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Yolo Bypass Floodplain &
Ecosystem Benefits

Floodplain

Terrestrial species habitat and food

Channel Margin S\ __— supplies for mniratory waterfowl
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Intertidal
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http:/ /baydeltaconservationplan.com/AboutBDCP/WhatistheBDCP.aspx
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2014: Varying depth & proximity to
inflow?
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PIT Tagging

s Fish > 60 mm
“*12 mm PIT tags

*** 44-50 each enclosure
¢ February 27-March 13, 2014
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Water Quality

Parameter | Mean (:Std Dev) | Range p (Within
Enclosures)
Dissolved 5.0-11.5
Turbidity | 24.4 (¥12.7) NTU 11'§'T6J9 >0.73
pH 7:6 (+0.3) 7-1-8.1 >0.89




Temperature

Enclosure 2

\/

% Within tolerances

s Similar across
enclosures

42" sections
coolest (p<0.001)

\/

*%* More variable in
18”7 & 30" sections
(p<0.001)




Growth & Survival

Jd b L

p (between p (between
enclosures) = 0.11 enclosures) = 0.79

Encl. 1 Encl.2 Encl. 3 Encl. 1 Encl.2 Encl. 3

\/

% 1.28 mm/day (Std Dev +0.23)
“* Not significantly different between enclosures
¢ Survival: 92%-98%-100%



PIT Tag Detections

3.8 million

%* Subsampling:
97k detections
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Proportion of Detections

* Day: Upstream

Position (p<0.001)



* Day: Upstream & Deep

Position (p<0.001) Depth (p<0.001)
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Proportion of Detections

) Night: Upstream & Shallow

Position (p<0.001)



4 Night: Upstream & Shallow

Position (p<0.001) Depth (p<0.001)
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Conclusions

¢ Depth, proximity to inflow, diurnal period all important

¢ Deeper areas during the day
* Refuge from temperature not a factor
* Minimize predation? (Gregory 1993, Webster et al 2007)

¢ Shallow areas at night
* Lower predation risk
* Follow the food!
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Conclusions (Continued)

“* Proximity to Inflow (day and
night)

e Counterto

river/stream/natural flood
event studies

* Managed Wetland: Flows
very, very low

* Follow the food!
¢ Floodplain restoration

* Depth variation
* Flow (evenif very low)




Questions?




Water Quality
(DO, Turbidity, pH)

Enclosure 2 Enclosure 3

Enclosure 1
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Enclosure 3

Water Quality

(Temperature)

*¢* Within tolerances

¢ Similar pattern across
enclosures

% 42" sections coolest (p=0.000)

** More variable in 18” & 30”
sections (p=0.000)



Main
Effects

Interaction

Effects
(p=0.000)

Position
(p<0.001)

Proportion of Detections

Proportion of Detections

Up Mid Down

Depth

(p<0.001)

Upstream
- 0= Midstream

<+ e+ Downstream




Position Depth

(p=0.000) (p=0.001)
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