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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The EFB Collaborative Steering Committee created a questionnaire to understand the level of interest and ongoing work regarding EFB management in the Great Lakes region
The questionnaire received a total of 94 responses from individuals representing various stakeholder groups and covering multiple disciplines




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Most respondents selected their affiliation as a state or provincial government
Overall, there was a representative mix of agencies and organizations




Natural resource manager (non-
fisheries

Business or industry 
representative

Invasive species manager

Fisheries manager

Infrastructure manager

Researcher

Policy maker

Educator

Property owner

Recreational water user

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The majority of respondents (43) identified their role regarding EFB as an invasive species manager




Inland lakes, reservoirs, 
and ponds

Lake Erie

Lake Huron

Lake Michigan

Lake Ontario

Lake Superior

St. Lawrence River

Connecting channels

Wetlands

Rivers, drains, and 
tributaries
Other

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The questionnaire had a representative sample of various sizes and types of waterbodies across the basin, including respondents with interest in or jurisdiction over each of the five Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence River



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A majority of respondents (71) indicated that EFB was present in their system of specific interest or jurisdiction
Several respondents had no EFB in their system, but still showed interest in management and control efforts





1. Management and control techniques and case studies

2. Monitoring and assessment protocols (i.e., data collection and statistical analysis

3. Current research on EFB biology and/or impacts

4. Developing an “integrated pest management” program

5. Education to prevent the spread of EFB

6. Population, ecosystem or other modeling related to EFB

7. Regulation and permitting related to EFB management and/or control

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For each ranking question, we separated participants by their identified roles to see how priorities differ by discipline
We created three broad categories: invasive species manager, educator/researcher, and natural resource manager
Participants were asked to rank these topics of interest in terms of information sharing and collaboration with EFB
Management and control techniques and case studies was the top topic of interest, regardless of role of the respondent 




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
About half of respondents have an EFB early detection monitoring program in place
Slightly over half of respondents did not have an EFB prevention strategy in place




Produced/distributed media 
(physical)

Public outreach/events

Boat wash stations

Social media

Decontamination practices

Other

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For those who responded “yes,” the most popular prevention activities were decontamination practices and public outreach/events




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Slightly over half of respondents did not have an EFB education program in place 



Yes, and I am currently reporting 
to them

Yes, but I am not currently 
reporting to them

I am not aware of such databases

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Most respondents (58) noted they were aware of an online invasive species database to report EFB occurrence




EFB Collaborative Delimitation 
Application

Great Lakes Aquatic Nonindigenous 
Species Information System

Internal agency/organization 
database

EDDMapS

iMapInvasive

iNaturalist

Midwest Invasive Species 
Information Network
USGS Nonindigenous Aquatic 
Species

Other

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The most popular reporting database used was the Midwest Invasive Species Information Network MISIN, but many were also reporting to the EFB Collaborative delimitation app 



Climate change suitability models

Ecosystem impacts

Method of spread

Reproduction/viability

Economic impacts

Habitat suitability

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Responses to the most critical knowledge gaps surrounding EFB and the ecosystem varied widely based on the respondent’s affiliation 
Ecosystem impacts was the highest ranked critical knowledge gap across all disciplines




Fish and wildlife impacts

Native macrophyte displacement

Ecosystem services disruption (e.g., changes 
in hydrology, sediment trapping

Water quality impacts

Population establishment and growth timeline

Impacts to culturally significant species 
(e.g., wild rice)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Responses to question 14 varied widely depending on the respondent’s self-identified role
Question 14 is the only ranking question with variability by role
Invasive species managers’ top choice was Population establishment and growth timeline
Educators and researchers’ top choice was Ecosystem services disruption (e.g., changes in hydrology, sediment trapping)
Natural resource managers top choice was Fish and wildlife impacts




Best management practices (e.g., timing, 
type)
Eradication timing/threshold population 
levels

Chemical control options and efficacy

Manual removal options and efficacy

Biological control research

Impacts on non-target species

Cost

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
“Best management practices” was the most common response regarding the critical knowledge gaps surrounding current EFB control options across all roles




Limited public knowledge and reporting opportunities

Low detectability with current methods

Efficacy of novel methods (e.g., eDNA and Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicles (UAV)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The most common first choice across all roles regarding the most critical knowledge gaps surround EFB monitoring tools and detection was Limited public knowledge and reporting opportunities



Biodiversity (e.g., threat to rare or 
endangered species or habitat types)

Wildlife habitat

Recreational (e.g., restricted access to 
water resources)
Ecosystem service (e.g., changes in hydrology, 
sediment trapping)

Infrastructure (e.g., clogged drainage)

Aesthetic

Other natural resource commodities (e.g., 
wild rice)

Economic (e.g., property value)

Human health and safety

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The most common type of impact from EFB that is causing concern for respondents’ jurisdictions was threats to biodiversity 




Not present/
Not severe Extremely severe

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For this scale, 1 is the least severe and 4 is the most severe
Most respondents reported EFB severity as a 2 or 3 with an average rating of 2.35
Notably, about twice the number of respondents chose 1 as chose 4




Not a priority High priority

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For this scale, 1 is the lowest priority and 4 is the highest priority
Most respondents reported EFB control to be a 3 out of 4, with the second choice being a 4 out of 4
Notably, the average ranking of EFB being a priority (2.70) was slightly higher than its perceived severity (2.35)





Water quality

Beach quality

Fouling of property or other 
infrastructure (e.g., boats, docks)

Aquatic habitat improvement

Restoration of ecosystem 
functions

Native species/biodiversity 
protection

Improved water access/navigation

Not interested in controlling EFB

Other

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Most respondents (or their agency) were interested in controlling EFB to protect native species and biodiversity 




Yes, a short-term, year-to-year 
plan
Yes, a long-term, sustainable 
plan

No

Other

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
About half of respondents did not have a management/control plan for EFB
Of those who did, the majority are using a short-term/year-to-year plan with only a handful using a long-term sustainable plan 




Not interested in applying EFB 
control

Site/local

Waterbody

Watershed

State/province

Regional (e.g., Great Lakes)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Most respondents were interested in controlling EFB at the site/local scale 




Very detailed – information on a recommended set of 
techniques including suggested timing and best practices 

Moderately detailed – summary information about 
techniques with links to further resources

Not very detailed – lists of options with links 
to other resources 

60

31

1

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
About 2/3 of respondents indicated a very detailed tool/strategy for EFB management/control would be most useful




Social media (e.g., Twitter, 
Instagram, blogs

Webinars

Conferences/symposia

Email list-servs

Other

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Webinars and email list-servs were the most popular forums of interest to use for coordination and communication
Many others chose conferences/symposia and social media as well  
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