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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dr. Cluer and I will be speaking to the risks frost protection irrigation of vineyards poses to threatened and endangered salmonids in the Russian River.



Presentation Overview

• Species Risk analysis
– Exposure to threat
– Biological Response
– Changes to Extinction Risk

• Hydrologic Analysis
– Event Frequency

• NMFS Recommendations
– Chronology
– Recommendation
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Presentation Notes
Our presentation has three components: First, I will discuss risks to the species, then Brian will follow with a hydrologic analysis of impacts in the Russian River followed by our agencies recommendations.



Range of all salmonid 
species listed as threatened 
or endangered under the 
Federal Endangered Species 
Act in California

Steelhead

Larson 2009

Coho Salmon

Keeley 2008

Chinook Salmon

House 2001

Range of Salmonids in California
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Presentation Notes
3 species occur in California.  They occupy most of the coastal watersheds in the basin and most are Federally listed either as Threatened or Endangered.



Potential Areas of Concern
Occupied watersheds with 
considerable acreage of 
vineyard development 
indicating the scope of 
potential frost protection 
issues in California
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Presentation Notes
This map shows the watersheds with significant overlap between salmonids and vineyards.  It illustrates the point that frost protection is a Statewide issue and is not limited to the Russian River.



There are 1,778 miles of 
potential salmonid habitat in 
the Russian River.  All of this 
habitat is needed for recovery 
of the three species as described 
in the forthcoming NMFS 
recovery plans.

Salmonid Habitat in 
the Russian River
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Presentation Notes
Turning our attention now to the Russian River, we see it has nearly 2,000 miles of stream habitat for salmonids.  All of this habitat will be relied upon to meet recovery goals.



There are 60,640 acres of 
vineyard in the Russian River 
(Heaton 2008).  70% are within 
300 feet of salmonid habitat 
and 25% of salmonid habitat is 
within 300 feet of a vineyard.

Overlap between 
Vineyards and habitat

Vineyard Source: UC Berkeley/IHRMP North Coast BIS Lab 2008
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…and there is significant exposure of this habitat to vineyard development.  We estimate that 25% of all the habitat is within 300 feet of a vineyard.



Risks from Vineyards

Unknowns:

• Percentage of vineyards that 
irrigate for frost protection.

• Proportion of vineyards that 
rely on surface water diversions 
for their frost protection needs.

Proximity of vineyards to 
habitat suggests easy access to 
surface diversions and potential 
impacts from instantaneous 
reductions in flow during the 
frost protection season.  
Adjacency does not necessitate 
an impact, but one one study 
estimated 30% of tributaries are 
affected.
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Presentation Notes
Vineyards in red are within 300 feet of habitat.  While adjacency is not sufficient to establish an impact, it does represent a risk.    To discern more precisely the scope of impacts, we it would be good to know the proportion of vineyards that irrigate in the spring, and how they secure water for this purpose.



Biological Response

• Life-stage
– Egg
– Fry
– Juvenile
– Smolt
– Adult

• Response
– Timing
– Behavior
– Physiological tolerance

Background photo courtesy of Simpson Timber Co. 2001
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Presentation Notes
I would now like to discuss the relevance of frost protection irrigation as a threat to the survival and recovery of listed salmonids in the Russian River.  Rick Macedo covered in sufficient detail, the impacts to each life stage, so I will focus on population level responses.



Fry

• Typically emerge from redds in April or May
• Have poor swimming ability
• Occupy the shallow margins of streams
• Take refuge in cobble substrates
• Highly susceptible to stranding
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Presentation Notes
High fecundity for these species results in the production of many fry with typically high mortality rates.  However, additional mortality beyond that can reduce productivity from one generation to the next.



Smolts
• Typically migrate from March through May
• Represent the net productivity of a watershed
• Strong swimmers
• Less susceptible to stranding than fry
• We have observed smolt mortality with frost event 

drawdowns
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Presentation Notes
Smolts are the “final product” of spawning and rearing in a watershed.  Smolt production is the ultimate measure of watershed success for salmonids.  Loss of individuals in this life stage represents a signifcant loss in investment for the population.



Population Viability and Extinction

• Viable Population
– A population that has a low probability of going extinct 

over the next 100 years 
• 4 viability attributes

– Abundance
– Population growth rate
– Spatial Structure (i.e. distribution)
– Diversity (genetic and ecological)
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Presentation Notes
When evaluating species status, we generally think of it in terms of their probability of going extinct.  A viable population is one that is not likely to go extinct, and this is the conservation goal for these species.  Attributes of a viable population include: population abundance (i.e. the number of adults returning to spawn each year); population growth rate (i.e. the ability to increase abundance); spatial structure (i.e. a population with wide distribution is less likely to blink out than one with a small distribution); and diversity (i.e. genetic diversity [often associated with diverse environments] confers on a population greater potential to meet environmental challenges.



General Pattern of Population Decline and 
Extinction

C. Johnson 2008

Coho Salmon

Chinook Salmon
and Steelhead
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Presentation Notes
This graph can be seen to represent any viability attribute, but its most easily understood if you think of it in terms of population abundance.  This graph shows a typical pattern of extinction, and has 5 stages.  When a viable population first experiences a threat, it responds with increased instability (e.g. increased variation in abundance).  High growth potential allows the population to rebound readily.  If the threats persist, instability is followed by a decline and collapse.  Habitat conditions and population dynamics are such that these subsequent small populations have low viability (i.e. they have limited ability to rebound and are highly susceptible to extinction).  Coho salmon in the Russian River have reached the end of the terminal phase and are considered functionally extinct in the wild.  Chinook salmon and steelhead are both in the small population dynamics phase and are therefore vulnerable to extinction.



Threats to Survival and Recovery

• Habitat conditions
– 22 of 35 habitat attributes are limiting production
– Including instantaneous flow reductions in spring

• Sources of Stress (top 4)
– Agriculture practices
– Droughts
– Roads
– Water diversion and impoundment

Source: Draft Federal Recovery Plan for CCC coho salmon

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These conclusions are specific to the Russian River and are contained in the draft coho salmon recovery plan.  If conditions are not improved and threats not removed, there is no reason to believe the pattern of extinction will be reversed for any of these species.



Conclusion

• Population viability is low for all three 
salmonids in the Russian River
– Coho salmon are at very high risk of extinction

• Exposure to the threat of Frost protection 
irrigation is high

• This threat (and others) likely limits the 
survival and recovery of these species

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our analysis suggests that frost protection irrigation is a significant threat to the survival and recovery of Russian River populations.



Hydrologic Analysis

• Evaluation of the scope, frequency, and magnitude of 
streamflow drawdown events associated with 
irrigation for frost protection
– Analysis by Berkeley Water Center of Hopland gage data
– Comparison with tributary observations

• Interpretation of results
– Frequency and magnitude of drawdown events
– Historical emergence of drawdown pattern



Full flow record for the 2008 Spring where multiple pumping events were initiated. 
Berkeley Water Center

Mortalities observed



Detailed look at a week with multiple pumping periods, some of which correspond to 
low temperatures.



2001 had a dry spring and many days in the early April period with rapid water draw 
downs.



Very wet Spring with little frost to worry about.  



Frost and Flow Signals - Russian River at Hopland
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Ukiah Valley

R2 = 0.601
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Signal in Tributaries
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The signal is obvious in the Russian River from frost pumping.  There is less information from tributaries, although we expect to see a stronger signal; they are more sensitive.  Felta Creek fish kill. Franz Creek data.



Hydrologic Conclusions

• Frost pumping drawdown events typically 
occur multiple times a year.

• They happen on average 3 of 4 years
• They are more extreme in dry years
• Events correlate with frost risk

– Not necessarily with actual frosts
– Over-response appears to be increasing 

• Tributary events are likely more frequent and 
more severe



• Significant drawdowns 
occurred, despite 
attempts to mitigate 
with increased flows.

• Flow release increases 
from Coyote Dam, 
apparently anticipating 
drawdown events 
downstream.

2009 Mitigation



NMFS’ Mandates

• NOAA Fisheries Habitat Program Mandates to protect and 
restore habitat:

• Endangered Species Act
• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 

Act
• Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
• Federal Power Act, 
• Energy Policy Act, and other acts and policies. 



NMFS Roles and Recommendations

• NMFS is the agency responsible for 
implementing the Federal Endangered Species 
Act as it applies to salmon and steelhead.

• We achieve this via technical assistance, 
permitting, and enforcement.
– Building partnerships with stakeholders is our 

preferred means of protection and recovery



Chronology of Frost Policy
• 1972 SWRCB determines frost protection irrigation is 

an unreasonable use of water in the Napa River
• 1977 Watermaster system for the Napa River is 

codified
• 1997 SWRCB Staff Report identifies frost protection 

impacts to salmonids in the Russian River
– Concludes it to be a waste and unreasonable use of water
– Found wind machines to be a reasonable alternative



Chronology Continued

• 2008 drought and frost events lead to fish kills
– NMFS Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) opens 

investigations
– OLE forms the Frost Protection Task Force in July, 2008
– NMFS identifies instantaneous flow reductions in spring as 

a limiting factor for coho salmon in the Federal Recovery 
Plan

• 2009
– NMFS requests emergency regulations from SWRCB
– Additional fish kills occur with frost protection events



Summary

• Frost pumping impacts are known, documented, and 
widespread.

• Fisheries are near extinction.
– 12 years after the SWRCB Staff Report, coho salmon are in danger of 

extinction in the Russian River.

• Rapid drawdowns are a threat to species survival and recovery.

• Failure of the SWRCB to take appropriate action this year on 
frost irrigation will likely result in additional fish kills and 
violations of ESA.



NMFS Roles and Recommendations

• NMFS is the agency responsible for 
implementing the Federal Endangered Species 
Act as it applies to salmon and steelhead.

• We achieve this via technical assistance, 
permitting, and enforcement.
– Building partnerships with stakeholders is our 

preferred means of protection and recovery



NMFS Recommendation

• We recommend the SWRCB exercise their 
authorities to regulate water use to protect 
salmonids, throughout their range, from any 
harmful water use.

• For this year, we recommend no diversion 
from surface and hydrologically connected 
sources for frost protection.

• Implement long term solution.
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Specifically, we request that the SWRCB implement interim regulation to prevent further harm to salmonids resulting from irrigation of vineyards to protect them from frost damage.  We also request the continued support of the SWRCB staff in developing long-term solutions to frost protection impacts and any other water use activities that substantially degrade habitat for threatened and endangered salmonids in California watersheds.



Long Term Alternatives?
• Wind Machines (Staff report 1997) 
• Coordinated water use.
• Vine and Field Management Practices

– Pruning Timing
– Soil Moisture and Tilling
– Cover Crop
– Frost Resistant Varieties
– Frost Prone Areas

• Sprinkler automation, reduce false alarms
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