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1  Native Range and Status in the United States 
Native Range 
From Steffensen et al. (2014): 

 

“Flathead Chubs [Platygobio gracilis] are found throughout the central United States and Canada 

(Lee et al. 1980). It ranges longitudinally from the Gulf Coast through the middle and lower 

Mississippi River (below the confluence of the Missouri River) and northwest throughout the 

Missouri River basin and the Northwest Territories and eastern Yukon of Canada (Olund and 

Cross 1961, Lee et al. 1980). A disjunct population is also found in the Rio Grande River in New 



 

 

Mexico. In Nebraska, Flathead Chubs were historically collected throughout all large rivers and 

their main tributaries except the Blue River system (Johnson 1942, Jones 1963). Wanner et al. 

(2011) reports capturing 702 specimens from the Niobrara River in 2009; however, interior 

stream assessments by NDEQ [Nebraska Department of Environment and Energy] did not 

capture any Flathead Chubs from 2004 to 2008 (Bazata 2011).” 

 

Status in the United States 
From Steffensen et al. (2014): 

 

“Flathead Chubs [Platygobio gracilis] are found throughout the central United States and Canada 

(Lee et al. 1980). It ranges longitudinally from the Gulf Coast through the middle and lower 

Mississippi River (below the confluence of the Missouri River) and northwest throughout the 

Missouri River basin […]. A disjunct population is also found in the Rio Grande River in New 

Mexico. In Nebraska, Flathead Chubs were historically collected throughout all large rivers and 

their main tributaries except the Blue River system (Johnson 1942, Jones 1963). Wanner et al. 

(2011) reports capturing 702 specimens from the Niobrara River in 2009; however, interior 

stream assessments by NDEQ did not capture any Flathead Chubs from 2004 to 2008 (Bazata 

2011).” 

 

From Nico (2023): 

 

“[…] Missouri-Mississippi River basin from […] Montana to Louisiana; upper Rio Grande 

(including Pecos) drainage, New Mexico. Restricted to Mississippi River proper in Missouri, 

Illinois, and south; localized in Arkansas River drainage in Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico 

(Page and Burr 1991).” 

 

“Recorded as having been established, at least temporarily, in part of the Gila drainage of New 

Mexico (Koster 1957); in contrast, Sublette et al. (1990) reported that the species did not became 

established there. In Colorado, the species apparently persisted for 15 years in the San Luis 

Closed Basin, but it is no longer considered extant in that region (Zuckerman and Behnke 

1986).” 

 

“The only New Mexico site where this species was mentioned as being introduced is Taylor 

Creek (Sublette et al. 1990). Koster (1957) did not mention the specific locality where this 

species occurred within the Gila River drainage of New Mexico. […] Crossman and McAllister 

(1986) listed this species as possibly present in the U.S. section of the Red River drainage but 

gave no indication it was introduced there. Lee et al. (1980 et seq.) did not depict the species in 

that region.” 

 

According to Nico (2023), nonindigenous occurrences of Platygobio gracilis have been reported 

in the following States. Range of observation years, watersheds, and population status (one or 

more watersheds) where reported in parentheses. 

 

• Colorado (1986; San Luis; extirpated) 

• Minnesota (1997-2001; Red; established) 

• Montana (1999; Lower Yellowstone-Sunday, Middle Kootenai; eradicated or failed) 



 

 

• Nebraska (2007; Upper Little Blue; unknown) 

• New Mexico (1957; Upper Gila-Mangas; failed) 

• North Dakota (1996; Red; collected) 

• Wyoming (2010; Central Bear; established) 

 

 
Figure 1. Map of the reported native (orange shading) and introduced (red dots) range for 

Platygobio gracilis in the United States. Map adapted from Nico (2023). 

 

No records of Platygobio gracilis in trade in the United States were found. 

 

Regulations 
No species-specific regulations on possession or trade were found within the United States. 

 

Means of Introductions within the United States 
From Nico (2023): 

 

“Introduced in the Gila River drainage of New Mexico via bait-bucket release (Koster 1957; 

Sublette et al. 1990). This species was privately stocked as prey for a trout hatchery in the 

Russell Lakes area of Colorado; the fish came from the Arkansas River drainage (Zuckerman 

and Behnke 1986). Probably bait-bucket release in Minnesota.” 

 

Remarks 
No additional remarks. 

 



 

 

2  Biology and Ecology 
Taxonomic Hierarchy and Taxonomic Standing 
From ITIS (2023): 

 

Kingdom Animalia 

   Subkingdom Bilateria 

      Infrakingdom Deuterostomia 

         Phylum Chordata 

 Subphylum Vertebrata 

    Infraphylum Gnathostomata 

       Superclass Actinopterygii 

          Class Teleostei 

  Superorder Ostariophysi 

     Order Cypriniformes 

        Superfamily Cyprinoidea 

           Family Cyprinidae 

   Genus Platygobio 

      Species Platygobio gracilis (Richardson, 1836) 

 

According to Fricke et al. (2023), Platygobio gracilis is the current valid name for this species. 

 

From NatureServe (2023):  

 

“Removed from the genus Hybopsis and returned to the monotypic genus Platygobio by Mayden 

(1989) and by Coburn and Cavender (1992). This treatment was followed by Sublette et al. 

(1990) and in the 1991 AFS checklist (Robins et al. 1991).” 

 

The following synonym of Platygobio gracilis from ITIS (2023) were used to search for 

information for this report: Hybopsis gracilis. 

 

Size, Weight, and Age Range 
From Nico (2023): 

 

“Size: 32 cm.” 

 

From Steffensen et al. (2014): 

 

“Maximum reported size is 317 mm (Lee et al. 1980) but adults are typically less than 190 mm 

(9.5 in) in the Missouri River (Pflieger 1997).” 

 

“The longitudinal range of Flathead Chubs greatly influences the species life span; however in 

states proximal to Nebraska, maximum age has been estimated at three to four years (Martyn and 

Schmulbach 1978, Pflieger 1997).” 

 



 

 

Environment 
From NatureServe (2023): 

 

“Habitat Type: Freshwater 

Riverine Habitats: Moderate gradient, MEDIUM RIVER, BIG RIVER, Low gradient” 

 

“Turbid flowing (moderate to strong current) waters in main channels of small to large rivers; in 

shallow to fairly deep water over mud, rock, or sand. In Kansas, usually in shallow pools but also 

in strong current over clean sand bottoms (Collins et al. 1995).” 

 

Climate 
From Froese and Pauly (2024): 

 

“Temperate; 70°N - 30°N” 

 

Distribution Outside the United States 
Native 
Part of the native range for this species is within the United States, see section 1 for a complete 

description of the native range. 

 

From Nico (2023): 

 

“Mackenzie, Saskatchewan, and Lake Winnipeg drainages in Yukon, Northwest Territories, 

Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and British Columbia […].” 

 

Introduced 
According to Nico (2023), Platygobio gracilis was introduced to Lake Koocanusa, which spans 

the border between British Columbia, Canada, and Montana. Nico (2023) lists this introduction 

as failed. 

 

Means of Introduction Outside the United States 
No information was found regarding means of introduction of Platygobio gracilis in the wild 

outside the United States. 

 

Short Description 
From Steffensen et al. (2014): 

 

“The Flathead Chubs [Platygobio gracilis] coloration features a light brown back, silvery sides 

and belly with no other distinct marking on the body […]. Its mouth is subterminal below a 

flattened, wedge shaped [sic] head with maxillary barbels (Pflieger 1997).” 

 



 

 

Biology 
From NatureServe (2023): 

 

“Relies on flood flows to spawn successfully (Collins et al. 1995). Spawns after rivers have 

subsided after peak flow, when the temperature is warmer and the bottom is more stable, July-

August in Montana, Kansas, and Iowa, when temperature reaches about 23-25 C in Montana. 

Pflieger (1975) stated that spawning may occur in early spring because chubs less than one inch 

long were collected in Missouri in late May. Sexually mature at age 2 in Iowa, 4 in Canada 

(Gould 1985).” 

 

“May move into smaller streams to spawn (Scott and Crossman 1973).” 

 

From Steffensen et al. (2014): 

 

“Flathead Chubs use these barbels and external taste buds to locate food as their eyes are small 

and of little value in turbid waters (Pflieger 1997). Their omnivorous diet primarily consists of 

terrestrial insects and small invertebrates and to a lesser extent plant material (Olund and Cross 

1961).” 

 

Human Uses 
According to Nico (2023), Platygobio gracilis may have been used as bait. 

 

From Froese and Pauly (2024): 

 

“Fisheries: minor commercial” 

 

“Rarely caught as a game fish [Coker et al. 2001]. Occasionally used as a food fish [Scott and 

Crossman 1973].” 

 

“Preferred bait fish for blue catfish in Iowa [Scott and Crossman 1973].” 

 

Diseases 
No information was found associating Platygobio gracilis with any diseases listed by the 

World Organisation of Animal Health (2023). 

 

Poelen et al. (2014) lists Dactylogyrus albertensis, D. pseudobanghami, Rhabdochona 

canadensis, Ligula sp., Pomphorhynchus sp., and Bothriocephalus acheilognathi as parasities of 

Platygobio gracilis. 

 

Threat to Humans 
From Froese and Pauly (2024): 

 

“Harmless” 



 

 

3  Impacts of Introductions 
Records of introductions and resulting established populations were found. However, no 

information on impacts from those introductions was found. No State-specific regulations were 

found for Platygobio gracilis. 

 

4  History of Invasiveness 
The History of Invasiveness for Platygobio gracilis is classified as Data Deficient. P. gracilis has 

become established outside of its native range, however no evidence of negative impacts, or lack 

of impacts, of introduction were found. P. gracilis has been introduced in the United States by 

bait bucket release, indicating its possible use in trade, however no further information was 

found regarding its presence in trade. 

 

5  Global Distribution 
 

 
Figure 2. Reported global distribution of Platygobio gracilis. Map from GBIF Secretariat 

(2023). Observations are reported from the United States and Canada. 

 



 

 

6  Distribution Within the United States 
 

 
Figure 3. Reported distribution of Platygobio gracilis in the United States. Map from GBIF-US 

(2023). Observations are reported from the central United States stretching from Louisiana to 

Montana. The observation on the border of New Mexico and Arizona was not used to select 

source points for the climate match. Available information indicates that introduction failed to 

establish a population. 

 

7  Climate Matching 
Summary of Climate Matching Analysis 
The climate match for Platygobio gracilis was generally high for the contiguous United States. 

Few areas of low and medium match were found. The areas of highest match were generally 

found in the central portion of the United States, in and around the native range. This area ranged 

from eastern New Mexico to the Gulf Coast, and northward to the Canadian border. Areas of low 

match were found along the Pacific Coast and in the Sierra Nevada and Cascade Mountains. The 

Overall Climate 6 score (Sanders et al. 2023; 16 climate variables; Euclidean distance) for the 

contiguous United States was 0.896, indicating that Yes, there is establishment concern for this 

species outside its native range. The Climate 6 score is calculated as: (count of target points with 

scores ≥ 6)/(count of all target points). Establishment concern is warranted for Climate 6 scores 

greater than or equal to 0.002 based on an analysis of the establishment success of 356 nonnative 

aquatic species introduced to the United States (USFWS 2024). 

 

Projected climate matches in the contiguous United States under future climate scenarios are 

available for Platygobio gracilis (see Appendix). These projected climate matches are provided 

as additional context for the reader; future climate scenarios are not factored into the Overall 

Risk Assessment Category. 

 



 

 

 
Figure 4. RAMP (Sanders et al. 2023) source map showing weather stations in North America 

selected as source locations (red; United States, Canada) and non-source locations (gray) for 

Platygobio gracilis climate matching. Source locations from GBIF Secretariat (2023). Selected 

source locations are within 100 km of one or more species occurrences, and do not necessarily 

represent the locations of occurrences themselves. 

 



 

 

 
Figure 5. Map of RAMP (Sanders et al. 2023) climate matches for Platygobio gracilis in the 

contiguous United States based on source locations reported by GBIF Secretariat (2023). Counts 

of climate match scores are tabulated on the left. 0/Pale Pink = Lowest match, 10/Dark Purple = 

Highest match. 

 

8  Certainty of Assessment 
The Certainty of Assessment for Platygobio gracilis is classified as Low. While there is quality 

information regarding the ecology and biology of this species, no information was found 

regarding impacts where introduced. 

 

9  Risk Assessment 
Summary of Risk to the Contiguous United States 
Platygobio gracilis, the Flathead Chub, is a fish native to central and western drainages in the 

United States and Canada. An opportunistic invertivore, P. gracilis has been found to eat aquatic 

and terrestrial insects and algae. P. gracilis is found in turbid flowing waters in main channels of 

small to large rivers. Although it has been introduced via bait bucket releases, there is no further 

information on P. gracilis use in trade. The History of Invasiveness for P. gracilis is classified as 

Data Deficient due to a lack of information regarding negative impacts of its introduction. The 



 

 

climate matching analysis for the contiguous United States indicates establishment concern for 

this species outside its native range. The areas of highest match were generally found in the 

central United States where this species is native. The Certainty of Assessment is classified as 

Low due to a lack of information on impacts of P. gracilis where it has been introduced. The 

Overall Risk Assessment Category for P. gracilis in the contiguous United States is Uncertain. 

 

Assessment Elements 
• History of Invasiveness (see section 4): Data Deficient 

• Establishment Concern (see section 7): Yes 

• Certainty of Assessment (see section 8): Low 

• Remarks, Important additional information: None 

• Overall Risk Assessment Category: Uncertain 
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Appendix 
Summary of Future Climate Matching Analysis 
Future climate projections represent two Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (SSP) developed by 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC 2021): SSP5, in which emissions triple 

by the end of the century; and SSP3, in which emissions double by the end of the century. Future 

climate matches were based on source locations reported by GBIF Secretariat (2023). 

 

Under the future climate scenarios (figure A1), on average, high climate match for Platygobio 

gracilis was projected to occur in the Appalachian Range, Colorado Plateau, Great Basin, Great 

Lakes, Mid-Atlantic, Northeast, Northern Plains, Southeast, and Southern Plains regions of the 

contiguous United States. Areas of low climate match were projected to occur along the 

Northern Pacific Coast, in the Sierra-Nevada Range, and in Southern Florida. Areas of high 

match decreased in extent with time and from SSP3 to SSP5. The Climate 6 scores for the 

individual future scenario models (figure A2) ranged from a low of 0.779 (model: UKESM1-0-

LL, SSP5, 2085) to a high of 0.894 (model: GFDL-ESM4, SSP3, 2055). All future scenario 

Climate 6 scores were above the Establishment Concern threshold, indicating that Yes, there is 

establishment concern for this species under future scenarios. The Climate 6 score for the current 

climate match (0.896, figure 5) falls above the range of scores for future projections. The time 

step and climate scenario with the most change relative to current conditions was SSP5, 2085, 

the most extreme climate change scenario (figure A3). Under multiple time step and climate 

scenarios, areas within the Northeast saw a moderate increase in the climate match relative to 

current conditions, including a few scattered locations with a large increase in the climate match. 

Under SSP5 in 2085, areas within the Great Basin, Gulf Coast, Southeast, and Southwest saw a 

large decrease in the climate match relative to current conditions. Additionally, areas within 

California, the Colorado Plateau, Mid-Atlantic, Northern Plains, Southern Plains, and Western 

Mountains saw a moderate decrease in the climate match relative to current conditions. The 

degree of change increased with time and between SSP3 and SSP5. 

 



 

 

 
Figure A1. Maps of median RAMP (Sanders et al. 2023) climate matches projected under 

potential future climate conditions using five global climate models for Platygobio gracilis in the 

contiguous United States. Climate matching is based on source locations reported by GBIF 

Secretariat (2023). Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (SSPs) used (from left to right): SSP3, SSP5 

(IPCC 2021). Time steps: 2055 (top row) and 2085 (bottom row). Climate source data from 

CHELSA (Karger et al. 2017, 2018); global climate models used: GFDL-ESM4, UKESM1-0-

LL, MPI-ESM1-2-HR, IPSL-CM6A-LR, and MRI-ESM2-0. 0/Pale Pink = Lowest match, 

10/Dark Purple = Highest match. 

 



 

 

 
Figure A2. Comparison of projected future Climate 6 scores for Platygobio gracilis in the 

contiguous United States for each of five global climate models under four combinations of 

Shared Socioeconomic Pathway (SSP) and time step. SSPs used (from left to right): SSP3, SSP5 

(Karger et al. 2017, 2018; IPCC 2021). Time steps: 2055 (top row) and 2085 (bottom row). 

Climate source data from CHELSA (Karger et al. 2017, 2018); global climate models used: 

GFDL-ESM4, UKESM1-0-LL, MPI-ESM1-2-HR, IPSL-CM6A-LR, and MRI-ESM2-0. 

 



 

 

 
Figure A3. RAMP (Sanders et al. 2023) maps of the contiguous United States showing the 

difference between the current climate match target point score (figure 4) and the median target 

point score for future climate scenarios (figure A1) for Platygobio gracilis based on source 

locations reported by GBIF Secretariat (2023). Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (SSPs) used 

(from left to right): SSP3, SSP5 (IPCC 2021). Time steps: 2055 (top row) and 2085 (bottom 

row). Climate source data from CHELSA (Karger et al. 2017, 2018); global models used: 

GFDL-ESM4, UKESM1-0-LL, MPI-ESM1-2-HR, IPSL-CM6A-LR, and MRI-ESM2-0. Shades 

of blue indicate a lower target point score under future scenarios than under current conditions. 

Shades of red indicate a higher target point score under future scenarios than under current 

conditions. Darker shades indicate greater change. 
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