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INTRODUCTION 

Coho  Partnership  

In response to the precipitous decline of coho salmon in the Russian River watershed, a group of 

agencies and organizations formed the Russian River Coho Water Resources Partnership 

(Partnership) to specifically address low streamflows that are limiting coho recovery in Russian 

River tributaries. The Partnership is funded by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 

(NFWF) and includes the Center for Ecosystem Management and Restoration (CEMAR), Gold 

Ridge Resource Conservation District, Occidental Arts and Ecology Center WATER Institute, 

Sotoyome Resource Conservation District, Trout Unlimited, UC Cooperative Extension (UCCE) 

and California Sea Grant (CSG), and the Sonoma County Water Agency. The goal of the 

Partnership is to improve streamflow for coho as well as water supply reliability for landowners 

and water users. The multidisciplinary team is using a science-based approach to identify stream 

reaches that have the greatest potential for successful flow-enhancement project implementation 

and benefit to coho populations. The Partnership works with landowners in these areas to 

implement alternative water management strategies. Initial efforts are focusing on five priority 

streams where streamflow is known to limit coho survival and where cooperative projects could 

provide opportunities for both salmon and water users. The five priority streams include Dutch 

Bill, Green Valley, Mark West, Mill, and Grape Creeks (Figure 1).  

 

Russian River Coho Salmon Keystone Initiative  

This project is a component of NFWFôs Russian River Coho Salmon Keystone Initiative, a 

multi-strategy plan to return a viable, self-sustaining population of coho salmon to the Russian 

River watershed. 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 augmentation, monitoring, and evaluation. The 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 management on coho survival that result from 

Partnership activities described in the Russian River Coho Salmon Keystone Initiative, 

UCCE/CSGôs goal is to estimate juvenile coho salmon survival in flow-impaired ñtreatmentò 

reaches, which are likely to be influenced by project implementation, and less flow-impaired 

ñreferenceò reaches, which are not likely to be influenced by project implementation. Both types 

of reaches will be sampled before and after changes in flow management in each of the five 

priority creeks. Estimates of monthly survival during the dry season will be compared with 

measurements of flow, temperature, wetted volume, and dissolved oxygen. Data will be used to 

develop target instream flows as well as to document improvements in flow and survival that 

result from project implementation in 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 Valley, Mill , and Grape Creeks; one reference 

reach and one treatment reach in each creek (Table 1, and Figure 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 an un-impaired reach of Mill Creek 

(Table 1 and Figure 3).  

 

Study reaches were selected based on previously observed flow conditions, habitat 

characteristics, and availability of landowner access. All r eference reaches exhibited relatively 

unimpaired habitat and flow conditions, while treatment reaches exhibited sub-optimal flow 

conditions over the dry summer months. In general, reference reaches will not be altered by 

changes in flow management as a result of projects implemented through the Partnership, while 

treatment reaches were located downstream of potential future flow-enhancement project sites. 

With the exception of the Mill Creek treatment reach, we were granted landowner access to all of 

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 these reaches ranged from approximately 220 meters to 370 meters (Table 1). 

The variability in reach length was due to the physical restrictions associated with reach 

boundaries, which were defined by a natural low-flow fish barrier at the upstream end and a 

channel-spanning PIT tag antenna on the downstream end. Previously established, longer reaches 

were used on Mill and Palmer Creeks for comparison with data collected between 2005 and 

2009. 

 

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

Reach name Reach code

Treatment or 

reference

Downstream 

river km

Upstream 

river km

Reach 

length (m)

Lower Green Valley CreekGRE Treat Treatment 8.84 9.07 230

Upper Green Valley CreekGRE Ref Reference 13.4 13.62 220

Lower Mill Creek MIL Treat Treatment 8.58 8.95 370

Upper Mill Creek MIL Ref Reference 12.33 12.7 370

Upper Palmer Creek PAL Ref Reference 1.83 2.2 370

Lower Grape Creek GRP Treat Treatment 0.16 0.39 230

Upper Grape Creek GRP Ref Reference 1.14 1.37 230  
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Figure 2. Green Valley Creek study reaches, flow gauges, antennas, and temperature loggers, 2010.


















































































