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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership began formation in 2007 as a coalition of interests concerned
for the future of the rivers and streams of the “Great Plains” of the north central United States and the
species that rely on these unique habitats. The Partnership is comprised of individuals, groups, and
organizations that recognize the values of these aquatic habitats to fish and aquatic species,
communities, and people that call this area home. To address the loss of aquatic habitat in the Great
Plains, this Partnership will focus on the conservation of remaining high quality prairie rivers and
streams, the restoration of highly degraded habitats, where feasible, and the enhancement of habitats that
have been moderately impaired. The progress of protecting, restoration, and enhancement of the aquatic
habitats will be monitored and management actions that have been implemented will be assessed using
an adaptive approach. This will allow resource managers to assimilate best management practices
(BMP) at multiple watershed scales to benefit various populations of river and stream fishes. Outreach
is a key activity of the Partnership; BMP’s will be publicized to Federal, tribal, State, county, municipal
and private land managers for implementation across the Great Plains.
The National Fish Habitat Action Plan and the “partnership” concept is an initiative that has been long
overdue for aquatic habitat preservation and restoration. Working together to leverage resources and
efforts on projects of mutual interest is not a new concept; however, this strategy warrants reinvigoration
and recognition as an effective means of making many local differences that cumulatively protect or
restore the rivers and streams of the Great Plains. Through a strategic working framework, these local
projects and efforts can be effective on a broad scale throughout the Great Plains which encompasses
multiple stakeholders: Federal and State agencies, tribes, non-profit conservation groups, county and
municipal governments, as well as private landowners and businesses. Strategically implemented, this
Partnership has the ability to ensure the continued existence of the Great Plains aquatic habitats and the
species reliant upon them for future generations.
Aquatic species of the Great Plains experienced a slow but steady decline in abundance and diversity
during the 20th century. Much of this loss can be attributed directly to the conversion of native prairie to
land uses for agriculture, mining, oil and gas exploration, and urbanization. However, in areas where
ranching and livestock production has dominated, many streams and rivers remain essentially intact or
are only moderately degraded and provide refuge for game and non game species. As commodity prices
fluctuate and equipment technology continues to improve, pressure to develop these less modified rivers
and their associated watersheds will increase. As the United States population continues to expand, the
demand for more energy resources and lands for agricultural crops will ensure increasing conflicts for
riverine resources that exacerbate the threats to Great Plains rivers and streams. A lack of a coordinated
effort has resulted in the effective management of prairie rivers and their species being largely ignored
or only locally focused; while the cumulative effects of the threats to fish habitats in the Great Plains
have resulted in an overall decline of fish populations. The Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership will
provide a mechanism to bring together conflicting issues, and foster a cooperative approach using
science and teamwork to benefit the aquatic habitats and species while enabling continued multiple uses
of these resources.
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the fish species in North America are now in
jeopardy with most of them originating in
streams and rivers (Beard et al, 2008). In the
U.S., 70 species of mussels (Photo 1) and 32
species of snails are federally listed as
endangered or threatened (USFWS 2005).
Anthropogenic land use changes for agriculture,
energy exploration, and urbanization are
widespread in the Great Plains landscape. We
are now realizing negative effects on aquatic
communities, but the effects are not fully
understood.

STRATEGIC PLAN STIPULATION
Readers should be aware that although a
considerable amount of work went into
developing this version of the Strategic Plan for
the Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership, this
version will initially remain draft and will be
critically reviewed and updated by the Partners
Council, with input from the working teams.
The rationale is that although the Writing Team
has a wide range of experience and expertise,
we would like to see the document remain draft
until a broader range of resource interested
partners are actively engaged to provide their
input, direction, and expertise into the final
version. The final version of the strategic plan
will need to be completed within one year from
the first meeting of the Partners Council.

Scarcity of water resources on the western
prairies, as well as the western water law
philosophy of “prior appropriation”, often pits
human needs in conflict with each other and
with environmental conservation. A
fundamental requirement to the persistence of
Great Plains fishes, mussels and other aquatic
species is sustaining river flows. As the global
climate changes, many models have indicated
the propensity and duration of drought on the
Great Plains could increase. Increased droughts
would further heighten conflict between
anthropogenic needs and aquatic species for
limited water resources. There will be an
increasing need to maintain healthy habitats to
promote sustainability and adaption to the
changes in climate.

BACKGROUND
Water on the western prairies is the life blood
for natural resources, communities, and the
agricultural industry on the Great Plains. Prairie
streams are a network of waterways that are
truly unique sets of habitats on the Great Plains.
The Great Plains ecosystem generally receives
less than 30 inches of rainfall during the year
and can see annual temperature extremes of -40◦
to 115◦ F. These rivers and streams are
sometimes the only water sources available for
miles. The species that these rivers sustain rely
on aquatic habitats, where the conditions can
range from times of drought to the raging
torrents of spring runoff. For a species to
survive, they must adapt to changing conditions
or have the ability to move into more suitable
habitats, thereby using these rivers as a pathway
to survival. This requires a diversity of habitats
that can allow a species to take advantage of
multiple areas during harsh climatic events.

Recently, a collaborative philosophy started to
emerge and opportunities to work together
became more possible. There are several factors
contributing to this philosophy. One of the most
important factors is increased public knowledge
of environmental issues. Residents that live in
these rural areas have better access to
information on world-wide and local
environmental issues than the previous
generation. Much of this is due to the existing
communication capability that was new
technology only two generations ago (TV,
magazines, electronic media).

Great Plains river and stream habitats and the
aquatic species that rely on them are being lost
or modified at an accelerated rate. Recent
studies have indicated that nearly 40 percent of

With most land ownership in the Great Plains in
private hands, there is great potential for
economic markets to increasingly modify these
1

habitats for commercial purposes and adversely
impact natural resources. Only within this
partnership between natural resource experts
and multiple stakeholders can further
degradation of Great Plains prairie streams be
prevented at the appropriate scale to allow
persistence of native and sport fishes for future
generations.

VISION
The mission of the Great Plains Fish Habitat
Partnership is to creatively work together to
conserve aquatic resources of rivers and streams
throughout the prairies of the central United
States.
This mission will be accomplished by
implementing the goals and objectives set forth
by the National Fish Habitat Action Plan,
through development of regionally specific
goals and objectives for the Great Plains.

VALUES
The streams and rivers of the northern prairie
region have a wide variety of values, depending
upon the stakeholder group. Recreational users
value fishing, hunting, trapping, canoeing, and
wildlife observation. Agricultural groups value
water provision for crops, livestock, and
farmsteads. Great Plains communities value
vital sources of drinking water and tourism. For
many of the prairie rivers, the recreational
aspects have not been fully appreciated and are
sometimes forgotten; however, many
generations grew up appreciating the fishing,
swimming, canoeing, and hunting along these
rivers. The health of the watersheds and the
aquatic habitats reflects the health of the land
and human communities.

In the near term, this Partnership’s vision is to
develop a forum to share and disseminate best
management practices for restoring and
enhancing aquatic riverine habitats, develop
focused restoration and enhancement efforts,
and provide a strategy that allows resource
managers and landowners to interact together
with a general understanding of individual
priorities. It will be extremely important during
this initial step to consolidate existing
information, recognize and develop an
appreciation for common and differing
viewpoints and issues, as well as review
previous information for applicability to
restoring and maintaining aquatic habitats for
sustainability.
As aquatic habitats that need protection,
restoration, or enhancement are identified and
prioritized, this effort will identify potential
partners to work together and develop strategies
that implement restoration work.
The long term vision of this Partnership will be
to make a difference in the quality and quantity
of prairie rivers that have sustainable natural
resources that can be appreciated for future
generations. This outlook requires a framework
that brings sometimes perceived conflicting land
use issues into a common arena to provide clear
recognition and understanding of individual
priorities. Effective communication is
paramount among agencies, landowners,
communities, and local governments to

Photo 1. Fatmucket mussel from the Little
Wind River in Wyoming (WY status1 – NSS4)
(USFWS).
Populations greatly restricted or declining, extirpation
possible; habitat stable and not restricted
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critical to keep all parties informed on
opportunities, the progress of individual
projects, and overall efforts of this Partnership.
Each member needs to serve as an
“ambassador” of the Great Plains Fish Habitat
Partnership and seek collaborative opportunities
beneficial to the preservation or restoration of
aquatic habitats.

highlight and focus on common values towards
the goal of sustaining Great Plains’ rivers for
multiple users.

GOVERNANCE
Partners Council Structure

Each organizational seat on the Partners Council
will have an appointed alternative/representative
selected by the organization holding that seat.
Each organization holding a seat has the option
to designate an alternate and, if necessary, the
representative organization can change the
person who represents their interests on the
Partners Council. The organization shall
promptly notify the National and Regional
Coordinators of any personnel changes.

The Partners Council will include up to 20
members and committee seats will be selected
from willing stakeholder groups (Appendix I).
The current list of stakeholders includes State
and Federal natural resource agencies, State and
Federal water quality agencies, tribes, and
conservation groups; however, this is not an
exhaustive list of potential partners. An
ongoing goal of the Great Plains Fish Habitat
Partnership is the expansion and inclusion of
any parties interested in conserving the aquatic
resources of the Great Plains, as well as
stakeholders who have an interest in aquatic
habitats and whose activities affect the health of
those resources.

Rotation of Partners Council members is
anticipated to allow active engagement in the
operation of this Partnership to provide
opportunities to guide the implementation and
the continued development of habitat restoration
efforts.

The Partners Council is the main decision
making body of the Partnership. However, the
direction and decisions of the Partnership will
be made with the input and in participation of
the working teams. Full disclosure and open
communication will be necessary for the
Partners Council to move forward on issues.
The Partners Council will provide leadership,
guidance, coordination, and support to the
Partnership, as well as provide a forum to
discuss, implement, and promote conservation
issues. This Partners Council should strive for
consensus as a goal, with the option to work
toward informed consent if consensus is not
possible. Informed consent is a slightly
different methodology to making decisions.
Informed consent is the grudging willingness of
opponents to “go along” with a course of action
that they actually are opposed to (Bleiker 2008).
While this can be a confusing concept on the
surface, it should provide a means of
respectfully moving forward on issues for which
consensus cannot be reached.

Involvement and outreach of potential interests
in Great Plains rivers and streams early in the
process is a crucial step in development of this
Partnership. Transparency and outreach will be

We envision two primary types of decisions that
will need to be acted on by the Partners Council:
1) general guidance on the operation of the
Partnership and 2) prioritization of projects for

These seats will be rotated amongst the various
interests and will be allocated to four members
from each of the five categories of partner
groups: State, Tribal, Federal, nongovernmental organizations, and public (Figure
1). The term limit for each seat will be a
maximum of three years. The Partners Council
will select a representative to serve in a Chair
position for the committee who will ultimately
provide the leadership for the Partnership.
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submission to the National Board of the
National Fish Habitat Action Plan. All
decisions made by the Partners Council will
solicit input from the Working Teams and the
general membership of the Partnership.

Science and Assessment Team.--The Science
and Assessment Team will collect and collate
various resource data from Great Plains partners
and develop a GIS Great Plains Area database
for assimilation into the national habitat
assessment effort. Inclusion of fauna surveys
(e.g. aquatic GAP analysis) will assess current
status of fish and mussel species and identify
information gaps. Stream restoration project
data from previous efforts will be collected and
compiled into a single coverage. The
restoration projects database will be modified to
be compatible with the National Restoration
projects database developed by national Science
and Data Committee and be updated annually.

The Partners Council will likely need to meet at
least annually; however, a majority of business
will be conducted via conference calls, web
conferences, and email. Out of state travel
restrictions, budgets, and schedules can make
getting all members at one table difficult.
Therefore, it will be imperative that the
Partnership utilize available technologies and
opportunities to ensure that coordination and
communications are maintained through various
alternatives, such as the internet, conference
calls, holding concurrent meetings, and email.

Available priority fish species data identified by
the Partnership (occurrence, abundance, etc.)
will be used to assist in development of
population targets for the Great Plains.
Resource assessments made by the team will
assist with restoration planning and setting
priorities.

The Great Plains FHP Coordinator will be the
primary contact for the partnership to help
facilitate information exchange between the four
teams and interested parties. One of this
position's responsibilities will also to serve as
the main contact for project identification,
funding allocations and transfers toward
projects identified by the Partnership under the
oversight of the Chair and the Partners Council.

The overall purpose of the Science and
Assessment team is to identify physical habitats,
as well as biological and economic indicators,
that demonstrate the effectiveness of individual
projects in relation to clearly defined population
goals. The team will work within the
Partnership to identify methods and metrics to
establish baseline data to assess the effects of
individual NFHAP projects and ultimately to
assess broad scale population trends of prairie
fishes and mussels, standardization of terms,
metrics, and sampling gear will be required
(Armantrout 1998; Bonar et al. 2009). The team
will also work with the national Committee to
identify a subset of universal indicators that
could be measured at the national level. To
complete the adaptive management process,
work of the Science and Assessment Team
feeds directly back into the Partners Council and
the Planning and Prioritization Team to
highlight further information gaps and ascertain
best management practices.

Working Groups of the Partnership
The Partnership will delegate certain activities
through the help of working teams, which serve
a variety of functions that compartmentalize
certain information or activity needs. These
may include but are not limited to the following
activities: information gathering, outreach,
communication, and to address programmatic
issues as they arise. Minutes will be kept for
each team meeting and forwarded to the
Partnership Coordinator. Initially the
Partnership will have three standing or ad hoc
working teams:
•
•
•

Science and Assessment Team
Planning and Prioritization Team
Outreach and Marketing Team
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The Outreach and Marketing Team will promote
understanding of Partnership progress and
accomplishments and serve as a
connection/liaison to the NFHAP Board and
NFHAP Communications Team.

Planning and Prioritization Team.--The
Planning and Prioritization team, primarily an
ad hoc working group that will work in concert
with the Science and Assessment Team and the
Partners Council, will develop a regional
strategy for prioritizing stream restoration
efforts in the Great Plains to improve riparian
health, fish habitat, and fish populations. The
team will draft the prioritization methodology to
primarily assist with the strategic placement of
dollars on-the-ground, where measurable
differences can be made. The team will develop
a methodology to prioritize sub watersheds/
ecological hydrological units based on existing
assessments and incorporate newer information
as it is gained from across the Great Plains
region from ongoing preservation and
restoration efforts. This Team will submit their
recommended strategy to the Partners Council
for final acceptance. Once this working team
has completed this work, further evaluation will
be made to determine the usefulness of
incorporating these responsibilities into the
other working teams.

The Outreach and Marketing Team members
will institute a regular forum for sharing results
of management and research related to stream
habitat and fishery restoration among
professionals and nonprofessionals working or
interested in the Great Plains.

The Planning and Prioritization Team may also
be tasked to work in cooperation with the other
Teams and the Partners Council to revise the
strategic plan part of the long term
implementation.
Outreach and Marketing Team.--The
Outreach and Marketing Team will develop
methods to generate public and congressional
support for fish habitat conservation in the Great
Plains. The team will develop an outreach
strategy to increase public awareness of Great
Plains aquatic resources that lends support to
restoration and enhancement efforts. The team
will work collaboratively with contractors, local
tourism boards, Chamber of Commerce, and
others to develop outreach materials to increase
awareness. The Outreach and Marketing Team
will provide information to keep Great Plains
congressional members informed about
Partnership activities through local media
events, NFHAP project fact sheets, enewsletters, reports, and visits to Capital Hill.
5

National Data and
Science Subcommittee

Science and Assessment
Team

Great
Plains
FHP

Planning and
Prioritization Team

USFWS Regional FHP
Coordinator

Great Plains FHP
Partners Council
(Fed, State, Tribe, NGO,
Public)

Outreach and Marketing
Team

Great Plains FHP
Coordinator

Figure 1. Conceptual Structure of the Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership and the working teams.
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Adjacent or Overlapping NFP
SARP (Southeast Aquatic Resources
Partnership)
Desert Fish Habitat Partnership
Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership
Fishers and Farmers Partnership
Western Native Trout Initiative
Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership

GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE
To emphasize aquatic issues, a logical approach
is to use watersheds and hydrology to define the
geographic scope of habitat restoration efforts
for the Great Plains. Focus on watersheds will
allow agencies and individuals to identify rivers,
streams, riparian areas, floodplains, and uplands
that are a priority for restoration or preservation.
This Partnership encompasses parts or entire
watersheds from three large hydrological units
(Figure 2). These include the entire U.S.
portion of the Missouri River watershed
(509,312 sq. miles), a portion of the Souris-RedRainy Rivers watershed unit (48,885 sq miles),
and part of the Arkansas-White-Red Rivers
watershed unit (87,047 sq miles).

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS TO PRAIRIE
RIVERS
Aquatic systems of the Great Plains have
several immediate threats which have profound
effects on resident fish and other aquatic life.
Generally there are four categories of threats to
the rivers and streams of the Great Plains:
climate change, water quality, water quantity,
and invasive species.

Located within the boundary of the Great Plains
FHP, there are portions or parts of 22 Level III
ecoregions as described by the Commission for
Environmental Cooperation (1997).

Agricultural practices have direct effects on
water quality as the number of Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP) acres continues to
decrease. With crop prices recently at all time
highs, CRP acres are being lost at alarming rates
as these acres are converted into active rowcrops. In North Dakota alone, 400,000 acres of
CRP were lost in 2007 and current projections
estimate that 1.9 million acres will be lost by
2012 (Wilson 2008, Janssen 2008). As these
acres of native prairie disappear (Photo 2) and
valuable riparian buffers are eliminated,
increased sediment loads will fill interstitial
spaces necessary for many spawning fish
species, such as walleye and sauger.
Furthermore, with reduced riparian zones and
more watershed area under cultivation, pesticide
and herbicide use will increase resulting in
higher concentrations in prairie streams from
agricultural runoff.

This Partnership is bounded and overlapped by
several candidate and recognized partnerships.
It is a priority of the National Fish Habitat
Board that partnerships will communicate and
coordinate between each other to prevent
duplication of efforts and find opportunities
where overlapping aquatic habitat issues exist.
This objective will provide a consolidated
restoration effort that is supported and promoted
by either adjacent or overlapping partnerships.
The range of many aquatic species within the
Great Plains is wide, often encompassing
multiple watersheds. The geographic scope of
this partnership will foster and necessitate use of
a Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC)
framework (National Ecological Assessment
Team 2006) for these species to persist in the
face of multiple large scale stresses to their
habitat.

Another agricultural practice with large impacts
on prairie streams is livestock production.
Some areas North and South Dakota, Kansas,
Nebraska, eastern Colorado, Montana, and
Wyoming have high concentrations of cattle. In
7

developing fry and juvenile fishes. Also of
concern are zebra mussels, curly-leaf pondweed,
Eurasian milfoil, salt cedar, purple loosestrife,
New Zealand mud snail, and viral hemorrhagic
septicemia (VHS).

many cases, the cattle have direct access to the
rivers and streams which leads to a condition
referred to as ‘cowed-out’ resulting in lost
riparian vegetation, soil compaction, and
degraded water quality (e.g. fecal bacteria and
biological oxygen demand) as cattle defecate
into prairie streams and rivers (Photo 3).
Energy development, specifically oil and coal
bed methane production, is thriving in North
Dakota, Montana, and Wyoming. As oil
companies increase their range and number of
wells, contaminants, spills, and encroachment
from road developments threaten riparian areas.
Coal bed methane can produce hundreds of
barrels of wastewaters each day, which can
potentially contaminate groundwater sources of
prairie streams or by direct input to surface
waters.

Photo 3. This photo illustrates the impact of
too much cattle use on a stream. (North
Dakota Dept of Health photo)
The following states within the Great Plains
Fish Partnership have ANS management plans:
Montana (MT ANS Tech Comm. 2002), Kansas
(Goeckler 2005), North Dakota (Schlueter
2005), Iowa (Philips 2006), and South Dakota
(Burgess and Bertrand 2008).
Global climate change is also a concern.
According to the US EPA, if climate change
continues and average temperatures continue to
rise, warmer temperatures will lead to earlier
spring snow melts (Changnon et al, 1998).
Drier, warmer summers combined with
increased evaporation rates would lead to
dewatering streams, lowered ground water
tables, decreased stream flows, and increased
conflict for use of limited water resources.

Photo 2. As Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP) acres disappear, so do the buffered
riparian zones along many streams and
rivers. (North Dakota Dept of Health photo)
Another threat to Great Plains fishes and
mussels are invasive species, particularly
aquatic nuisance species (ANS). The Missouri
River system is currently battling an invasion of
two Asian Carp species: bighead carp and silver
carp (Conover et al. 2007). Asian Carp have
been shown to have negative effects on native
fishes as they deplete resources available to

RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
The national Science and Data Committee have
been developing a methodology to implement
an aquatic assessment at the national scale. In
8

An early review of the existing information also
demonstrated that many of the rivers and their
associated species have not had sufficient
monitoring efforts. Without baseline data of
species assemblages and abundance, true
judgment of restoration efforts cannot take place
and implementation of adaptive management
cannot occur (Williams et al. 2007).

order to link these efforts from the regional
efforts, there will need to be some capability to
link the ongoing efforts of the Great Plains FHP
to the national effort. For the purposes of this
plan, an assessment determines the preliminary
status of the aquatic habitats priority and
potential for protection, restoration, or
enhancement, and includes requisite monitoring
to evaluate the changes in habitat as
conservation efforts progress. During the
development of this Partnership, there will be a
continuing need for maintaining a database of
variables that affect overall aquatic habitat
quality and includes aquatic species population
status and distribution, land use, riparian
condition, water quality, and current threats.
The set of common criteria that the national
Science and Data Committee have identified
include connectivity, hydrology, circulation,
bottom form complexity, material recruitment,
water quality, and food webs and biological
energy flow in aquatic communities.

However, within the Great Plains, there is a
common list of threats that apply throughout
most of the region. In almost all cases,
anthropogenic causes, such as changes in land
use, energy development, water use, and fish
barriers are threats to habitat quality and
quantity that affect aquatic species.
The initial focus of resource assessments within
the Great Plains FHP will be to coordinate with
ongoing agency and public efforts, identify
information gaps for aquatic resources, identify
best management practices already in existence,
improve available scientific information, and
highlight work being implemented on rivers
within the region. The Partnership will align the
assessment with the general categories
discussed in the national Science and Data
Committee’s report (Beard et al. 2008) to
measure the health and status of the watershed.
In addition, the Stream Cooridor Restoration
Handbook (Fogg et al. 1998) will serve as a
guidance for conservation efforts.

An initial assessment of the aquatic habitats by
the national Science and Data Committee
(Beard, 2008) of the Great Plains FHP shows
that many of the rivers of the area have a wide
range of impairments. Some Ecological
Drainage Units are relatively pristine while
others are severely degraded. When using the
species status/occurrence/ abundance as an
indicator of the health of the rivers, we also see
a wide range of conditions. The Wildlife Action
Plans for each of the States (Appendix II) within
the Partnership list a wide array of river species
and habitats that are in need of extra
conservation practices (Appendix III).
Within the Great Plains, there are 28 federally
listed endangered fish, mussel, riparian plants,
and amphibian species. An additional 90 fish
and mussel species are listed and endangered by
State agencies. Amphibians, reliant on healthy
aquatic ecosystems, have been documented to
be in decline throughout the world (Linder
2003) and one Great Plains amphibian, the
Wyoming toad, is listed as a federally
endangered species.

Photo 4. Cataraft Electrofishing lower
Sweetwater River in Wyoming. (USFWS)
9

Goals and Objectives
Physical Habitat Goal
Goal Number 1: Determine the status of prairie rivers and aquatic species, in terms of aquatic habitat
quality and quantity, water quality and quantity, and watershed characteristics.
Objective 1.1 Classify the current state of prairie river / major watersheds as in need of
protection, restoration, or enhancement with geographic information systems (GIS), published
scientific literature, historical reports, survey reports, current monitoring, and best professional
judgment by 2010.
Objective 1.2 Assess condition and status of riparian buffers using GIS by 2013.
Objective 1.3 Implement and support research investigating the relationship between the
cumulative impacts on aquatic habitat loss or restoration and population level response by the
fish/aquatic community.
Biological Community Goal
Goal Number 2: Evaluate trends of aquatic species distribution and abundance over time
throughout the Great Plains in relation to changing habitat conditions, as part of an adaptive
management process of prairie stream ecosystem structure and function to guide future actions.
Objective 2.1 Develop appropriate standardized monitoring metrics and methods for fish
populations, habitat conditions, and water quality.
Objective 2.2 Determine spatial trends of factors affecting aquatic habitats within watersheds
using GIS by 2013.
Objective 2.3 Work with partners to minimize the impact and spread of aquatic nuisance species
in high priority watersheds and integrate ANS BMP’s.
Strategy 2.1.1 Identification and inventory of impacted areas that are colonized by AIS.

Water Quality and Quantity Goal
Goal Number 3: Maintain water quality and quantity in prairie rivers to support fish and other
aquatic organisms
Objective 3.1 Protect existing functional riparian buffers on 100% of high priority reaches within
8 digit HUCs for the duration of the Partnership.
Objective 3.2 Restore riparian buffers on 10% of the degraded reaches of priority watersheds
each year for the next 10 years.
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Objective 3.3 Remove impaired classification rivers from the EPA 305 status on 10% of the
rivers every two years within the Partnership over the next 10 years.
Strategy 3.3.1 Identify and mitigate non point and point-source pollutants or 305
impairments on 10% of the high priority watersheds by 2012.
Strategy 3.3.2 Strive for consensus building with non-compliant polluters.
Objective 3.4 Evaluate the trends and status of prairie rivers (hydrology, water quality,
community composition) to assess changes in habitat condition every five years beginning in
2015.
Objective 3.5 Implement best management practices on 10% of the prioritized watersheds for onsite management of storm water in highly impervious landscapes.
Objective 3.6 Develop tools to minimize threats to natural flow regimes on all high priority
rivers by 2015.
Strategy 3.6.1 Provide incentives for landowners to meet current existing needs and
concurrently provide improvements for the aquatic resources.
Strategy 3.6.2 Develop sloughing easement programs to prevent and forestall bank
armoring
Objective 3.7 Implement and minimize impacts of threats to natural flow regimes on all high
priority rivers by 2016.
Objective 3.8 Establish and implement minimum instream flow standards to prevent dewatering
and hydropeaking fluctuations in discharge
Local Level Goal
Goal Number 4: Ensure that instream and riparian physical habitat in rivers is sufficient to
support vigorous fish populations at the local scale.
Objective 4.1 Prevent further degradation of heterogeneity, flows, and riparian buffers reverse
declines of fish habitats in high priority watersheds that have been adversely affected by 2015
Strategy 4.1.1 Use riparian fencing and off-stream water development (e.g. pumps and
tanks) to improve habitat along rivers.
Strategy 4.1.2 Replant native vegetation along stream banks to help stabilize banks and
buffer the stream from neighboring land practices.
Strategy 4.1.3 Identify barriers to fish movement, especially to prevent expansion of
aquatic nuisance species by 2012.
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Strategy 4.1.4 Remove or modify 10% of the barriers to facilitate movement of fish
species on focus areas by 2016.
Strategy 4.1.5 Develop relationships with willing landowners that will lead to a
cooperative and committed approach toward habitat conservation.
Objective 4.2 Increase the quality and quantity of fish habitats that support a broad natural
diversity of fish and other aquatic species.
Strategy 4.2.1 Install intake screens where water withdrawal can entrain of aquatic
species
Strategy 4.2.2 Eradicate non-native riparian vegetation such as salt cedar
Objective 4.3 Ensure habitat connectivity is maintained on all high priority watersheds by 2020
except where aquatic nuisance species (ANS) are a consideration.
Strategy 4.3.2 Incorporate water conservation alternatives that maintain existing uses and
result in a greater quantity of water being left in the stream.

Watershed Level Goal
Goal Number 5: Promote watershed land uses that improve existing water quality and quantity
and improve habitats of the aquatic resources of the Great Plains.
Objective 5.1 Increase landowner implementation of watershed-scale Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) by 5% in each 8 digit HUC each year until 2030 or until 100% of watersheds
in the Partnership area are managed under BMPs.
Strategy 5.1.1 Identify and communicate existing land use BMP’s that would benefit
aquatic resources at the watershed scale by 2010.
Objective 5.2 Educate and advocate for legislation that is beneficial to sustainable watershed
land use practices.
Objective 5.3 Support and develop a research proposal into how community based social
marketing may encourage best management practices by landowners by 2011.
Partnership Development Goals
Goal Number 6: Develop funding mechanisms and enable partner participation at adequate levels
to support partnership activities and achieve goals within a science-based adaptive management
framework.
Objective 6.1 Increase potential of funding for conservation efforts by identifying a list of
projects within each State by 2010.
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Objective 6.2 Establish stable funding sources for pre- and post-monitoring activities to evaluate
and document success of conservation efforts.
Objective 6.3 Establish permanent funding to facilitate operational needs of the Partnership.
Objective 6.4 Improve consolidation of funding to efficiently aggregate efforts and projects of
multiple partners’ by 2010.
Goal Number 7: Partnership efforts foster integration across political boundaries of natural
resource protection, restoration, enhancement, and planning.
Objective 7.1 Establish committed resources for implementation and coordination of aquatic
habitat restoration efforts by the members of the partnership.

Outreach Goal
Goal Number 8: Implement effective outreach tools to educate and inform the public on values of
prairie rivers and the need for their conservation.
Objective 8.1 Increase and improve public support of riparian and river restoration efforts by
2010.
Strategy 8.1.1 Increase membership of the partnership and numbers of implemented
habitat conservation projects.
Strategy 8.1.2 Increase communication effectiveness of partnership’s website and
develop other outreach materials
Strategy 8.1.3 Use outreach efforts to encourage adoption of riparian zone BMP’s.
Objective 8.2 Increase awareness of the importance of riparian areas to aquatic communities and
develop strategies to foster increased valuation by traditional and non traditional resource
interests, including local communities, public, county water boards, and agricultural interests by
2012.
Objective 8.3 Develop tools to determine the socia-economic values associated with prairie river
habitat and flow protection.
Objective 8.4 Conduct literature reviews of the socia-economic values of prairie river habitats by
2010.
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begin promoting for implementation using the
partnership concept.

STRATEGIES AND PRIORITY
CONSERVATION ACTIONS

In addition, the Science and Assessment and the
Planning and Prioritization Teams will continue
development of a prioritization strategy that the
Partnership can use for the future selection of
the project areas based on species needs, habitat
condition, and threats.

The Great Plains FHP will fully support the
strategies of the NFHAP by remediating the
causes of fish populations and habitat declines
in prairie rivers. Using an integrated landscape
approach, comprehensive outreach and
communication strategies, and involving nontraditional partners, this Partnership will
combine sound science and cooperation to
restore and protect prairie rivers.

Identification of the highest priority areas will
also provide a means to communicate to other
agencies and organizations on local needs to
help facilitate development of local awareness
needed on the conservation of a particular
watershed. In the meantime, having a list of
projects will further the concept of partnering on
aquatic habitat conservation by allowing the
Partnership members to advocate for local
assistance for the projects that are identified.

Based on similar efforts being accomplished at a
local scale, there are several strategies that will
support the accomplishment of Partnership
goals and objectives. First and foremost is the
coordination and communication within the
Partnership to develop the teamwork necessary
to reach shared successful outcomes. Most of
this effort will involve the strategies listed in
Goal 8.

Due to the high diversity of aquatic species in
the Great Plains, there is no single or group of
species for focus of this partnership. Multiple
types of fishes are of recreational or economic
interest such as sauger, sunfishes, catfishes,
buffaloes, and paddlefish, and other species
portray an aesthetic or ecological significance;
i.e., Neosho madtom, sturgeon and flathead
chubs and other cyprinids. Until additional
analysis of the data changes the accepted course
of action, the strategies and goals identified by
this Framework will attempt to improve the
overall conditions for as many species as
practical in those areas that are deemed high
priority. In many instances, an improvement or
a protection of the aquatic habitats will benefit
multiple species.

The other aspect that members of the
Partnership believe will be beneficial is the
assimilation of Best Management Practices
(BMP’s) that already exist. Sharing these
within the Partnership and with the Public will
increase awareness of the practices that can
benefit the aquatic resources of the Great Plains.
The development of priorities has begun by
using the available information from the State
Wildlife Action Plans, local knowledge, and
available science to delineate the highest
priority 8 digit HUCs across the geographic area
(Figure 3). This exercise resulted in the
selection of areas that are considered the highest
priority due to their pristine nature and need
protection from further threats; those areas in
most need of restoration due to existing
conditions; or those areas that afford the best
opportunity for conservation efforts. This has
also created a mosaic of habitats in need of high
priority conservation across the geographic area.
This will ultimately ensure that the interested
partners will have a list of potential projects to

In areas where private land is involved, willing
participants will be required and a vital
component for any of these strategies.
Consistent funding for the Great Plains FHP
will be crucial to maintain a steady presence and
continue to make annual progress towards the
goals of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan.
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scheduled on a case by case basis and will try to
take advantage of immediate needs and
simultaneous gatherings to avoid duplicate
travel.

IMPLEMENTATION
It will be beneficial to the Partnership to
develop the methodology to share information
effectively. Although it will be unlikely that all
members of the Partnership will be able to
attend all meetings due to funding and travel
limitations, one of our goals of communication
and decision needs to be transparency. A
philosophy of transparency will help promote
creative thinking and collaboration among
multiple partners.
It is anticipated that all members of the
Partnership will be delegates and carry the
message of the National Fish Habitat Action
Plan to their local area, help organize the onthe-ground projects, and facilitate the progress
of these projects across the Great Plains.
Successful organization and facilitation will
require a clear and simple message of the
purpose and roles of the Partnership that can be
shared with those interested in restoring or
preserving aquatic habitats. One of the primary
roles of the Great Plains FHP will be to provide
the strategic implementation that will benefit the
greatest priority habitat needs.

Photo 5. The sturgeon chub Macrhybopsis
gelida is a native cyprinid found in many of the
western tributaries of the Missouri River.
(USFWS)

EVALUATION AND REPORTING
The Great Plains FHP will report annually to the
National Fish Habitat Board in either written or
verbal formats, or both, on the specific project
accomplishments for that year and specify plans
for the future. The Partnership will also
document accomplishments spatially in a GIS
database that will link the project aquatic
populations, habitats, and watershed data. As
priority projects are completed within each
watershed, the Partnership will need to evaluate
the success of implementation and re-evaluate
the next steps to be more efficient. Adaptive
management and constant vigilance on changing
conditions on the landscape will be necessary to
set and address priorities. As the national
Science and Data Committee develop a national
scale information base, we will work closely
with this committee to incorporate all relevant
information for the Great Plains (Beard et al.
2008).

Due to the large number of members and
interests that may potentially participate in the
Partnership, electronic sharing of information
will be a useful tool to broadly communicate
ongoing and future efforts. Communication
during implementation will be accomplished
through email, regular conference calls, as well
as a website to share information and
disseminate critical documents and data.
Recognizing that everyone does not have
internet access, regular newsletters will be sent
to any members of the Partnership that prefer
paper versions. A website has already been
developed to help share information with the
public as well as within the participants of the
Partnership. However, regular coordination
meetings will be necessary to verbally discuss
priorities and strategies. Due to the our priority
of putting available funding toward
conservation projects, these meetings will be
15

REVISIONS
Generally, strategic plans should be revised
periodically, every five years or as needed.
Factors affecting the need for revision include
new scientific information, progress in
protecting key habitats or remediating key
stressors, changes in external conditions
affecting the resource (e.g., climate change, land
use), and changes in the mix of partners
involved in the FHP. The Great Plains Fish
Habitat Partnership will periodically review this
plan for continued applicability to attainment of
the goals and objectives. A review will be
conducted as new significant information is
developed that warrants the need to incorporate
additional strategies or within five years, which
ever is sooner.
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APPENDIX I
Partial List of potential partners in the Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership
• Sac and Fox
State Fish and Wildlife Agencies
• Santee Sioux
representatives
• Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate
• Spirit Lake Sioux Tribe
• Colorado Division of Wildlife
• Standing Rock Sioux
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources
• Three Affiliated Tribes (Mandan, Arikara,
• Kansas Department of Wildlife and
Hidatsa)
Parks
• Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa
• Minnesota Department of Natural
• Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska
Resources
• Yankton Sioux
• Missouri Department of Conservation
• Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Federal Agency Representatives
• Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
• North Dakota Game and Fish
• U.S. Department of Agriculture
Department
o Natural Resource Conservation
• South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks
Service
o U.S. Forest Service
• Wyoming Game and Fish Department
• U.S. Department of Defense
State Water Quality Agencies
o U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
• U.S. Department of Interior
• North Dakota Department of Health
o U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
o U.S. Geological Survey
Native American Tribes
o Bureau of Reclamation
o Bureau of Land Management
o Bureau of Indian Affairs
• Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of Ft. Peck
o National Park Service
• Blackfeet Tribe
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
• Cheyenne River Sioux
• Chippewa-Cree of Rocky Boys
Conservation/Science/Academic members
• Crow
• Crow Creek Sioux
• Livestock / Cattleman Associations
• Eastern Shoshone
• The Nature Conservancy
• Flandreau Santee Sioux
• Sportsman Groups
• Gros Ventre and Assiniboine Tribes of
• The Wild Turkey Federation
Ft. Belknap
• World Wildlife Fund
• Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska
• Izaak Walton League
• Kickapoo Tribe in Kansas
• American Fisheries Society – NCD
• Lower Brule Sioux
• North American Benthological Society
• Northern Arapaho
(NABS)
• Northern Cheyenne
• Ecological Society of America
• Oglala Sioux
• River management Society
• Omaha Tribe
• MRNRC
• Ponca Tribe of Nebraska
• University of Missouri
• Prairie Band of Potawatomi of Kansas
• South Dakota State University
• Rosebud Sioux
• Colorado State University
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•

University of Montana - Bozeman

At-large Members
•
•
•
•

Private Citizens
County / Township organizations
Municipalities
Water districts / Water quality agencies
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APPENDIX III
Alphabetical list of Great Plains fish species that rely on the aquatic habitats of the prairie rivers and streams
with their Federal and State status.
Species
Arkansas darter
Arkansas River darter
Arkansas River shiner
Banded killifish
Bigmouth shiner
Black buffalo
Black bullhead
Blacknose shiner
Blue sucker
Bluehead sucker
Bluntnose darter
Brassy minnow
Brassy minnow
Burbot
Central mudminnow
Central stoneroller
Channel catfish
Common shiner
Crystal darter
Cypress minnow
Finescale dace
Flannelmouth sucker
Flathead chub
Gilt darter
Goldeye
Goldstripe darter
Gravel chub
Greater redhorse
Harlequin darter
Hornyhead chub
Iowa darter
Kendall Warm Springs dace
Lake chub
Lake sturgeon
Least darter
Leatherside chub
Longnose darter
Longnose sucker
Mottled sculpin
Mountain madtom
Neosho madtom
Niangua darter
Northern brook lamprey
Northern pearl dace
Northern plains killifish
Northern Redbelly dace
Orangespotted sunfish
Orangethroat darter
Ozark cavefish
Ozark minnow
Paddlefish
Paiute sculpin

State
CO, KS
KS
KS
SD
WY
MN
WY
NE, SD
MN, MT, ND, NE
CO, WY
IA
CO
CO, KS
MT, WY
MO, SD
WY
WY
CO, KS, WY
IA, MN, MO
MO
NE, SD, WY
CO, WY
CO, KS, MO, WY
MN
WY
MO
MN
IA
MO
WY
CO, WY
WY
CO, WY
IA, MN, MO, NE
IA, MN
WY
MO
SD
WY
MO
KS, MO
MO
MN
WY
KS
CO, NE
CO
WY
MO
MN
MN, MT
WY

Federal Status
Candidate
Threatened
Threatened

Endangered

Threatened
Threatened

Threatened
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State Status
Tier I
Tier I
S1
GCN
SPC
GCN
Tier I, S1
SPC, Tier I, Level 1, Tier I
GCN
S1
GCN
Tier I
Tier I, GCN
End, S1
GCN
GCN
GCN, Tier I, GCN
S1, SPC, End
End
Tier I, S1, GCN
GCN
GCN, Tier I, End, GCN
SPC
GCN
End
SPC
S1
End
GCN
GCN
GCN
GCN
S1, SPC, End, Tier I
S1, SPC
GCN
End
S1
GCN
End
End
End
SPC
GCN
Tier I
GCN, Tier I
GCN
GCN
End
SPC
THR, Tier I
GCN

Species
Pallid shiner
Pallid sturgeon
Pearl dace
Peppered chub
Pirate perch
Plains minnow
Plains orangethroat darter
Plains topminnow
Pugnose shiner
Quillback
Redfin darter
Rio Grande chub
Rio Grande sucker
River carpsucker
River redhorse
River shiner
Roundtail chub
Sabine shiner
Sauger
Shorthead redhorse
Shortnose gar
Shovelnose sturgeon
Sicklefin chub
Skipjack herring
Slender madtom
Southern Brook lamprey
Southern Redbelly dace
Stonecat
Sturgeon chub
Suckermouth minnow
Swamp darter
Taillight shiner
Topeka shiner
Trout perch
Western Silvery minnow

State
MN
IA, MO, MT, NE, SD
IA, MT, ND, NE
KS
MN
CO, KS, WY
CO
MN, NE, WY
IA, MN
WY
MO
CO
CO
WY
IA
KS
CO, WY
MO
MT, WY
WY
MT
WY
IA, MT, ND, NE, SD
MN
MN
MN
CO, SD
CO, WY
IA, MT, ND, NE, WY
CO, WY
MO
MO
KS, MN, MO, NE
MT
IA, WY

Federal Status
Endangered

Endangered

State Status
SPC
S1, End, Tier I, Tier I, S1
S1, Tier I, Level 1, Tier 1
Tier I
SPC
Tier I, Tier I, GCN
Tier I
SPC, Tier I, GCN
S1, SPC
GCN
End
GCN
GCN
GCN
S1
Tier I
GCN
End
Tier I, GCN
GCN
Tier I
GCN
S1, Tier I, Level 1, Tier 1, S1
SPC
SPC
SPC
GCN, S1
GCN
S1, Tier I, Level 1, Tier I, GCN
Tier I, GCN
End
End
Tier I, SPC, End, Tier I
Tier I
S1, GCN

Tier 1 – Species are those that are most in need of conservation action in order to sustain or restore their
populations.
S1 – Species that are sub-nationally critically impaired
GCN – Species with the Greatest Conservation Need
SPC – Species of Concern
Level 1 – Species that are in decline and presently receive little or no monetary support or conservation
efforts.
End – Endangered
THR – Threatened
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Figure 2. Geographic Scope of Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership. Numbers indicate major watersheds and are the last two digits of the
four digit hydrological unit classification (HUC) level.
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Figure 3. Initial Priority Assessment for the Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership. Numbers indicate major watersheds and are the last two
digits of the four digit hydrological unit classification (HUC) level. This data is preliminary and is subject to be modified upon further review
and analysis.
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Memorandum of Understanding

AMONG

OMAHA TRIBE
PRAIRIE BAND OF POTAWATOMI OF KANSAS
SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF GAME, FISH AND PARKS
U.S. FISH AND WILDIFE SERVICE, Region 3
YANKTON SIOUX TRIBE
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, Columbia Environmental Research Center
NORTH DAKOTA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT
LOWER BRULE SIOUX TRIBE
MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS
KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND PARKS
U.S. FISH AND WILDIFE SERVICE, Region 6

FOR
ESTABLISHMENT OF A
GREAT PLAINS FISH HABITAT PARTNERSHIP
Purpose
This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) confirms the intent of the participating resource
agencies and others to develop and implement a Great Plains Prairie Fish Habitat Partnership
(Partnership). The purpose of the Partnership is to develop State, Federal, Tribal and nongovernmental organizational relationships that will extend beyond the traditional boundaries of
resource management agencies and establish a commitment to work collaboratively for the
benefit of the region’s river resource.

Mission
The mission of the Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership is “Work Together to Protect,
Conserve, and Restore Aquatic Resources of Rivers and Streams throughout the Prairies of
the Central U.S.”
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Figure 1. Map depicting the geographic scope and 4 digit level watersheds of the Great Plains
Prairie Fish Habitat Partnership proposed habitat rehabilitation / restoration efforts.
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Background
Prairie streams of the Great Plains are a regionally and nationally significant economic, cultural
and natural resource that is increasingly threatened by a number of factors affecting sustainable
fish and wildlife habitats. Human activities that have negative effects on water quality and fish
and wildlife habitats can be seen throughout most of the partnership area. Many good
conservation efforts are occurring within each respective state, however, the coordination of
programs and exchange of information between states does not happen to the fullest extent
possible. This Partnership will develop and implement an aquatic habitat action plan for prairie
streams in the Great Plains Region under the guidance of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan
(NFHAP). A collaborative approach to managing Great Plains prairie streams is justified due to
the regional context of not only the perturbations but also the resource itself.

Key Issues
There are a number of threats and stressors that make sustainable stream and river management
challenging. Issues range from the site-level modification of aquatic and riparian habitats to the
global concerns of climate change. We plan to focus our efforts on key issues we feel we can
influence. These efforts will focus not on the symptoms of these threats but on the underlying
biological processes. The primary key issues identified to date include:
1. Continuing decline in the quality of aquatic and riparian habitats in the region due to invasive species,
modification of riparian areas, existing barriers, and interruption of natural flow processes.

Operating Principles
Initial partnership building meetings have identified a range of operating principles that a
regional approach will utilize. These include, but are not limited to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Use science to guide actions and identify priorities.
Protect and restore vital habitats of the aquatic communities.
Generate synergy to motivate multiple interests.
Use and learn from partners to extend/expand resource work.
Use existing regulatory frameworks where necessary.
Develop incentives, education, and technical assistance.

Commitments of the Parties
The partners to this MOU hereby affirm their mutual understanding and agree to use their best
efforts to take the following steps:
1. To carry out their mutual intent to develop and implement a Great Plains Prairie Fish
Habitat Partnership Strategic Plan that will address priority aquatic habitat needs of Great
Plains Prairie streams.
2. To work together to coordinate current and future mutually agreed upon joint aquatic
habitat activities for the betterment of Great Plains Prairie streams.
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3. To the extent practical, use their organization's resources to restore and sustain the
ecological processes that shape fish habitats including the riparian zones of streams,
avoiding duplication of ongoing efforts and supporting the related efforts of all involved
parties.
4. To pursue funding initiatives, cooperative agreements, grants, and/or contracts that
supports the Great Plains Prairie Fish Habitat Partnership and its approved projects.
5. To encourage and support the participation of other appropriate agencies with fishery
management, riparian habitat management or research authority by mutual agreement of
the partners.

Implementation
Participants in this MOU recognize the critical need for a Great Plains Prairie Fish Habitat
Partnership and the corresponding benefit of working collaboratively for the benefit of the
stream habitats. Participants acknowledge that existing resources to successfully address current
and future aquatic habitat needs are inadequate. Participants also agree on the appropriateness of
cooperative agreements and grants and/or contracts to fund approved projects, subject to the
availability of funds and in accordance with applicable agency administrative policies and
procedures.

Amendments/Termination
Applicable laws and regulations shall govern the liability of the parties to this MOU, to each
other, and to third persons now and hereafter in force. All parties to this MOU must mutually
agree upon any changes to this MOU. An addendum, signed by all parties will be attached to the
original MOU denoting any and all changes. This agreement may be terminated or otherwise
canceled by mutual agreement or any individual party may end its participation by providing
other parties no less than sixty (60) days written notice.

Period of Performance
This MOU will become effective upon the date subscribed by the last signatory and shall
continue in force until canceled by either signatory party as outlined above. After such action,
the MOU will no longer be in force for that signatory.
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SIGNATORY PARTIES
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6
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Mr. Steven Krentz
Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership
USFWS
3425 Miriam Ave.
Bismarck, ND 58501
August 1, 2009
Dear Mr. Krentz,
The purpose of this letter is to express the support of the Fishers and Farmers National Fish Habitat
Partnership (candidate) for the Great Plains Partnership’s application for full partnership status. As we
attempt to address the goals and objectives of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan, our partnerships
share similar challenges, including the size of our areas of responsibility, the need to resolve similar
kinds of human problems (especially farming and ranching), the need to accurately assess threats to our
fishes and their habitats, and need to share experiences and take advantage of each other learns.
Our partnerships don’t overlap spatially, so distinguishing our roles along geographic boundaries won’t
be a problem. Once we begin implementing our respective strategic plans, we should be able to
immediately start sharing technical expertise needed to support our individual priorities. We are
especially interested in helping to add value to both partnerships by comparing different approaches to
conserving streams and rivers within large networks across several spatial scales. Both of our systems,
after all, strongly impact the Mississippi River below its confluence with the Missouri.
We are very confident we’ll be able to gain from such sharing and look forward to the opportunity.
Please contact me to begin thinking about regular ways of communicating our plans and progress.
Sincerely,

Martin Konrad
Steering Committee Co‐chair
Fishers and Farmers NFH Partnership for the Upper Mississippi River Basin

