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INTRODUCTION

Coho Partnership

In response to the precipitous decline of coho salmon in the Russian River wategtueqgh, of
agencies and organizations fornted Russian River Coho Water Resources Partnership
(Partnershipjo specifically address low streflows that are limiting cbo recovery in Russian
River tributaries. The Partnership is funded by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
(NFWF) andincludesthe Center for Ecosystem Management and Restoré&MAR), Gold
Ridge Resource Conservation District, Occidental Artsesalogy Center WATER Institute,
Sotoyome Resource Conservation District, Trout Unlimited, UC Cooperative Ext¢0SIQE)
andCaliforniaSea Gran(CSG) and the Sonoma County Water Agentlye goal of the
Partnerships to improve streaftow for cohoaswell aswater supply reliability fofandowners
andwater usersThemultidisciplinary teams usinga sciencébased approach to identiggream
reacheghat have the greatgsbtentialfor successfullow-enhancement projethplementation
and benefit tacoho populations. The Partnerskiprks with landowners in these areas to
implement alternative water management stratetniégl efforts arefocusng on five priority
streams where streamfldg’known to limit coho survival and where cooperative ptsjeould
provide opportunities for both salmon and water users. The five priority streams include Dutch
Bill, Green Valley, Mark West, Milland Grap&reeks(Figure 1).

Russian River Coho Salmon Keystone Initiative

This project is a component of NFWFO6s Russi an
multi-strategy plan to return a viable, ssifstainig population of coho salmon to the Russian
Riverwatershed. Key strategies for this plan include 1) development and implementation of a

water management plan, 2) riparian/instream habitat restoration, conservation, and augmentation,
and 3) population augmeation, monitoring, and evaluatiohhe work summarized in this report

was designed to provide baseline data for evaluating the effects of Key Strategy 1 on coho

survival, and to implement Key Strategy 3E, expanding monitoring efforts to include estimates

of oversummer growth, movement, and survival of salmonids in priority streams in relation to
environmental conditions such as flow and temperature.

Monitoring goals

To evaluate the effects of changes in flow managemeiobho survivathat result from

Partnership activitiedescribed in the Russian River Coho Salmon Keystone Initjative

UCCE/ CSG6s g o guvenile sohda salmoa sutvivatria flownpairedfitreatmend

reaches, which are likely to be influenced by project implementation, arftblesisnpaired
Areferenced reaches, which are not I|likely to
of reaches will be sampldztfore and after changes in flow managenmeetch of the five

priority creeksEstimates of monthly survival durirtge dry season will be compared with
measurements of flow, temperatunestted volume, and dissolved oxyg®&uata will be used to

develop target instream flows as well asiet@ument improvements in flow and survival that

result from project implementation treatment reaches. The monitoring goal for 2010 was to
collect baseline data in reference and treatment reaches in Green Valley, Mill, and Grape Creeks.
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Figure 1. Coho Partnership Priority watersheds in the Russian River Basin.
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METHODS

Study reaches

Surveys were conducted on two reaches of Green Valldly, andGrapeCreeks; one reference
reach and one treatment reackeach creekTable 1, andFigure 2 to Figure 4). Data was also
collected in a reference reach on Palmer Creek, in the Mill Creek watershed, to evaluate the
suitability of that reach as a reference for conditions in ammyaired reach awill Creek

(Table 1 andFigure 3).

Study eaches were selected basegpmviouslyobservedlbw conditions, habitat
characteristicsandavailability of landowneaccessAll r eference reaches exhibited relatively
unimpaired habitat and flosonditions,while treatmentreache®xhibited sub-optimalflow

conditions over the dry summer monthsgeneral, eference reaches will not béeredby

changes in flow management as a result of projects implemented through the Partnership, while
treatment reaches were located downstreapot#ntialfuture fow-enhancement project sites.

With the exception of the Mill Creek treatment reach, we weantgd landowner access to @l

the reaches we selected. An alternative treatment reach was selected on Mill Creek that was not
as flow impaired as the original reach selected, but where access was granted.

Stream lengths of theseaches ranged froappoximately 20 meterdo 370meters(Table 1).

The variability in reach length was dteethephysical restrictions associated wittadh
boundarieswhichweredefined by anatural lowflow fish barrierat the upstream end ard
channelspanning PIT tag antenoa the downstream enBreviously established, longer reaches
were used on Mill and Palmer Creeks for comparison with data collected between 2005 and
20009.

Table 1. Stream reaches surveyed between June and October, 2010.

Treatment or|Downstream Upstream Reach
Reach name Reach codgreference  [river km river km |length (m)
Lower Green Valley CreelGRE Treat [Treatment 8.84 9.077 230
Upper Green Valley Cree}lGRE Ref [Reference 13.4 13.64 220
Lower Mill Creek MIL Treat |Treatment 8.58 8.95 370
Upper Mill Creek MIL Ref Reference 12.33 12,71 370
Upper Palmer Creek PAL Ref |Reference 1.83 2.2 370
Lower Grape Creek GRP Treat [Treatment 0.14 0.39 230
Upper Grape Creek GRP Ref |Reference 1.14 1.37 230




Figure 2. Green Valley Creek study reaches, flow gauges, antennas, and temperature loggers, 2010.
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