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Explanation of Figure 5

Figure 5 shows the water-storage efficiency of Rye Patch and
the two Pitt-Taylor Reservoirs, based on a comparison of (1) amount
of water in storage at various stages and (2) the corresponding
average annual evaporation loss that would occur at various stages.
In figure 5, the ratio of water in storage to evaporation loss (that
is, water-surface area x net evaporation rate) is scaled across the
bottom of the graph and water in storage along the left side of the
graph. Moving to the right along the bottom scale corresponds to an
increase in efficiency of the reservoir (or a decrease in evaporat-
ion in relation to storage). For example, a scale value of 3 means
that the storage volume is 3 times the net volume of average annual
evaporation. Moving up the left scale corresponds to an increase in
reservoir stage and storage volume.

Figure 5 shows, for example, that with a storage volume of less
than 13,000 acre-feet, Lower Pitt-Taylor Reservoir is more efficient
than Upper Pitt-Taylor Reservoir. With 5,000 acre-feet of water
stored in each, the ratio of water in storage to evaporation loss
is 1.7 for the lower reservoir and 1.0 for the upper reservoir. This
means that if the reservoirs were held at a stage wherein 5,000
acre-feet of water were maintained in each reservoir for a long-term
period, the average annual evaporation loss from the upper reservoir
would equal the stored volume of 5,000 acre-feet, but for the lower
reservoir would be about 3,000 acre-feet (that is, 5,000 4 1.7). For
Rye Patch Reservoir, the corresponding ratio of storage to evaporation
loss is 2.4. The computed loss from Rye Patch Reservoir would be 2,100
acre-feet.

In general terms, Rye Patch Reservoir is more efficient than
either of the Pitt-Taylor Reservoirs because the ratio of storage to
evaporation loss for Rye Patch Reservoir is generally larger.
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Figure 1.—Index map of the Reno-Lovelock area of northwestern Nevada
showing the location of Rye Patch and the Pitt—Taylor Reservoirs
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4120 ~— Auverage stage, 4,118 feet

Average area, 4,800 acres
Average storage 44,000 ac.-ft. | 40

Rye Patch Dam construction was begun by fhe U.S.

DEPTH OF WATER AT DEEPEST POINT, IN FEET

RESERVOIR STAGE, IN FEET ABOVE MEAN SEA LEVEL

Bureau of Reclamation in 1935 and was completed and B 5 el DU s i e
water impoundment began in the following year. The dam : == J a0
is an earth-fill, rock-faced structure with a structural e 4100
height of 75 feet, a hydraulic height of 63 feet, a T s Baiah Reservéirs A5
crest length of 914 feet, and a volume of 356,000 cubic RV - i 4000
yards (U.S. Bur. Reclamation, 1961, p. 261=265). The ey REEE Lower |
design capacity is 190,000 acre-feet when |Z-inch flash- Stage, in feet above mean 4,134 4,158 o T 4080 |f
boards are in place on top of the spillway gates and sea |evel ’ ’ ’ o SO outlst IR |
the reservoir is full at a stage of 4,134.0 feet above Staff gage, in feet - 60.0 47 Wt R TR e o 8 mo
mean sea level. The reservoir is used to some extent Maximum depth, in feet 6.5 |& 26 WATER:SURFAGE AREA, IN THOUSANDS OF AGRES
for fishing and boating, but its principal use is for Area, in acres l1,400 2y 00 2,570
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Figure 3,—Annual diversions of water from the Humbaoldt River to the Pitt-Taylor Reservoirs
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Explanation of Figure 5

Figure 5 shows the water-storage efficiency of Rye Patch and
the two Pitt-Taylor Reservoirs, based on a comparison of (1) amount
of water in storage at various stages and (2) the corresponding
average annual evaporation loss that would occur at various stages.
In figure 5, the ratio of water in storage to evaporation loss (that
is, water-surface area x net evaporation rate} is scaled across the
bottom of the graph and water in storage along the left side of the
graph. Moving to the right along the bottom scale corresponds to an
increase in efficiency of the reservoir (or a decrease in evaporat-
ion in relation to storage). For example, a scale value of 3 means
that the storage volume is 3 times the net volume of average annual
evaporation. Moving up the left scale corresponds to an increase in
reservolir stage and storage volume.

Figure 5 shows, for example, that with a storage volume of less
than 13,000 acre-feet, Lower Pitt-Taylor Reservoir is more efficient
than Upper Pitt-Taylor Reservoir. With 5,000 acre-feet of water
stored in each, the ratio of water in storage to evaporation loss
is 1.7 for the lower reservoir and 1.0 for the upper reservoir. This
means that if the reservoirs were held at a stage wherein 5,000
acre-feet of water were maintained in each reservoir for a long-term
pericd, the average annual evaporation loss from the upper reservoir
would egual the stored volume of 5,000 acre-feet, but for the lower
reservoir would be about 3,000 acre~feet (that is, 5,000 + 1.7). For
Rye Patch Reservoir, the corresponding ratio of storage to evaporation
loss is 2.4. The computed loss from Rye Patch Reservoir would be 2,100
acre-feet.

In general terms, Rye Patch Reservoir is more efficient than
either of the Pitt-Taylor Reservoirs because the ratio of storage to
evaporation loss for Rye Patch Reservoir is generally larger.
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