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Conseguences of Barriers

m Block movement of aquatic species
m Trap sediment and contaminants

m Increased temperature

m Decreased oxygen

Decreased species richness




Barriers to Fish Migration

Credit: R, Blliot / USFWS




Infrastructure resiliency




Agquatic Connectivity

m Challenge: Barriers are both harmful and helpful

Annual sea lamprey control budget = $21M



US Fish and Wildlife Service

m Restoring connectivity

= National Fish Passage
Program

= National Fish Habitat
Partnership

m Great Lakes Fish and
Wildlife Restoration Act

m Great Lakes Restoration
Initiative




US Fish & Wildlife Service
National Fish Passage Progra

Field-based cooperative ke & J
conservation program T b
can work with any partner on
any type of land

No dollar cap

Work to provide focused and
strategic watershed restoration
m  Network of partners

m Leverage funding

m  More efficient and effective
conservation




USFWS
National Fish Passage Program

m In 10+ years NFPP has created an economic
value of more than $12 billion to local
economies.

m Approximately 186,000 jobs have been
created or maintained.

m More than 70% of the Programs total
allocation goes directly to on-the-ground
project implementation.

m Greater than a 3:1 match ratio



Why a “landscape” approach?

m Challenges cross political boundaries

m Any single conservation entity cannot meet
the challenges alone

m Need to think, plan, design and act across
broad landscapes because that is the scale
of our challenges

m Adaptive approaches are necessary for an

unpredictable future
M
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Landscape Conservation Cooperatives
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UPPER MIDWEST AND GREAT LAKES

LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION COOPERATIVE

State Wildlife
Action Plans

Aquatic Habitat
onnectivity

greatlakeslcc.org



The Great Lakes Basin

® Road crossings

275,000 barriers total

125,000 important to
Great Lakes fish
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Regional Perspective
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Informing Strateglc Decisions
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Great Lakes Aguatic Habitat
Connectivity Collaborative
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Great Lakes Fishery Commission
(GLFC)

m Bi-national Organization — est. 1956 by treaty
between US and Canada to:
m Address establishment of invasive sea lamprey

m Coordinate fisheries management among eight
Great Lakes states, Ontario and federal
governments ( and later, tribal authorities)

m Coordinate/conduct research in support of sea
lamprey control and Great Lakes fisheries
management



GLFC and LCC

m GLFC’s conflict re barriers:

= Pro: Block migration of invasive species (sea
lamprey) and spread of diseases

= Con: Block migration of desired species necessary
for sustainable fisheries — significant impact to fish
populations and ecosystem (e.g. wetland function)
m LCC - broader landscape approach - offers
GLFC critical network to work with agencies,
Industries, special interest groups,
researchers, engineers, etc. on striking
balance between pros and cons




GLFC and LCC

m Progress to date:

m GLFC co-chair (with FWS) of Aquatic Habitat
Connectivity Collaborative (one of four focal areas
for Upper Midwest Great Lakes LCC)

m Collaborative charter developed to chart strategic
direction

m Charter used to identify initial network of
collaborators — inaugural meeting held Mar. 8, 2016

= Initial priorities emerging (e.g. ID best practices
nationally; ID opportunities through life-cycle
mgmt. of problematic infrastructure (dams, road
crossings, etc.); ID-link to other initiatives (GL
Water Quality Agreement, GLFC fish passage
research theme, etc.)



Critical Success Factors
Continue to grow network — “reach” is critical

Continue funding support — GL Restoration
Initiative (GLRI) critical to research, development of
assessment and mitigation tools; in-the-field work;
keeping collaborative connected, etc.

Information management —e.g. providing
stakeholders from private land owners to corporations
with tools, best practices, etc. to responsibly restore
aquatic connectivity

Report successes - miles connected, quality and
guantity of habitat made available, positive impacts on
fish populations and ecosystems

Quantify benefits — convey successes in economic
terms



