanhoe Tunnel Deliveries  

Deliveries through the Boustead and Busk-Ivanhoe tunnels were, for practical purposes, unchanged 
by the proportionate allocation scenario from deliveries under the C1 Scenario.  The Boustead 
tunnel did show a decrease in total supply for two months during the study period, October of 1977 
and May of 1979.  These decreases in supply occurred because the prorated release from Ruedi 
Reservoir caused the junior fill right (1981-01-22) to be in priority, calling out the more junior 
(1982-12-31) Boustead tunnel diversion right.  

Roberts Tunnel Deliveries 

There is no expected effect on Roberts Tunnel deliveries from Alternatives 1f and 1g because 
storage in Dillon reservoir was not affected by the proportionate allocation scenario and no release 
toward the 20,000 acre-feet target was required from Dillon Reservoir in the equal allocation 
scenario.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The following conclusions and recommendations are based on the above results and analysis: 
 

1. Alternatives 1f, Bypass Diversions to Storage, and 1g, Reduce Constraints on CROP, were 
investigated for three different scenarios of responsibility for providing the 20,000 acre-feet 
for the 15-Mile Reach: (1) proportionate sharing among nine reservoirs for the 20,000 acre-
feet release to the 15-Mile Reach, (2) equally sharing responsibility for the 20,000 among 
three reservoirs (Granby, Green Mountain and Williams Fork Reservoirs) and (3) sole 
responsibility for providing the 20,000 acre-feet to Granby, Green Mountain or Williams 
Fork Reservoirs.  Results of the investigations and calculations completed for this technical 
memorandum together with earlier work completed (Colorado Water Conservation Board, 
2021a, b, c and e) indicate that alternatives 1f and 1g with any of the three responsibility 
scenarios can supply the 20,000 acre-feet to the 15-Mile Reach in the eight years of the 
study period when it is required. 

 
2. Investigation of effects on existing projects' yields, existing projects' operations and 

maintenance costs, and existing projects' operational flexibility and/or reliability has been 
limited to west slope projects because StateMod and the C1 data set do not presently extend 
to the east slope.  The only partial exception to this is that estimated deliveries through the 
Adams, Boustead and Busk-Ivanhoe Tunnels  for Alternatives 1f and 1g have been 
calculated.  Therefore, in order to determine the effects of Alternatives 1f and 1g on east 
slope systems, it will be necessary for concerned east slope entities to review the results 
detailed in this and other technical memoranda and determine, perhaps through calculations 
and their own modeling, what the likely effects of Alternatives 1f and 1g on the 
performance of east slope reservoirs and other structures is likely to be. 

 
3. The scenario calling for proportionate sharing of responsibility for providing the 20,000 

acre-feet among nine reservoirs provides an opportunity for "spreading the pain" among a 
wide group of water users. The effects of this scenario include temporary reductions in 
storage in some reservoirs.  This would be a temporary reduction extending for a maximum 
of four years before it was replaced or the reservoir filled.  In no case would a reservoir go 
completely dry as a result of the proportionate sharing scenario.  Other effects include an 
increase in power revenues from Green Mountain Reservoir, a relatively small decrease in 
power revenue from Shoshone Power Plant and a smaller decrease in power revenue from 
Ruedi Reservoir.  Other effects on Orchard Mesa hydropower generation, Shoshone 
priority calls, channel capacity constraints, and Adams Tunnel deliveries are relatively 
small.   

 
4. It is concluded that Alternatives 1f and 1g with proportionate sharing of responsibility 

among the nine reservoirs should be further considered as a potential source for producing 
the 20,000 acre-feet for the 15-Mile Reach.  
 

5. The scenario involving equal sharing of responsibility for the 20,000 acre-feet 
bypass/release among Granby, Green Mountain and Williams Fork Reservoirs appears to 
eliminate effects on the other reservoirs while not substantially increasing effects on 
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Granby, Green Mountain and Williams Fork Reservoirs as compared to the proportionate 
sharing scenario. Therefore, based on the results detailed above, it is concluded that the 
equal sharing scenario for Alternatives 1f and 1g should be further considered as a source 
of supply for the 20,000 acre-feet for the 15-Mile Reach. 

 
6. The scenario placing sole responsibility for providing the 20,000 acre-feet on a single 

reservoir was investigated for Green Mountain Reservoir in Technical Memoranda Nos. 1, 
2 and 3 (CWCB, 2001a, b, and c) and for Williams Fork Reservoir in Technical 
Memorandum No. 11 (CWCB, 2001d).  These Technical Memoranda concluded that these 
reservoirs were capable of providing the 20,000 acre-feet individually and the effects on 
west slope structures did not appear to constitute fatal flaws from engineering and 
economic perspectives. The scenario placing full responsibility on Granby Reservoir for 
providing the 20,000 acre-feet was investigated in this Technical Memorandum and found 
to be capable of providing the 20,000 acre-feet without significantly increased effects on 
west slope structures.  Therefore, it is recommended that there be further consideration of 
this scenario.  

 
7. It is recommended that the Executive Committee further analyze the institutional and legal 

feasibility of Alternatives 1f and 1g. 
 

8. It is further recommended that Alternatives 1f and 1g be further investigated to determine 
performance of these alternatives with an additional 60,000 to 120,000 acre-feet of future 
depletions. 
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