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Abstract
1. Habitat fragmentation is a principal threat to biodiversity and artificial river bar-

riers are a leading cause of the global decline in freshwater biota. Although the 
impact of barriers on diadromous fish is well established, impacts on river- resident 
fish communities remain unclear, especially for low- head barriers.

2. We examined the movement of five contrasting freshwater fish (topmouth gudg-
eon, European minnow, stone loach, bullhead and brown trout) in an experimental 
cascade mesocosm with seven pools separated by small vertical barriers.

3. Passage rates differed significantly among species and increased with body size 
and sustained swimming speed (Usus), ranging from an average of 0.2 passes/hr 
in topmouth gudgeon to 3.4 passes/hr in brown trout. A random- walk simulation 
indicated that barriers can result in net downstream movement and shifts in com-
munity composition.

4. Passage rates in brown trout were leptokurtic, that is, most individuals were rela-
tively sedentary while a small proportion showed frequent movements. Upstream 
passage rates of brown trout increased with body length and boldness while fish 
with lower aerobic scope tended to move downstream. Passage rates showed 
significant individual repeatability in brown trout, independent of body size, 
indicating the potential for in- stream barriers to exert selective effects on fish 
populations.

5. Our results show that barrier effects can be more complex than simply blocking 
fish passage, and that river- resident fish can be impacted even by very small barri-
ers. We show that fish passage depends on a wide range of morphological, physi-
ological and behavioural drivers, and that barriers can exert selective effects on 
these traits and cause shifts in community composition.

6. Policy implications. Barrier mitigation measures need to embrace interspecific and 
intraspecific variation in fish passage to avoid inadvertent artificial selection on 
fish communities. Given the high abundance of low- head structures in river sys-
tems worldwide, a paradigm shift is needed to recognise the subtle impacts of 
small barriers on freshwater biodiversity. Removal of small barriers or nature- like 
fishways should allow better passage of the wider fish community compared to 
widely used salmonid- centric fish passage options.
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1  | INTRODUC TION

Anthropogenically induced loss of connectivity is a major cause 
of global biodiversity declines in terrestrial and aquatic systems 
(Fahrig, 2003; Reid et al., 2019). Two- thirds of rivers worldwide are 
heavily fragmented by artificial barriers (Grill et al., 2019), an estimate 
that does not account for low- head structures such as weirs, culverts 
and bed- sills, which are orders of magnitude more abundant (Belletti 
et al., 2020; Jones et al., 2019). Barriers can impede fish migrations 
(McLaughlin et al., 2006), reduce population connectivity (Kelson 
et al., 2020) and cause habitat fragmentation (Junker et al., 2012), 
thereby threatening population persistence (Valenzuela- Aguayo 
et al., 2020). Mitigation options include the prioritisation of problem-
atic barriers for removal (Kemp & O'Hanley, 2010) and the construc-
tion of fish passes to facilitate movement (Clay, 1995). However, the 
success of these remediation measures relies on detailed knowledge 
of how fish respond to barriers.

Historically, fish passage research has focused on large diadro-
mous fish such as salmon (Silva et al., 2018). This is perhaps due to a 
common misconception that species which complete their life cycles 
in freshwater are sedentary (Gerking, 1959), and therefore largely 
unaffected by barriers. However, most river- resident species are 
migratory to some extent, regularly undertaking longitudinal move-
ments along river networks to complete their life cycles (e.g. Dudley 
& Platania, 2007; Fredrich et al., 2003; Schumann et al., 2015). 
Hence, consideration of the needs of river- resident fish is critical for 
delivering effective fish passage solutions.

Identifying the factors that influence passage success is essential 
for effective barrier mitigation. River fish vary widely in physiology, 
morphology and behaviour, both at the interspecific and intraspe-
cific levels. Passage success often increases with swimming ability 
(Castro- Santos, 2006), but the role of inter and intraspecific variation 
in determining fish passage remains unclear (Birnie- Gauvin et al., 2018; 
Kemp, 2016). For example, while fish may be able to overcome single 
barriers, passage over multiple barriers is not guaranteed because it 
is energetically costly (Kemp & O'Hanley, 2010; Thiem et al., 2016). 
Individuals with higher standard metabolic rate (SMR) and aerobic 
scope (AS) tend to show higher activity levels, can sustain higher 
swimming speeds and are often less risk averse (Metcalfe et al., 2016). 
Hence, one would predict fish showing higher swimming ability and 
higher metabolic rates to exhibit higher passage success.

Larger fish generally attain higher swimming speeds than smaller- 
bodied individuals (Plaut, 2001) and more streamlined fish tend to 
show higher swimming performance than deeper- bodied conspe-
cifics (Baktoft et al., 2016). Pectoral fins are important in holding 
position and resisting flows (Arnold et al., 1991) and individuals with 
longer fins relative to their body size can show higher swimming 
speeds (Ojanguren & Braña, 2003). Fish with high slender caudal 

fins (high aspect ratio) tend to show higher swimming ability than 
those with a high surface area relative to height (low aspect ratio; 
Sambilay, 1990). Therefore, based on empirical evidence, larger, 
more- streamlined fish, with longer pectoral fins and higher aspect 
ratios, may be expected to show higher passage rates.

Passage of multiple barriers is contingent on successive be-
havioural decisions. The role of behavioural traits in determining fish 
passage success is unclear and has rarely been evaluated. An import-
ant behavioural component of fish passage is ‘motivation to move’. 
For example, while fish may be physiologically and morphologically 
capable of negotiating a barrier, they may behaviourally ‘choose’ not 
to do so (Castro- Santos, 2005). Fish often exhibit repeatable be-
havioural traits, which can be quantified along a ‘shy- bold’ spectrum 
(Toms et al., 2010). The ‘bold- shy’ axis of fish behaviour tends to 
correlate with ‘exploration- avoidance’ behaviours and activity levels 
(Chapman et al., 2011; Conrad et al., 2011), suggesting that bolder 
individuals may be more likely to pass barriers.

Individual repeatability is a proxy for heritability (Dohm, 2002), 
that is, the proportion of trait variation that can be attributed to ge-
netic factors, as opposed to environmental factors. Previous studies 
have identified significant repeatability in swimming ability (Marras 
et al., 2010), metabolic rate (Norin & Malte, 2011), boldness (Jolles 
et al., 2016), risk- taking (Roy et al., 2017) and movement (Taylor & 
Cooke, 2014) in fishes, but repeatability has never been evaluated 
in fish passage. It is important to evaluate repeatability because by 
excluding the passage of some individuals while allowing the passage 
of others, barriers have the potential to exert selective effects on 
traits within fish populations.

In this study, we aimed to assess potential selective effects of 
barriers on fish communities and better inform fish passage science 
regarding the traits that influence passage success. We investigated 
the response of five river- resident fish species, with contrasting size, 
morphology and swimming ability, to a series of small vertical barri-
ers in a laboratory- based cascade. We quantified interspecific and 
intraspecific variability in fishes’ ability to pass small barriers, as well 
as assessing individual repeatability in one species (brown trout). The 
influence of physiological, morphological and behavioural factors on 
passage success was assessed. We also used a random- walk simu-
lation model to predict the consequences of barriers for taxonomic 
composition in a hypothetical river fragmented by multiple barriers.

2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1 | Study species

We examined barrier impacts on topmouth gudgeon Psuedorasbora 
parva, European minnow Phoxinus phoxinus, stone loach Barbatula 
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barbatula, bullhead Cottus gobio and non- diadromous brown trout 
Salmo trutta. These species were selected because they are river- 
resident, and vary widely in body size, shape and swimming mode 
(Jones, Svendsen, et al., 2020). Information on the passage be-
haviour of topmouth gudgeon is important because it has invaded 
large areas of Europe, Asia and Africa with acute ecological impacts 
(Gozlan et al., 2010), and dispersal along river catchments is a major 
pathway of secondary introduction (Pinder et al., 2005), with impli-
cations for barrier management (Rahel, 2013). Between 30 and 54 
individuals of each species were collected by backpack electrofishing 
(HT- 2000, Halltech, Canada) from wild populations in South Wales 
(Table S1). Following capture, fish were housed in species- specific 
tanks in a 2,500 L recirculating aquaculture system (TMC System 
5000P; Tropical Marine Centre Ltd). A 12- hr light/dark cycle was 
maintained and housing water was kept at 15 ± 1°C. Fish were fed to 
satiation on pellet food (Atlantic Gold; Pacific Trading Aquaculture 
Ltd.), supplemented with live maggots and frozen bloodworms. All 
fish were marked using unique visual implant elastomer (VIE) tags 
(Northwest Marine Technology) to allow individual identification for 
cascade experiments, swimming respirometry, behavioural assays 
and morphometrics. Fish were left to acclimatise to housing tanks 
for at least 2 weeks before testing in the cascade setup.

2.2 | Cascade setup

Fish passage was monitored in a cascade setup (185 L) consisting of 
seven 20- L pools (H: 25 cm, W: 30 cm, L: 38 cm) separated by 7.5 cm 
vertical waterfalls (Figure 1). A standardised waterfall height of 

7.5 cm was chosen to create a selective effect on barrier passage (i.e. 
allow some individuals/species to pass upstream while excluding oth-
ers) in the study species, based on available information on jumping 
ability of similar species (e.g. Holthe et al., 2005; Prenosil et al., 2016; 
Utzinger et al., 1998). Two tubs downstream of the experimental area 
acted as sumps. A submersible pump at the downstream end recircu-
lated the water at a rate of 13 L/min. A chiller (TK150 chiller; TECO) 
maintained temperature to 15 ± 0.5°C and water quality was main-
tained by daily water changes and UV treatment. Black plastic walls 
(0.8 m high) and impassable mesh barriers at the downstream end 
(mesh size 2 mm) limited fish movements to the experimental area 
(tanks 1– 7). A florescent ceiling light positioned above the cascade 
simulated light intensity on an overcast day (120 lux).

Fish (37– 189 mm) were introduced individually to the middle 
pool (4), which was temporarily fitted with a cover during a 30- min 
acclimatisation period (Figure 1). The cover was then removed, and 
the movements were recorded over a 2- hr period using an aerial 
CCTV camera (ANNKE, Model: C51N). Experiments lasted for 2 hrs 
to allow fish sufficient time to express innate differences in move-
ment (Amaral et al., 2016; Branco et al., 2013; Poulsen et al., 2010), 
but not enough time to allow potential learning (i.e. reduce the risk 
that fish could learn that cascade setup was a small closed system 
and adopt more sedentary behaviour in response). Videos were 
played back using VLC media player 3.03 (VideoLAN) and five met-
rics of passage movement were recorded: downstream pass rate, 
upstream pass rate, total pass rate and upstream attempt rate (see 
Figure 1 for definitions). An upstream attempt was defined as fish 
leaping within 5 cm of the base of a waterfall but failing to pass 
upstream.

F I G U R E  1   Design of experimental cascade setup and the passage metrics measured (inset)
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A separate group of 20 brown trout were used to assess repeat-
ability of passage behaviour. Each of these individuals was tested 
in three replicate trials, allowing 10 days of recovery time between 
trials. Brown trout were chosen for the repeatability study because 
they showed the greatest range of individual variation in barrier 
passage.

2.3 | Intrinsic drivers of fish passage

To assess the potential mechanisms driving interspecific differences 
in passage rates, physiological (swimming performance and metabo-
lism) and morphological traits were measured in a subsample of fish 
per species: topmouth gudgeon (n = 26), European minnow (n = 22), 
stone loach (n = 22), bullhead (n = 22) and brown trout (n = 26). In 
addition to the morphological and swimming performance informa-
tion, boldness was measured in the 26 brown trout.

2.3.1 | Swimming performance and metabolism

The standard metabolic rate (SMR), aerobic scope (AS) and sustained 
swimming ability (Usus) were measured in swim tunnel respirometers 
(Loligo Systems, Viborg, Denmark). Individual fish were introduced 
to swim tunnel respirometers (current speed set at 1 cm/s) and left 
to acclimatise overnight (16hrs) while measuring metabolic rate 
(mgO2 kg−1 hr−1) using intermittent flow respirometry (180 s flush, 
60 s wait, 420 s measure). The mean of the 10 lowest metabolic rate 
values over the 16- hr test period was taken as the SMR for each indi-
vidual, similar to previous studies (Svendsen et al., 2014).

After measuring SMR, incremental velocity experiments were 
undertaken to measure AS and Usus. To measure Usus, current veloc-
ities within the swim tunnels were increased in 5 cm/s increments 
(from a start velocity of 5 cm/s), at 9- min intervals, until the fish 
were no longer able to resist the current. The 9- min interval proved 
suitable to obtain accurate measurements of metabolic rate and 
Usus across a range of fishes with different body sizes and swimming 
abilities (Jones, Svendsen, et al., 2020). Sustained swimming ability 
(Usus) was defined as the maximum flow velocity maintained for an 
entire 9- min measurement loop. Metabolic rates were measured for 
the duration of the increased velocity tests and maximum meta-
bolic rate (MMR) was taken as the highest value observed (Svendsen 
et al., 2013). Aerobic scope (AS) was calculated as MMR –  SMR 
(Metcalfe et al., 2016).

2.3.2 | Morphology

Standardised photos of each fish were taken at a known scale using 
an overhead camera (Lumix DMC- G2; Panasonic). Measurements of 
body length (total length— BL), maximum body girth (MBG), pectoral 
fin length (PL), caudal fin height (CH) and caudal fin area (CA) were 
measured (±1 mm; Figure S1) using measurement tools on ImageJ 

(Schneider et al., 2012). Three metrics of body morphology were cal-
culated due to their relevance for swimming ability and therefore 
barrier passage: Fineness Ratio (FR; Baktoft et al., 2016), Pectoral 
Fin Length Ratio (PFLR; Danner & Boucher, 2005) and Aspect Ratio 
(AR; Sambilay, 1990) (Figure S1).

2.3.3 | Boldness

We assessed the extent of scototaxis (preference for dark environ-
ments [Maximino et al., 2010; Toms et al., 2010]) as a proxy for bold-
ness in brown trout. The test arena consisted of a 25- L glass tank (H: 
20 cm, D: 20 cm, L: 60 cm) filled with 15 L of water from the holding 
tanks. Each tank was lined with adhesive plastic to create two dis-
tinct halves: one black (cover) and one white (exposure) (Figure S2). 
There was a removable acclimatisation cover (H: 20 cm, D: 20 cm, L: 
20 cm) in the middle of the tank (Figure S2).

Brown trout were identified by VIE tags and introduced sin-
gly to the acclimatisation zone. The acclimatisation cover was re-
moved after 10 min, allowing fish access to the test arena for 15 min 
(Maximino et al., 2010). Fish movements during the test period were 
recorded using an overhead GoPro HERO 5 camera. Videos were 
processed using VLC media player 3.03 (VideoLAN) and the propor-
tion of time spent in each half of the tank was recorded as a proxy for 
boldness (BOLDNESS), varying between 0 (shy) and 1 (bold).

2.3.4 | Statistical analysis

All statistical analyses were undertaken using R version 4.0.0. (R 
Core Team, 2020). We first used random forest regression models, 
fitted using the r package ‘randomforest’ (Liaw & Weiner, 2002), 
to select the most important trait covariates out of the potential 
covariates influencing interspecific differences in total pass rate, 
as random forest models are robust to situations where there is a 
large number of covariates compared to the number of data points 
(Bradter et al., 2013). Total pass rate was the response variable, while 
Species, Usus, SMR, AS, BL, FR, PFLR and AR were explanatory vari-
ables, and the importance of each covariate was evaluated by mean 
squared error and node impurity for each trait, using ntree = 50,000 
and a 75% split in training: test data and default values otherwise. 
The random forest approach consistently identified a reduced set of 
four influential variables (Figure S3), which were fitted in a classical 
GLM model with negative binomial distribution, taking advantage 
of the robustness and interpretability of GLMs in low- dimensional 
settings (small number of covariates). The GLM was fitted using the 
glm.nb function in the package ‘mass’ (Venables & Ripley, 2002) to 
account for the zero- inflated and over- dispersed count data.

A random- walk simulation model, parameterised using the ex-
perimental data, was used to examine how the observed differences 
in response to barriers might affect the composition and spatial dis-
tribution of our fish communities exposed to multiple barriers over a 
24- hr period. The R code used was:
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for (i in 1:1000) {  
steps <-  sample(c(−3:+3), size  =  12, prob  =  c(0.47,0.09,0.12,0.14,  
0.00,0.12,0.06),   
replace  =  TRUE)  
FinalDists[i] <-  sum(steps)rm(steps)  
}

where steps is number of barriers moved after 24 hr, sample is barriers 
moved upstream (+) or downstream (−) within 2- hr period (experimen-
tal time), size is the length of time for simulation (12 × 2 = 24 hrs) and 
prob is probability of the species ending in each location after 2 hrs 
(example shown is probabilities for brown trout). The model was run 
five times simulating the movement of 1,000 individuals each time, 
changing prob according to the probability data for each species.

A similar method (as per interspecific model) was used to assess 
the drivers of intraspecific passage variation in brown trout. Passage 
metrics (total pass rate, upstream attempt rate, upstream pass rate and 
downstream pass rates) were fitted as response variables, whereas 
physiological (Usus, AS and SMR), morphological (BL, FR, PFLR and AR) 
and behavioural (BOLDNESS) traits were explanatory variables. A 
random forest protocol was used to reduce the intraspecific models 
(Figure S4), with ntree = 50,000, a 75% training to test data split, and the 
glm.nb function in ‘mass’ was used to fit the reduced models. Potential 

interactions between predictor variables were explored in candidate 
models and excluded from the final models where non- significant.

To test the statistical significance of repeatability, we used ‘rptR’ 
package which uses a GLMM approach to estimate repeatability (R) 
with 95% confidence intervals via parametric bootstrapping (Stoffel 
et al., 2017). Passage metrics (upstream pass rate, downstream pass 
rate, total pass rate and upstream attempt rate) were fitted as the 
response variable using the ‘rpt’ function, and ‘Trout ID’ was fitted 
as a random effect, and BL as a fixed effect to control for the effect 
of body size. Models were run using 1,000 parametric bootstraps 
and zero permutations. This method accounts for overdispersion in 
the passage data by internally adding an observation- level random 
effect to the models (Stoffel et al., 2017).

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | Interspecific variation

Substantial interspecific differences in passage rates were observed 
(Figure 2a– d). Mean total pass rate ranged from 0.2 per hour in top-
mouth gudgeon to 3.4 per hour in brown trout (Figure 2a). Total pass 
rate differed significantly between species (Deviance4,110 = 10.01, 

F I G U R E  2   Interspecific variation in (a) Total pass rate, (b) upstream attempts rate, (c) upstream pass rate and (d) downstream pass rate. 
Violin plots show the probability density of passage data at different values. Blue dots show the median value for each species. n = 30 for all 
species except brown trout (n = 34)
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p = 0.040) and showed a positive relationship with BL 
(Deviance1,114 = 105.15, p < 0.001) and Usus (Deviance1,115 = 92.61, 
p < 0.001). Aerobic scope (AS) had no significant effect on total 
passes (Deviance1,116 = 0.023, p = 0.879) and all other traits had neg-
ligible influence (Figure S3). At least some individuals of each species 
showed upstream attempts (topmouth gudgeon = 3%, European min-
now = 17%, stone loach = 10%, bullhead = 20%, brown trout = 82%; 
Figure 2b), but only brown trout passed upstream (Figure 2c).

The random- walk simulation model, based on the probabilities of 
each species movement in the cascade, indicated that the presence 
of multiple barriers would result in a strong net downstream move-
ment for all species (Figure 3). Unequal movement across barriers 
between species resulted in sorting of the fish community: bullhead 
and stone loach moved furthest downstream (mean of −25 and −26 
barriers, respectively) while topmouth gudgeon and European min-
now moved the least (mean of −6 and −10 barriers, respectively). 
Brown trout showed intermediate movement (mean = −15 barriers) 
but had a much wider distribution and were the only species for 
which some individuals showed net upstream movement.

3.2 | Individual variation in brown trout

Brown trout showed substantial intraspecific variation in the vari-
ous passage metrics (Figure 4a– d): for example, total pass rate 
ranged from 0 per hour up to a maximum of 40.5 per hour between 

individuals. Excess kurtosis was evident in total pass rate (b2 = 7.62), 
upstream pass rate (b2 = 7.18) and downstream pass rate (b2 = 7.45) 
indicating distributions of these metrics were leptokurtic: that is, 
most individuals were relatively sedentary but a small number of 
individuals were highly mobile. In contrast, upstream attempt rate 
showed no evidence of kurtosis (b2 = 0.44): that is, motivation to 
move upstream was more normally distributed. Of the 31 (91%) 
brown trout that made upstream attempts (Figure 4b), only 21 (68%) 
successfully passed upstream (Figure 4d).

BOLDNESS showed a significant positive relationship with all 
movement metrics in brown trout (Table 1). Body length (BL) had a 
significant positive effect on total pass rate, upstream pass rate and 
downstream pass rate but not upstream attempt rate. Aerobic scope 
was negatively associated with downstream pass rate (i.e. individuals 
with lower AS were more prone to move downstream). None of the 
other traits (SMR, Usus, FR, PFLR or AR) showed significant relation-
ships with any of the movement metrics (Table 1; Figure S4).

Brown trout showed significant repeatability in movement 
behaviour across three separate trials (Figure 5a– d). Individuals 
that moved extensively in the first trial tended to repeat this be-
haviour in the subsequent two trials, and, vice versa, individuals that 
moved little during the first trial tended to be sedentary in subse-
quent trials. Repeatability estimates were statistically significant 
after controlling for the effect of body size (BL): total pass rate (R 
(±SE) = 0.53 ± 0.15, p < 0.001; Figure 5a), upstream pass rate (R 
(±SE) = 0.69 ± 0.15, p < 0.001; Figure 5c) and downstream pass rate 

F I G U R E  3   Movement of different species after a 24- hr period as estimated by a random- walk simulation model based on the 
probabilities of movement from cascade experiment
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(R (±SE) = 0.42 ± 0.16, p = 0.002; Figure 5d). Only upstream attempt 
rate showed non- significant repeatability (R (±SE) = 0.21 ± 0.14, 
p = 0.082; Figure 5b).

4  | DISCUSSION

Our results highlight the potential for small river barriers to have se-
lective effects on fish communities, both at the interspecific and in-
traspecific levels. While environmental factors such as flow (Knapp 
et al., 2019), light intensity (Vowles & Kemp, 2012) and temperature 
(Ficke et al., 2011) can influence barrier passage in the natural en-
vironment, removing these confounding factors in the laboratory 
allowed us to test the effect of intrinsic factors on fishes’ responses 
to barriers. The significant repeatability observed in the movement 
of brown trout indicated that the movement patterns observed in 
the cascade setup were more than just experimental ‘noise’ and that 
the differences seen were representative of fishes' motivation and 
ability to move over vertical barriers.

4.1 | Community effects of barriers

At least some individuals of all species showed movements down-
stream and attempts at jumping upstream: evidence of motivation 
to move within the cascade system. Yet, despite the low height 
of the barriers (7.5 cm), only brown trout successfully passed 

F I G U R E  4   Intraspecific variation in movement metrics for the 34 brown trout tested in the cascade: (a) Total pass rate, (b) Upstream 
attempt rate, (c) Upstream pass rate and d) Downstream pass rate
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TA B L E  1   Parameter estimates for GLMs predicting relationship 
between intraspecific variation in movement metrics in brown 
trout (n = 26) and the various morphological, physiological and 
behavioural traits examined

Metric Trait β ± SE z p

Total pass rate Boldness 0.48 ± 0.18 2.65 0.008*

BL 0.54 ± 0.24 2.29 0.022*

AS −0.40 ± 0.21 −1.90 0.057

PFLR 0.06 ± 0.20 0.31 0.760

Usus 0.03 ± 0.24 0.128 0.898

Upstream 
attempt rate

Boldness 0.33 ± 0.15 2.20 0.028*

FR 0.24 ± 0.13 1.85 0.064

AS −0.21 ± 0.14 −1.44 0.151

BL 0.12 ± 0.14 0.82 0.412

Upstream pass 
rate

BL 0.58 ± 0.23 2.50 0.012*

Boldness 0.61 ± 0.26 2.35 0.019*

AS −0.36 ± 0.25 −1.45 0.147

Downstream 
pass rate

BL 0.54 ± 0.20 2.74 0.006*

AS −0.48 ± 0.19 −2.56 0.011*

Boldness 0.39 ± 0.16 2.43 0.015*

PFLR 0.21 ± 0.18 1.13 0.257

Usus 0.08 ± 0.21 0.37 0.711

Abbreviations: AS, aerobic scope; BL, body length; FR, fineness ratio; 
PFLR, pectoral fin length ratio; Usus, sustained swimming speed.
*Highlights statistical significance (p < 0.05).
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upstream. In agreement with our results, very small barriers (<5– 
17 cm) have previously been found to block the upstream passage 
of a range of cottids and cyprinids with similar morphologies to 
many of our study species (LeMoine & Bodensteiner, 2014; Prenosil 
et al., 2016; Utzinger et al., 1998). However, European minnow can 
jump up to 27 cm (Holthe et al., 2005) and even small trout can jump 
several times their body length (Brandt et al., 2005; Kondratieff & 
Myrick, 2006). Hence, it is possible that more fishes would have 
been able to pass upstream over barriers of the size tested in our 
cascade given a longer timeframe or where motivational cues were 
suitable. Still, given the observed attempts (and failures) to move 
upstream, our results do indicate the potential for small barriers to 
disrupt upstream movement, by selecting against certain species 
and individuals, as well as by delaying passage. The barrier height in 
our cascade was well below the head drop suggested to ensure the 
passage of ‘coarse fish’ (any freshwater fish other than salmonids) 
in the United Kingdom (0.1– 0.2 m; Armstrong et al., 2010), suggest-
ing that even fish passes built to best- practice guidelines have the 
potential to disrupt movements of fish communities.

We found that body size and swimming speed were the main 
factors determining barrier passage at the interspecific level, con-
sistent with observations elsewhere (e.g. Castro- Santos, 2006; Haro 
et al., 2004; Noonan et al., 2012). These patterns further highlight the 
potential for barriers to prevent movements of smaller- bodied and 
weaker- swimming species. Longitudinal movements are essential 
for fish to recolonise vacant habitat patches (Schumann et al., 2015), 
compensate for egg/larval drift (Dudley & Platania, 2007), access 
spawning grounds (Fredrich et al., 2003), reach refugia (Davey & 
Kelly, 2007) and they also support gene flow between populations 
(e.g. Junker et al., 2012). Isolated fish populations are more vulnera-
ble to other anthropogenic stressors and stochastic events (Fausch 

et al., 2009; Junker et al., 2012; Radinger et al., 2018) so impeded 
passage can threaten the long- term persistence of populations.

Our random- walk simulation indicated that differential move-
ment among species could potentially result in effective sorting of 
fish communities. The trend for net downstream movement in all 
species indicates that the presence of multiple barriers could result 
in the loss of fish from upstream areas where reciprocal upstream 
movement is precluded by the impassability of barriers to most fish. 
Because this was a laboratory study, these results require field val-
idation: for instance, fish behaviour in situ may be influenced by 
multiple factors such as habitat suitability, flow dynamics, temporal 
cues, light conditions, movement of conspecifics or the presence/
absence of competitors. Nevertheless, the results of our simulation 
model suggest that net downstream movement is a strong possibility 
where multiple barriers are present and upstream passage is chal-
lenging. This may have important conservation implications as net 
downstream movement could be a mechanism by which some fishes 
with poor jumping ability can become locally extinct above small bar-
riers (Nislow et al., 2011; Schumann et al., 2019; Utzinger et al., 1998). 
As barriers can be densely distributed in rivers (e.g. 1 barrier every 
0.6 km in the United Kingdom; Jones et al., 2019), the selective pas-
sage effects observed here could potentially affect river community 
composition and distribution over the long term. Maximising metrics 
such as barrier- free length (Jones et al., 2019) and dendritic connec-
tivity index (Cote et al., 2009) could help mitigate these effects.

Invasive topmouth gudgeon were completely blocked by a bar-
rier height of 7.5 cm in our study, although we cannot disregard than 
given a longer timeframe, or different motivation, some individuals 
may have been able to pass the barriers. Yet, our results do indicate 
that barrier designs incorporating small vertical head differences 
could block their dispersal. However, barriers to restrict invasive 

F I G U R E  5   Repeatability estimates 
(±95% CIs) for the 1,000 parametric 
bootstraps run on the data from the 20 
brown trout tested three times each in the 
cascade: (a) Total pass rate, (b) upstream 
attempt rate, (c) upstream pass rate and d) 
downstream pass rate
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species should aim to provide for passage of native fauna to avoid 
the harmful effects of isolation (Rahel, 2013), and in this case, the 
use of even a small barrier would exclude upstream passage of all na-
tive fishes except brown trout. This highlights the difficulties of de-
veloping selective barriers for invasive species management (Jones, 
Tummers, et al., 2021; Rahel, 2013).

4.2 | Selective effects in brown trout

The leptokurtic distributions observed in our barrier passage metrics 
for brown trout show that the presence of barriers may be selecting 
for the passage of only a small subset of individuals. The repeatability 
values reported here (e.g. R for upstream pass rate = 0.67) are rela-
tively high for behavioural studies (see Wolak et al., 2012), suggesting 
innate predisposition to mobile or sedentary behaviour in response to 
barriers, independent of body size. Significant repeatability may sug-
gest trait heritability (Dohm, 2002) so barriers may have the potential 
to cause generational effects. In contrast to the patterns observed in 
passage rates, upstream attempt rate had a more normal distribution 
and showed non- significant repeatability. This implies that the lepto-
kurtosis observed in the passage rates of brown trout is a barrier ef-
fect rather than a reflection of individuals' motivation to move.

Intraspecific passage rates in brown trout showed a positive re-
lationship with body size, which emphasises how small barriers can 
create size- selective effects on populations (Haugen et al., 2008; 
Maynard et al., 2017; Noonan et al., 2012). However, significant 
repeatability was apparent when body size differences were con-
trolled for, indicating other intrinsic factors may also be important. 
BOLDNESS was a significant predictor of all passage metrics in brown 
trout. Motivation is widely recognised as an important factor in fish 
passage (Goerig & Castro- Santos, 2017; Kemp, 2016) and the pat-
terns identified here call for a greater recognition of the influence of 
behavioural traits. The lack of a significant relationship between any 
of the brown trout movement metrics and Usus was unexpected given 
that swimming performance is regarded as a key factor determining 
fish passage success (Castro- Santos, 2006; Haro et al., 2004). The sig-
nificant negative relationship between downstream movements and 
aerobic scope may suggest that holding position within pools was en-
ergetically demanding, perhaps explaining why individuals with low 
aerobic scope were more prone to move downstream. Overall, the 
intraspecific analysis in brown trout indicates that a wide range of 
behavioural, morphological and physiological traits drive fish move-
ment over barriers, and highlights the need to move beyond simply 
assessing body size and swimming speed (Silva et al., 2018).

5  | CONCLUSIONS

Assessing and mitigating the consequences of reduced connectiv-
ity for biodiversity and ecological processes is a key management 
concern and the most striking finding of our study is that even very 
small barriers have the potential to generate selective effects both 

at the interspecific and intraspecific levels. Barriers seemed to select 
for the passage of larger- bodied, faster- swimming, bolder fish. By 
selectively allowing passage of some species while excluding others, 
barriers and fish passes have the potential to alter community com-
position and change species' distributions (Agostinho et al., 2007; 
McLaughlin et al., 2006), with consequences for wider ecosystem 
functioning. While many small- bodied river fish were traditionally 
viewed as sedentary (Gerking, 1959), there has been a paradigm shift 
(Rodríguez, 2002), and there is an increasing recognition that most 
species need to move up and downstream to complete various parts 
of their life cycles (Davey & Kelly, 2007; Dudley & Platania, 2007; 
Fredrich et al., 2003; Schumann et al., 2015). Even where such 
movements are infrequent, they are important to support gene 
flow between populations and avoid the loss of genetic variation 
(Fagan, 2002). Selective passage may thereby reduce the capacity of 
populations to adapt to environmental change (Haugen et al., 2008).

Overall, our results support the idea that barrier impacts need to 
be viewed beyond their effects on migratory fish (Fuller et al., 2015; 
Jones, Consuegra, et al., 2020; Ogbeibu & Oribhabor, 2002), by show-
ing their potential for causing far- reaching impacts on river- resident 
fish too (Weibel & Peter, 2013). Given the abundance of small barriers 
in rivers worldwide (Belletti et al., 2020; Jones et al., 2019), it is import-
ant to evaluate their more subtle effects to fully understand the extent 
and consequences of river fragmentation. Mitigation measures need 
to account for natural variation at the interspecific and intraspecific 
levels to maximise passage of the wider fish community. For exam-
ple, barrier removal tends to focus on large barriers (>1 m) to improve 
passage of diadromous salmonids, but our results indicate the need 
to also remove low- head (<1 m) barriers to improve connectivity for 
river- resident species. Where barrier removal is not possible, effec-
tive fish passes are needed. However, there is a general consensus 
that traditional methods in fish pass design are failing (Birnie- Gauvin 
et al., 2018; Kemp, 2016; Noonan et al., 2012), and new approaches 
are needed. Fish passes incorporating minimal vertical head differ-
ences and offering diverse flow conditions (e.g. nature- like fish passes; 
Calles & Greenberg, 2005; Katopodis et al., 2001) offer an option that 
embraces the natural variation in freshwater fish communities, but 
one that still requires optimisation to ensure efficacy for non- salmonid 
fish (Kim et al., 2016; Landsman et al., 2018; Raabe et al., 2019).

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
This study was funded by the EC Horizon 2020 Research & Innovation 
Programme (AMBER Project, grant agreement no. 689682). Fish were 
collected under permit from National Resources Wales. We thank staff at 
Centre for Sustainable Aquatic Research for help with animal husbandry. 
All methods were undertaken with approval from Swansea University 
Animal Ethics Review Board (Approval nos: SU-Ethics-Staff-231017/28; 
SU-Ethics-Staff-071217/30; SU-Ethics-Staff-061017/18; SU-Ethics-
Staff-061017/18; SU-Ethics-Staff-270917/19).

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
C.G.L., P.E.J. and T.C. conceived the ideas and designed the method-
ology; T.C., P.E.J. and J.V. collected the data; P.E.J. and L.B. analysed 



1496  |    Journal of Applied Ecology JONES Et al.

the data; P.E.J. led the writing of the manuscript; C.G.L. and J.C.S. 
provided the funding and material support. All authors contributed 
critically to the draft and gave final approval for publication.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data available via the Dryad Digital Repository https://doi.org/ 
10.5061/dryad.m63xs j41t (Jones, Champneys, et al., 2021).

ORCID
Peter E. Jones  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1432-3826 
Toby Champneys  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8946-245X 
Jessica Vevers  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4232-2713 
Luca Börger  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8763-5997 
Jon C. Svendsen  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0273-0985 
Sofia Consuegra  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4403-2509 
Joshua Jones  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9047-9147 
Carlos Garcia de Leaniz  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1650-2729 

R E FE R E N C E S
Agostinho, C. S., Agostinho, A. A., Pelicice, F., Almeida, D. A. D., & 

Marques, E. E. (2007). Selectivity of fish ladders: A bottleneck in 
Neotropical fish movement. Neotropical Ichthyology, 5(2), 205– 213. 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1679 - 62252 00700 0200015

Amaral, S. D., Branco, P., da Silva, A. T., Katopodis, C., Viseu, T., Ferreira, 
M. T., Pinheiro, A. N., & Santos, J. M. (2016). Upstream passage of 
potamodromous cyprinids over small weirs: The influence of key- 
hydraulic parameters. Journal of Ecohydraulics, 1(1– 2), 79– 89. https://
doi.org/10.1080/24705 357.2016.1237265

Armstrong, G., Apahamian, M., Fewings, G., Gough, P., Reader, N., & 
Varallo, P. (2010). Environment agency fish pass manual. Environment 
Agency.

Arnold, G. P., Webb, P. W., & Holford, B. H. (1991). The role of the pec-
toral fins in station- holding of Atlantic Salmon parr (Salmo salar L.). 
Journal of Experimental Biology, 156(1), 625– 629.

Baktoft, H., Jacobsen, L., Skov, C., Koed, A., Jepsen, N., Berg, S., Boel, M., 
Aarestrup, K., & Svendsen, J. C. (2016). Phenotypic variation in me-
tabolism and morphology correlating with animal swimming activity in 
the wild: Relevance for the OCLTT (oxygen-  and capacity- limitation of 
thermal tolerance), allocation and performance models. Conservation 
Physiology, 4(1), 1– 14. https://doi.org/10.1093/conph ys/cov055

Belletti, B., Garcia de Leaniz, C., Jones, J., Bizzi, S., Börger, L., Segura, G., 
& Belka, K. (2020). More than one million barriers fragment Europe's 
rivers. Nature, 588(7838), 436– 441.

Birnie- Gauvin, K., Franklin, P., Wilkes, M., & Aarestrup, K. (2018). 
Moving beyond fitting fish into equations: Progressing the fish pas-
sage debate in the Anthropocene. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and 
Freshwater Ecosystems, 29(7), 1095– 1105.

Bradter, U., Kunin, W. E., Altringham, J. D., Thom, T. J., & Benton, T. 
G. (2013). Identifying appropriate spatial scales of predictors in 
species distribution models with the random forest algorithm. 
Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 4, 167– 174. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/j.2041- 210x.2012.00253.x

Branco, P., Santos, J. M., Katopodis, C., Pinheiro, A., & Ferreira, M. T. 
(2013). Pool- type fishways: Two different morpho- ecological cy-
prinid species facing plunging and streaming flows. PLoS ONE, 8(5), 
e65089. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ al.pone.0065089

Brandt, M. M., Holloway, J. P., Myrick, C. A., & Kondratieff, M. C. (2005). 
Effects of waterfall dimensions and light intensity on age- 0 brook 
trout jumping performance. Transactions of the American Fisheries 
Society, 134(2), 496– 502. https://doi.org/10.1577/T03- 175.1

Calles, E. O., & Greenberg, L. A. (2005). Evaluation of nature- like fish-
ways for re- establishing connectivity in fragmented salmonid popu-
lations in the river Emån. River Research and Applications, 21(9), 951– 
960. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.865

Castro- Santos, T. (2005). Optimal swim speeds for traversing velocity 
barriers: An analysis of volitional high- speed swimming behavior of 
migratory fishes. Journal of Experimental Biology, 208(3), 421– 432. 
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01380

Castro- Santos, T. (2006). Modelling the effect of varying swim speeds on 
fish passage through velocity barriers. Transactions of the American 
Fisheries Society, 135(5), 1230– 1237.

Chapman, B. B., Hulthén, K., Blomqvist, D. R., Hansson, L.- A., Nilsson, J.- 
Å., Brodersen, J., Anders Nilsson, P., Skov, C., & Brönmark, C. (2011). 
To boldly go: Individual differences in boldness influence migratory 
tendency: Boldness influences migratory tendency. Ecology Letters, 
14, 871– 876. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461- 0248.2011.01648.x

Clay, C. H. (1995). Design of fishways and other fish facilities (2nd ed.). 
Lewis Publishers.

Conrad, J. L., Weinersmith, K. L., Brodin, T., Saltz, J. B., & Sih, A. (2011). 
Behavioural syndromes in fishes: A review with implications for ecol-
ogy and fisheries management. Journal of Fish Biology, 78(2), 395– 
435. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095- 8649.2010.02874.x

Cote, D., Kehler, D. G., Bourne, C., & Wiersma, Y. F. (2009). A new measure 
of longitudinal connectivity for stream networks. Landscape Ecology, 
24(1), 101– 113. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1098 0- 008- 9283- y

Danner, G. R., & Boucher, D. P. (2005). Relative pectoral fin length dis-
tinguishes between brook trout and landlocked Atlantic salmon fry. 
Northeastern Naturalist, 12(4), 503– 508.

Davey, A. J., & Kelly, D. J. (2007). Fish community responses to drying 
disturbances in an intermittent stream: A landscape perspective. 
Freshwater Biology, 52(9), 1719– 1733. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1365- 2427.2007.01800.x

Dohm, D. M. (2002). Repeatability estimates do not always set an upper 
limit to heritability. Functional Ecology, 16(2), 273– 280. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1365- 2435.2002.00621.x

Dudley, R. K., & Platania, S. P. (2007). Flow regulation and fragmenta-
tion imperil pelagic- spawning riverine fishes. Ecological Applications, 
17(7), 2074– 2086. https://doi.org/10.1890/06- 1252.1

Fagan, W. F. (2002). Connectivity, fragmentation, and extinction risk in 
dendritic metapopulations. Ecology, 83, 3243– 3249.

Fahrig, L. (2003). Effects of habitat fragmentation on biodiversity. Annual 
Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 34(1), 487– 515. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annur ev.ecols ys.34.011802.132419

Fausch, K. D., Rieman, B. E., Dunham, J. B., Young, M. K., & Peterson, 
D. P. (2009). Invasion versus isolation: Trade- offs in managing native 
salmonids with barriers to upstream movement. Conservation Biology, 
23(4), 859– 870. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523- 1739.2008.01159.x

Ficke, A. D., Myrick, C. A., & Jud, N. (2011). The swimming and jump-
ing ability of three small Great Plains fishes: Implications for fishway 
design. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 140(6), 1521– 
1531. https://doi.org/10.1080/00028 487.2011.638579

Fredrich, F., Ohmann, S., Curio, B., & Kirschbaum, F. (2003). Spawning 
 migrations of the chub in the River Spree. Germany. Journal of Fish Bio
logy, 63(3), 710– 723. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1095- 8649.2003.00184.x

Fuller, M. R., Doyle, M. W., & Strayer, D. L. (2015). Causes and conse-
quences of habitat fragmentation in river networks. Annals of the 
New York Academy of Sciences, 1355(1), 31– 51.

Gerking, S. D. (1959). The restricted movement of fish populations. 
Biological Review, 34, 221– 242.

Goerig, E., & Castro- Santos, T. (2017). Is motivation important to brook trout 
passage through culverts? Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic 
Sciences, 74(6), 885– 893. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas - 2016- 0237

Gozlan, R. E., Andreou, D., Asaeda, T., Beyer, K., Bouhadad, R., Burnard, 
D., Caiola, N., Cakic, P., Djikanovic, V., Esmaeili, H. R., Falka, I., 
Golicher, D., Harka, A., Jeney, G., Kováč, V., Musil, J., Nocita, A., Povz, 

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.m63xsj41t
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.m63xsj41t
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1432-3826
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1432-3826
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8946-245X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8946-245X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4232-2713
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4232-2713
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8763-5997
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8763-5997
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0273-0985
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0273-0985
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4403-2509
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4403-2509
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9047-9147
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9047-9147
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1650-2729
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1650-2729
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1679-62252007000200015
https://doi.org/10.1080/24705357.2016.1237265
https://doi.org/10.1080/24705357.2016.1237265
https://doi.org/10.1093/conphys/cov055
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00253.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00253.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065089
https://doi.org/10.1577/T03-175.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.865
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01380
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01648.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2010.02874.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-008-9283-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2007.01800.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2007.01800.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2435.2002.00621.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2435.2002.00621.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/06-1252.1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.34.011802.132419
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.34.011802.132419
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.01159.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00028487.2011.638579
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1095-8649.2003.00184.x
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2016-0237


     |  1497Journal of Applied EcologyJONES Et al.

M., Poulet, N., … Robert Britton, J. (2010). Pan- continental invasion 
of Pseudorasbora parva: Towards a better understanding of fresh-
water fish invasions. Fish and Fisheries, 11(4), 315– 340. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467- 2979.2010.00361.x

Grill, G., Lehner, B., Thieme, M., Geenen, B., Tickner, D., Antonelli, F., 
Babu, S., Borrelli, P., Cheng, L., Crochetiere, H., Ehalt Macedo, H., 
Filgueiras, R., Goichot, M., Higgins, J., Hogan, Z., Lip, B., McClain, 
M. E., Meng, J., Mulligan, M., … Macedo, H. E. (2019). Mapping the 
world's free- flowing rivers. Nature, 569(7755), 215– 221.

Haro, A., Castro- Santos, T., Noreika, J., & Odeh, M. (2004). Swimming 
performance of upstream migrant fishes in open- channel flow: 
A new approach to predicting passage through velocity barriers. 
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 61(9), 1590– 1601. 
https://doi.org/10.1139/f04- 093

Haugen, T. O., Aass, P., Stenseth, N. C., & Vøllestad, L. A. (2008). Changes 
in selection and evolutionary responses in migratory brown trout 
following the construction of a fish ladder. Evolutionary Applications, 
1(2), 319– 335. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752- 4571.2008.00031.x

Holthe, E., Lund, E., Finstad, B., Thorstad, E. B., & McKinley, R. S. (2005). A 
fish selective obstacle to prevent dispersion of an unwanted fish spe-
cies, based on leaping capabilities. Fisheries Management and Ecology, 
12(2), 143– 147. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365- 2400.2004.00436.x

Jolles, J. W., Taylor, B. A., & Manica, A. (2016). Recent social con-
ditions affect boldness repeatability in individual sticklebacks. 
Animal Behaviour, 112, 139– 145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh av. 
2015.12.010

Jones, J., Börger, L., Tummers, J., Jones, P., Lucas, M., Kerr, J., Kemp, P., 
Bizzi, S., Consuegra, S., Marcello, L., Vowles, A., Belletti, B., Verspoor, 
E., Van de Bund, W., Gough, P., & Garcia de Leaniz, C. (2019). A 
comprehensive assessment of stream fragmentation in Great 
Britain. Science of the Total Environment, 673, 756– 762. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scito tenv.2019.04.125

Jones, P. E., Champneys, T., Vevers, J., Börger, L., Svendsen, J. C., 
Consuegra, S., Jones, J. A. H., & Garcia de Leaniz, C. (2021). Data 
from: Selective effects of small barriers on river- resident fish. Dryad 
Digital Repository, https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.m63xs j41t

Jones, P. E., Consuegra, S., Börger, L., Jones, J. A. H., & Garcia de Leaniz, 
C. (2020). Impacts of artificial barriers on the connectivity and dis-
persal of vascular macrophytes in rivers: A critical review. Freshwater 
Biology, 65, 1165– 1180. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13493

Jones, P. E., Svendsen, J. C., Börger, L., Champneys, T., Consuegra, S., 
Jones, J. A., & Garcia de Leaniz, C. (2020). One size does not fit all: 
Inter- and intraspecific variation in the swimming performance of 
contrasting freshwater fish. Conservation Physiology, 8(1), coaa126. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/conph ys/coaa126

Jones, P. E., Tummers, J. S., Galib, S. M., Woodford, D. J., Hume, J. B., Silva, 
L. G. M., Braga, R. R., Garcia de Leaniz, C., Vitule, J. R. S., Herder, J. E., & 
Lucas, M. C. (2021). The use of barriers to limit the spread of aquatic in-
vasive animal species: A global review. Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution, 
9. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2021.611631

Junker, J., Peter, A., Wagner, C. E., Mwaiko, S., Germann, B., Seehausen, 
O., & Keller, I. (2012). River fragmentation increases localized popu-
lation genetic structure and enhances asymmetry of dispersal in bull-
head (Cottus gobio). Conservation Genetics, 13(2), 545– 556. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1059 2- 011- 0306- x

Katopodis, C., Kells, J. A., & Acharya, M. (2001). Nature- like and con-
ventional fishways: Alternative concepts? Canadian Water Resources 
Journal, 26(2), 211– 232. https://doi.org/10.4296/cwrj2 602211

Kelson, S. J., Miller, M. R., Thompson, T. Q., O'Rourke, S. M., & Carlson, S. 
M. (2020). Temporal dynamics of migration- linked genetic variation 
are driven by streamflows and riverscape permeability. Molecular 
Ecology, 29, 870– 885. https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.15367

Kemp, P. S. (2016). Meta- analyses, metrics and motivation: Mixed mes-
sages in the fish passage debate. River Research and Applications, 32, 
2116– 2124. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3082

Kemp, P. S., & O'Hanley, J. R. (2010). Procedures for evaluating and 
prioritising the removal of fish passage barriers: A synthesis. 
Fisheries Management and Ecology, 17(4), 297– 322. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/j.1365- 2400.2010.00751.x

Kim, J. H., Yoon, J. D., Baek, S. H., Park, S. H., Lee, J. W., Lee, J. A., & 
Jang, M. H. (2016). An efficiency analysis of a nature- like fishway for 
freshwater fish ascending a large Korean river. Water, 8(1), 3. https://
doi.org/10.3390/w8010003

Knapp, M., Montgomery, J., Whittaker, C., Franklin, P., Baker, C., & Friedrich, 
H. (2019). Fish passage hydrodynamics: Insights into overcoming mi-
gration challenges for small- bodied fish. Journal of Ecohydraulics, 4(1), 
43– 55. https://doi.org/10.1080/24705 357.2019.1604091

Kondratieff, M. C., & Myrick, C. A. (2006). How high can brook trout 
jump? A laboratory evaluation of brook trout jumping performance. 
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 135(2), 361– 370. 
https://doi.org/10.1577/T04- 210.1

Landsman, S. J., McLellan, N., Platts, J., & van den Heuvel, M. R. (2018). 
Nonsalmonid versus salmonid passage at nature- like and pool- and- 
weir fishways in Atlantic Canada, with special attention to Rainbow 
Smelt. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 147(1), 94– 110. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/tafs.10019

LeMoine, M. T., & Bodensteiner, L. R. (2014). Barriers to upstream pas-
sage by two migratory sculpins, prickly sculpin (Cottus asper) and 
coastrange sculpin (Cottus aleuticus), in northern Puget Sound low-
land streams. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 
71(11), 1758– 1765.

Liaw, A., & Wiener, M. (2002). Classification and regression by random-
Forest. R News, 2(3), 18– 22.

Marras, S., Claireaux, G., McKenzie, D. J., & Nelson, J. A. (2010). 
Individual  variation and repeatability in aerobic and anaerobic swim-
ming  perfor mance of European sea bass, Dicentrarchus labrax. Journal of 
 Experi  mental Biology, 213(1), 26– 32. https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.032136

Maximino, C., De Brito, T. M., de Mattos Dias, C. A. G., Gouveia Jr, A., & 
Morato, S. (2010). Scototaxis as anxiety- like behavior in fish. Nature 
Protocols, 5(2), 209. https://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2009.225

Maynard, G. A., Kinnison, M. T., & Zydlewski, J. D. (2017). Size selection 
from fishways and potential evolutionary responses in a threatened 
Atlantic salmon population. River Research and Applications, 33(7), 
1004– 1015. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3155

McLaughlin, R. L., Porto, L., Noakes, D. L. G., Baylis, J. R., Carl, L. M., 
Dodd, H. R., Goldstein, J. D., Hayes, D. B., & Randall, R. G. (2006). 
Effects of low- head barriers on stream fishes: Taxonomic affilia-
tions and morphological correlates of sensitive species. Canadian 
Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 63(4), 766– 779. https://doi.
org/10.1139/f05- 256

Metcalfe, N. B., Van Leeuwen, T. E., & Killen, S. S. (2016). Does indi-
vidual variation in metabolic phenotype predict fish behaviour and 
performance? Journal of Fish Biology, 88(1), 298– 321. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/jfb.12699

Nislow, K. H., Hudy, M., Letcher, B. H., & Smith, E. P. (2011). Variation 
in local abundance and species richness of stream fishes in rela-
tion to dispersal barriers: Implications for management and con-
servation. Freshwater Biology, 56(10), 2135– 2144. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/j.1365- 2427.2011.02634.x

Noonan, M. J., Grant, J. W. A., & Jackson, C. D. (2012). A quantitative 
assessment of fish passage efficiency. Fish and Fisheries, 13(4), 450– 
464. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 2979.2011.00445.x

Norin, T., & Malte, H. (2011). Repeatability of standard metabolic rate, 
active metabolic rate and aerobic scope in young brown trout during 
a period of moderate food availability. Journal of Experimental Biology, 
214(10), 1668– 1675. https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.054205

Ogbeibu, A. E., & Oribhabor, B. J. (2002). Ecological impact of river 
impoundment using benthic macro- invertebrates as indicators. 
Water Research, 36(10), 2427– 2436. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0043 -   
1354(01)00489 - 4

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2010.00361.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2010.00361.x
https://doi.org/10.1139/f04-093
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2008.00031.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2004.00436.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2015.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2015.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.04.125
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.04.125
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.m63xsj41t
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13493
https://doi.org/10.1093/conphys/coaa126
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2021.611631
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-011-0306-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-011-0306-x
https://doi.org/10.4296/cwrj2602211
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.15367
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3082
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2010.00751.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2010.00751.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/w8010003
https://doi.org/10.3390/w8010003
https://doi.org/10.1080/24705357.2019.1604091
https://doi.org/10.1577/T04-210.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/tafs.10019
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.032136
https://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2009.225
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3155
https://doi.org/10.1139/f05-256
https://doi.org/10.1139/f05-256
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12699
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12699
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02634.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02634.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2011.00445.x
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.054205
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0043-1354(01)00489-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0043-1354(01)00489-4


1498  |    Journal of Applied Ecology JONES Et al.

Ojanguren, A. F., & Braña, F. (2003). Effects of size and morphol-
ogy on swimming performance in juvenile brown trout (Salmo 
trutta L.). Ecology of Freshwater Fish, 12(4), 241– 246. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1600- 0633.2003.00016.x

Pinder, A. C., Gozlan, R. E., & Britton, J. R. (2005). Dispersal of the inva-
sive topmouth gudgeon, Pseudorasbora parva in the UK: A vector for 
an emergent infectious disease. Fisheries Management and Ecology, 
12(6), 411– 414. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365- 2400.2005.00466.x

Plaut, I. (2001). Critical swimming speed: Its ecological relevance. 
Comparative Biochemistry and Physiology Part A: Molecular & 
Integrative Physiology, 131(1), 41– 50. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1095 -  
  6433(01)00462 - 7

Poulsen, S. B., Svendsen, J. C., Jensen, L. F., Schulz, C., Jäger- Kleinicke, 
T., & Schwarten, H. (2010). Effects of food deprivation on refuge use 
and dispersal in juvenile North Sea houting Coregonus oxyrinchus 
under experimental conditions. Journal of Fish Biology, 77(7), 1702– 
1708. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095- 8649.2010.02772.x

Prenosil, E., Koupal, K., Grauf, J., Schoenebeck, C., & Hoback, W. W. 
(2016). Swimming and jumping ability of 10 Great Plains fish spe-
cies. Journal of Freshwater Ecology, 31(1), 123– 130. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/02705 060.2015.1048539

R Core Team. (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical comput
ing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. Retrieved from https://
www.R- proje ct.org/

Raabe, J. K., Hightower, J. E., Ellis, T. A., & Facendola, J. J. (2019). 
Evaluation of fish passage at a nature- like rock ramp fishway on a 
large coastal river. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 
148(4), 798– 816. https://doi.org/10.1002/tafs.10173

Radinger, J., Hölker, F., Horký, P., Slavík, O., & Wolter, C. (2018). Improved 
river continuity facilitates fishes' abilities to track future environ-
mental changes. Journal of Environmental Management, 208, 169– 179. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvm an.2017.12.011

Rahel, F. J. (2013). Intentional fragmentation as a management strat-
egy in aquatic systems. BioScience, 63(5), 362– 372. https://doi.org/ 
10.1525/bio.2013.63.5.9

Reid, A. J., Carlson, A. K., Creed, I. F., Eliason, E. J., Gell, P. A., Johnson, 
P. T. J., Kidd, K. A., MacCormack, T. J., Olden, J. D., Ormerod, S. J., 
Smol, J. P., Taylor, W. W., Tockner, K., Vermaire, J. C., Dudgeon, D., 
& Cooke, S. J. (2019). Emerging threats and persistent conservation 
challenges for freshwater biodiversity. Biological Reviews, 94(3), 849– 
873. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12480

Rodríguez, M. A. (2002). Restricted movement in stream fish: The 
paradigm is incomplete, not lost. Ecology, 83(1), 1– 13. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2680115

Roy, T., Shukla, R., & Bhat, A. (2017). Risk- taking during feeding: 
Between- and within- population variation and repeatability across 
contexts among wild zebrafish. Zebrafish, 14(5), 393– 403. https://
doi.org/10.1089/zeb.2017.1442

Sambilay Jr, V. (1990). Interrelationships between swimming speed, caudal 
fin aspect ratio and body length of fishes. Fishbyte. Retrieved from 
http://www.world fishc enter.org/Naga/FB_1363.pdf

Schneider, C. A., Rasband, W. S., & Eliceiri, K. W. (2012). NIH Image to 
ImageJ: 25 years of image analysis. Nature Methods, 9(7), 671– 675. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2089

Schumann, D. A., Haag, J. M., Ellensohn, P. C., Redmond, J. D., & Graeb, 
K. N. (2019). Restricted movement of prairie fishes in fragmented 
riverscapes risks ecosystem structure being ratcheted downstream. 
Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems, 29(2), 235– 
244. https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2996

Schumann, D. A., Koupal, K. D., Wyatt Hoback, W., Schoenebeck, C. W., 
& Schainost, S. (2015). Large- scale dispersal patterns and habitat use 
of plains topminnow Fundulus sciadicus: Implications for species con-
servation. Journal of Freshwater Ecology, 30(2), 311– 322.

Silva, A. T., Lucas, M. C., Castro- Santos, T., Katopodis, C., Baumgartner, L. 
J., Thiem, J. D., Aarestrup, K., Pompeu, P. S., O'Brien, G. C., Braun, D. 
C., Burnett, N. J., Zhu, D. Z., Fjeldstad, H.- P., Forseth, T., Rajaratnam, 

N., Williams, J. G., & Cooke, S. J. (2018). The future of fish passage 
science, engineering, and practice. Fish and Fisheries, 19, 340– 362. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12258

Stoffel, M. A., Nakagawa, S., & Schielzeth, H. (2017). rptR: Repeatability 
estimation and variance decomposition by generalized linear mixed- 
effects models. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 8(11), 1639– 1644. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041- 210X.12797

Svendsen, J. C., Banet, A. I., Christensen, R. H., Steffensen, J. F., & 
Aarestrup, K. (2013). Effects of intraspecific variation in reproduc-
tive traits, pectoral fin use and burst swimming on metabolic rates 
and swimming performance in the Trinidadian guppy (Poecilia reticu
lata). Journal of Experimental Biology, 216(18), 3564– 3574. https://doi.
org/10.1242/jeb.083089

Svendsen, J. C., Genz, J., Anderson, W. G., Stol, J. A., Watkinson, D. A., 
& Enders, E. C. (2014). Evidence of circadian rhythm, oxygen reg-
ulation capacity, metabolic repeatability and positive correlations 
between forced and spontaneous maximal metabolic rates in lake 
sturgeon Acipenser fulvescens. PLoS ONE, 9(4), e94693. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journ al.pone.0094693

Taylor, M. K., & Cooke, S. J. (2014). Repeatability of movement behaviour 
in a wild salmonid revealed by telemetry. Journal of Fish Biology, 84(4), 
1240– 1246. https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12334

Thiem, J. D., Dawson, J. W., Hatin, D., Danylchuk, A. J., Dumont, P., 
Gleiss, A. C., Wilson, R. P., & Cooke, S. J. (2016). Swimming activity 
and energetic costs of adult lake sturgeon during fishway passage. 
Journal of Experimental Biology, 219(16), 2534– 2544. https://doi.
org/10.1242/jeb.140087

Toms, C. N., Echevarria, D. J., & Jouandot, D. J. (2010). A methodological 
review of personality- related studies in fish: Focus on the shy- bold axis 
of behavior. International Journal of Comparative Psychology, 23(1), 1– 25.

Utzinger, J., Roth, C., & Peter, A. (1998). Effects of environmental parame-
ters on the distribution of bullhead Cottus gobio with particular consid-
eration of the effects of obstructions. Journal of Applied Ecology, 35(6), 
882– 892. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365- 2664.1998.tb000 06.x

Valenzuela- Aguayo, F., McCracken, G. R., Manosalva, A., Habit, E., & 
Ruzzante, D. E. (2020). Human- induced habitat fragmentation ef-
fects on connectivity, diversity, and population persistence of an en-
demic fish, Percilia irwini, in the Biobío River Basin (Chile). Evolutionary 
Applications, 13, 794– 807.

Venables, W. N., & Ripley, B. D. (2002). Modern applied statistics with S 
(4th ed.). Springer. ISBN 0- 387- 95457- 0.

Vowles, A. S., & Kemp, P. S. (2012). Effects of light on the behaviour 
of brown trout (Salmo trutta) encountering accelerating flow: 
Application to downstream fish passage. Ecological Engineering, 47, 
247– 253. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecole ng.2012.06.021

Weibel, D., & Peter, A. (2013). Effectiveness of different types of block 
ramps for fish upstream movement. Aquatic Sciences, 75, 251– 260. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s0002 7- 012- 0270- 7

Wolak, M. E., Fairbairn, D. J., & Paulsen, Y. R. (2012). Guidelines for esti-
mating repeatability. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 3(1), 129– 137. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041- 210X.2011.00125.x

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section.

How to cite this article: Jones PE, Champneys T, Vevers J, et al. 
Selective effects of small barriers on river- resident fish. J Appl 
Ecol. 2021;58:1487– 1498. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365- 2664. 
13875

https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1600-0633.2003.00016.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1600-0633.2003.00016.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2005.00466.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1095-6433(01)00462-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1095-6433(01)00462-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2010.02772.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02705060.2015.1048539
https://doi.org/10.1080/02705060.2015.1048539
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1002/tafs.10173
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2013.63.5.9
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2013.63.5.9
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12480
https://doi.org/10.2307/2680115
https://doi.org/10.2307/2680115
https://doi.org/10.1089/zeb.2017.1442
https://doi.org/10.1089/zeb.2017.1442
http://www.worldfishcenter.org/Naga/FB_1363.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2089
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2996
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12258
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.083089
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.083089
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0094693
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0094693
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12334
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.140087
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.140087
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.1998.tb00006.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2012.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-012-0270-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2011.00125.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13875
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13875

