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I, Douglas Vincent-Lang, hereby declare and state as follows: 

Declarant’s Position and Background. 
 

1. I am the same Douglas Vincent-Lang who previously submitted a declaration in 

this matter (Dkt. 87). 

2. If called as a witness, I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein, 

and could and would competently testify thereto if called upon to do so. 

3. I am currently the Acting Director of the Division of Wildlife Conservation of the 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game (“ADF&G”).  I am also the Endangered Species Act 

(“ESA”) coordinator for ADF&G and have the policy lead for ADF&G on Arctic and marine 

policy issues.  I also have the lead policy responsibility in the Commissioner’s office for 

coordination of habitat issues.  I currently chair the North Slope Science Initiative and am vice-

chair of the Arctic and Western Landscape Conservation Cooperatives.  Previously I worked for 

ADF&G for 30 years, including positions as a research and management biologist and as an 

Assistant Director. 

4. I hold a B.S. degree in biology/population dynamics from the University of 

Wisconsin – Green Bay and a M.S. degree in Biological Oceanography from the University of 

Alaska Fairbanks. 

5. I also represent the Commissioner of ADF&G on the Governor’s Climate Change 

Sub-cabinet, which is tasked with developing a climate change strategy for Alaska; on the 

Governor’s Oceans Sub-cabinet; and as the Commissioner’s alternate on a natural resources sub-

cabinet, which is tasked with coordination of land and water resources issues.  I chaired a think-

tank of department scientists that developed a climate change adaptation strategy for fish and 

Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134    Filed 02/08/12   Page 2 of 13



 
State of Alaska v. Lubchenco, et al., 
No. 3:10-cv-00271-TMB and related cases 
2d Declaration of Douglas Vincent-Lang 

2

wildlife and their consumptive and non-consumptive uses, including commercial, recreational, 

and personal use, subsistence fishing and hunting, and wildlife viewing activities.  

6. Specifically, with respect to the ESA, I work on ESA issues with the Alaska 

Governor’s office, and the Departments of Natural Resources, Environmental Conservation, 

Commerce, Community and Economic Development, and Law.  I also serve on various 

committees or attend meetings on behalf of the State of Alaska and the Commissioner of 

ADF&G, including leading a state policy team on ESA issues; participating in ESA committees 

for the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies and the Association of Fish and 

Wildlife Agencies; and representing the State of Alaska on several international committees 

dealing with the ESA and the Convention on the International Trade of Endangered Species 

(“CITES”).  I am one of six state representatives on a state-federal Joint Task Force examining 

means to improve state-federal coordination in the implementation of the ESA.   

7. In my present position, I am responsible for all matters involving endangered and 

threatened species in the State of Alaska.  I often prepare, collect, collate, and organize 

comments to federal agency actions involving all aspects of the ESA, including listings, critical 

habitat, recovery planning, and Section 7 consultations.  Based on my employment experience, 

my present position, and my training and personal knowledge, I am intimately familiar with the 

effects of federal ESA actions on Alaska’s state activities, sovereign interests, wildlife, habitat, 

and land and natural resource management interests, including the effects on (i) Alaska’s 

management of its wildlife resources and the land, water, and other habitat for those resources; 

(ii) Alaska’s wildlife research and information gathering and dissemination activities for 

numerous species, including the Steller sea lion; (iii) Alaska’s interests in Native subsistence and 

management; (iv) Alaska’s economic development and community interests in small businesses, 
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especially those related to or dependent upon commercial fishing activity, and how these 

businesses contribute to and are affected by the Alaska and regional economies; and (v) Alaska 

municipalities in the area of the range of the Steller sea lion. 

Independent Scientific Review of NMFS 2010 Biological Opinion. 
 

8. In February 2011, following the release of the NMFS Bering Sea and Aleutian 

Islands Management Area Groundfish Fisheries Management Plan Section 7 Consultation 

Biological Opinion, the states of Alaska and Washington, through the Alaska Department of Fish 

and Game and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (“WFDW”), contracted an 

independent review of the NMFS Biological Opinion concerning the potential effects of the 

groundfish fishery management on Steller sea lions.  ADF&G and WDFG did so by assembling 

an independent panel of scientists to evaluate whether NMFS used all relevant scientific 

information and impartially considered that information in the final Biological Opinion.  The 

panel was co-chaired by Dr. David Bernard and Mr. Steven Jeffries.  That panel produced its 

report in October, 2011, entitled “An Independent, Scientific Review of the Biological Opinion 

(2010) of the Fisheries Management Plan for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Management 

Areas.”  A complete copy of the report is attached as Exhibit A to this declaration. 

9. Among other findings, the independent scientific review panel stated in its report 

that: 

The available data and analyses indicate that current harvest rates 
of Atka mackerel have been too low, and the population of Pacific 
cod has been too small for the fishery on either species to cause 
nutritional stress in sea lions.  Modeling efforts by NMFS reported 
in the BiOp support this observation, especially the lack of an 
effect of the Pacific cod fishery on sea lion biomass.  Attempts in 
the BiOp to show spatial overlap between catches in fisheries and 
diets of sea lions, and hence local depletion of prey, failed to 
convincingly do so.  Uncertainty and estimates of forage biomass 
is large and was ignored in the BiOp.  Other measures of possible 
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competition between fisheries and sea lions (e.g., size overlap, 
temporal overlap, depth overlap) were specified in the BiOp, but 
not investigated.  We provide data that were not presented in the 
BiOp showing limited overlap in sizes of fish taken in fisheries and 
by sea lions, especially limited in regards to Pacific cod.  Steller 
sea lions ate younger, smaller fish than fisheries caught. 

Report at xiii (emphasis added). 

10. The Report also concluded that: 

Based on the evidence presented in the BiOp, we conclude that the 
proposed RPAs will not arrest the decline in the numbers of sea 
lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands.  Evidence 
presented in this BiOp from multispecies modeling indicates that 
any future increase or stabilization in sea lion biomass in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands will not be due to restricting 
fisheries for Pacific cod.  There is some modeling evidence in the 
BiOp indicating that halting fishing for Atka mackerel in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands might cause sea lion biomass 
to increase, but it is inconsistent with the data on forage ratios 
showing greater declines of sea lions are associated with greater 
relative biomasses of groundfish. 

Report at xiv. 

11. The Report also states that: 

The RPAs are not relevant to the recovery of Steller sea lions. 

As discussed in our Chapter 6, the RPAs are based on the premise 
that fisheries are inhibiting the recovery of sea lions in the western 
and central Aleutian Islands, and thus impose restrictions of those 
fisheries.  The statistical and scientific evidence in and outside the 
BiOp show something other than fisheries is causing the decline in 
sea lion numbers.  The evidence shows that RPAs based on 
restricting fisheries are incapable of causing recovery of sea lion 
populations. 

Report at 97. 

12. The Report further states that: 

The BiOp and RIR do not demonstrate that the RPAs are 
likely to minimize economic and social impacts compared with 
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potential alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for 
Steller sea lion recovery. 

As discussed in our Chapter 8, the BiOp and RIR do not 
demonstrate what the benefits of the RPAs are for the recovery of 
Steller sea lions, nor do they seek to identify alternatives that might 
have the same level of benefit but lower economic and social 
impact.  Given the lack of evidence in the BiOp for the fishery-
driven nutritional stress hypothesis, there is little evidence that the 
RPAs will have any benefit for Steller sea lion recovery.  Thus it is 
very unlikely that the RPAs, which impose “relatively heavy costs 
on the fishing and processing industry that targets Atka mackerel 
and Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands,” would minimize 
economic and social impacts compared with potential alternatives 
that would achieve the same benefit for sea lion recovery. 

Report at 97-98. 

13. The Report further states that: 

The scientific record reported in the BiOp is extensive and cites 
most of the relevant literature.  However, the BiOp does not 
accurately reflect the scientific evidence in the literature it 
reports.  

The BiOp cites most of the scientific documents pertaining to 
Steller sea lions and groundfish in Alaska.  But simply citing a 
document and putting it among a long list of literature cited does 
not mean that the BiOp reflected upon the findings or gave them 
any serious consideration.  A number of studies . . . were 
referenced, but the significance of their findings was never 
mentioned or discussed in the BiOp. . . . All in all, the BiOp did 
not meet the basic academic standards in checking the accuracy 
and completeness of their citations.  Thus, the scientific record as 
reflected by the literature cited and by manner in which the BiOp 
referenced the published literature contains a number of errors and 
some significant omissions of factual information that are at odds 
with the major conclusions of the BiOp. 

Report at 98. 

Testimony to House Natural Resources Committee. 

14. On October 17, 2011, I provided testimony to the Natural Resources Committee 

of the United States House of Representatives concerning “NOAA’s Steller Sea Lion Science 
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and Fishery Management Restrictions.”  In that testimony, I noted that the biomass of both 

Pacific Cod and Atka mackerel were increasing under the prior management regime, thus 

negating the need for the drastic changes implemented by NMFS.  As a result, the management 

measures imposed by the final Reasonable and Prudent alternative are not consistent with the 

most recent 2010 biomass estimates for either Pacific cod or Atka mackerel, which were not 

considered in the Biological Opinion and Reasonable and Prudent alternative analysis even 

though they were available before the final Biological Opinion was signed.  The most recent 

(November 2010) biomass surveys for these two species show increasing biomass in the Western 

Aleutians, even to levels sought as targets in the Reasonable and Prudent alternative.   

January 2011 Letter from NMFS Concerning Replacement of Interim Final Rule. 
 

15. On January 26, 2011, the Administrator for the NMFS Alaska region, Dr. James 

Balsiger, wrote to Chairman Eric Olson of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 

(“Council”) concerning the final Steller sea lion Biological Opinion and Reasonable and Prudent 

Alternative implemented in the Interim Final Rule published in the December 13, 2010 Federal 

Register.  The State of Alaska obtained a copy of that letter as it was made part of the agenda for 

the February 2011 Council meeting.  A copy of that letter (without the enclosure) is attached as 

Exhibit B to this declaration.  In that letter, Dr. Balsiger described the process that NMFS would 

follow in response to comments received on the interim final rule, specifically: 

NMFS will assess comments received on the interim final rule and 
proceed to either: (a) develop a final rule, with any potential 
changes from the interim final rule governed under the 
Administrative Procedure Act to reflect the same “logical 
outgrowth” constraints that govern changes from a proposed rule 
to a final rule; or (b) initiate a new proposed rule and Section 7 
consultation to change the RPA based on new information. . . . 
Under either option (a) or (b), the Council could initiate separate 
exploration of an alternative RPA using its Seller Sea Lion 
Mitigation Committee or some other process.  This process could 
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dovetail with the proposed and final rule process under option (b) 
if that was the Council’s intent. 

Exhibit B (Balsiger Ltr.) at 2. 

Recent SSL Survey, Count, and Trend Data from 2010 and 2011. 

16. Attached as Exhibit C is a January 31, 2011 memorandum from NMFS Alaska 

Fisheries Science Center National Marine Mammal Laboratory summarizing Steller sea lion 

survey results from summer 2010.  Attached as Exhibits D and E are two documents from NMFS 

summarizing first the Steller sea lion 2011 aerial survey (Exhibit D), and second a set of slides 

from a presentation by Douglas DeMaster of the NOAA Fisheries (NMFS) Alaska Fisheries 

Science Center given at the December 2011 Council meeting (Exhibit E).  Among the important 

and new information identified in these documents is that the trend of stable and increasing SSL 

counts for both pups and overall wDPS SSL population is continuing.  For example, the pup 

count in 2011 was 11,547 pups in the wDPS, an increase of +3.84% from 2009, and an increase 

of +16.05% from 2005-2011.  Also, adult and juvenile non-pup populations have increased 16% 

since 2008.  Non-pup counts of juvenile and adult SSLs increased or stabilized since 2009, 

except for the Western Aleutian Islands.  It is important to note, however, that for the pup count 

data not all rookeries and haulouts were surveyed, and for unsurveyed locations, NMFS used 

trend data based on previous measurements or extrapolations.  As a consequence, if earlier trend 

data showed a declining trend in some of the unsurveyed areas, that trend was automatically 

continued through in the reporting because no actual sample or survey data was gathered in these 

areas. 

17. The 2011 NMFS data shows an overall wDPS pup count trend increasing by a 

positive 1.8 % per year, which is also statistically significant at the 0.05 confidence level.  See 

Exhibit E at 4.  In sum, the recent 2011 NMFS survey results and trend analysis information 
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identify that there is now two additional years worth of information—for 2010 and 2011—that 

can be considered in the EIS process on remand, and this information shows that the overall 

stable-to-increasing trend of the entire wDPS SSL population is continuing.   

18. The scientific and other information discussed above, including the recent Steller 

sea lion survey and count data and the independent scientific review of NMFS’ 2010 Biological 

Opinion, identify some of the types of information that need to be addressed in the EIS prepared 

on remand, and also the type of information that Alaska would be submitting to NMFS’ as part 

of Alaska’s public review comments in the EIS process as an expert agency (through ADF&G), 

see 40 CFR §1500.1(b).  Much of the information described above in this Second Declaration 

has been developed subsequent to the preparation of NMFS’ Final Biological Opinion in 2010, 

highlighting the need for the EIS process on remand to address this information and for NMFS to 

reach a new decision and Record of Decision in that remanded EIS process.  

19. Also, the information and circumstances to be addressed in the EIS process on 

remand may trigger the need for NMFS to reinitiate consultation on the groundfish fisheries 

management measures pursuant to the 2010 Biological Opinion.  In that BiOp, it provides that 

“reinitiation of formal consultation is required” if “(2) new information reveals effects of the 

agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not 

considered in this opinion; [or] (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that 

causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in this opinion.”  2010 

BiOp at 384.  The EIS process on remand can help develop information on effects, alternatives, 

and mitigation measures to address adverse effects (including the full range of environmental 

effects which encompasses socioeconomic effects) that would also then feed into the Biological 

Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134    Filed 02/08/12   Page 9 of 13



 
State of Alaska v. Lubchenco, et al., 
No. 3:10-cv-00271-TMB and related cases 
2d Declaration of Douglas Vincent-Lang 

9

Opinion reinitiation of consultation process for consideration in NMFS’ ESA Section 7 and 

Magnuson-Stevens Act regulatory processes as well.  

20. During the pendency of the remand and EIS and Record of Decision preparation 

processes, consistent with the approach to replace the Interim Final Rule outlined in NMFS’ 

January 26, 2011 letter (see Exhibit B), the wDPS Steller sea lion population is unlikely to suffer 

significant adverse effects from ongoing fishery activity, including fishery activity conducted 

under the terms and conditions, Steller sea lion protection measures, and management regime in 

place prior to the IFR and 2010 Biological Opinion reviewed in this litigation.  The most recent 

data indicates that the SSL counts continue to increase overall in a statistically significant 

positive direction, the independent science panel review of the 2010 Biological Opinion indicates 

that the 2010 BiOp RPA and IFR Steller sea lion protection measures are not relevant to 

recovery of the species, and harvest rates are too low to be causing nutritional stress to the wDPS 

SSL population.  See supra, ¶¶ 9-14, 16-17.  At the same time, Alaska’s overall economy, 

community development, state fishery management, and resource management interests would 

continue to be adversely affected and harmed, suffering the same adverse effects from the 2010 

Biological Opinion and IFR Steller sea lion restrictions as set out in my earlier declaration in this 

case and in the Declaration of Dr. Gregory Leonard previously submitted by Alaska in this 

matter.  See  Dkt. 87, ¶¶ 8, 11-14; Dkt. 88, ¶¶ 4, 6-14 (“As the examples above show, the 

predicted substantial impacts from the EA/RIR in the economic sector are already occurring, and 

they can reasonably be expected to continue if the NMFS Steller sea lion protection measures as 

contained in the Interim Final Rule remain in place.”); see also supra ¶ 12 (“The BiOp and RIR 

do not demonstrate that the RPAs are likely to minimize economic and social impacts compared 

with potential alternatives … .”).  
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21. In sum, the EIS process on remand provides NMFS the appropriate opportunity to 

address all of these items highlighted in paragraphs 9 through 19 above, consistent with NEPA’s 

purpose of informed decisionmaking and informed public participation.  The key to this process 

is reaching a new agency decision based on and considering the EIS to be prepared on remand, 

and not having that EIS process come after-the-fact where NMFS’ final decision has already 

been made on the basis of what the Court has already determined to be an inadequate and 

incomplete NEPA process.  

Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134    Filed 02/08/12   Page 11 of 13



Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134    Filed 02/08/12   Page 12 of 13



 
State of Alaska v. Lubchenco, et al., 
No. 3:10-cv-00271-TMB and related cases 
2d Declaration of Douglas Vincent-Lang 

12

Certificate of Service 
 

I hereby certify that on February 8, 2012, I electronically filed the foregoing Second 
Declaration of Douglas Vincent-Lang via the CM/ECF system, which will send notification of 
the filing to attorneys of record, including as listed below: 

Daniel J. Pollak 
Daniel.pollak@usdoj.gov 
 
Dean Dunsmore 
dean.dunsmore@usdoj.gov 
 
John H. Martin 
john.h.martin@usdoj.gov 
 
Eric P. Jorgensen 
ericj@earthjustice.org 
 
Linda R. Larson 
llarson@martenlaw.com 
 
Jessica K. Ferrell 
jferrell@martenlaw.com 
 
Svend A. Brandt-Erichsen 
svendbe@martenlaw.com 
 
Ryan P. Steen 
rpsteen@stoel.com  
 
Jeffrey W. Leppo 
jwleppo@stoel.com 
 
David Karl Gross 
dgross@bhb.com 
 
William P. Horn 
whorn@dc.bhb.com 
 

/s/ Murray D. Feldman    
Murray D. Feldman 

 
 
 
5390865_4.DOCX 

Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134    Filed 02/08/12   Page 13 of 13





Steller sea lion 2011 survey 
results 


and northern fur seal update 


Doug DeMaster 
Alaska Fisheries Science Center 


NOAA Fisheries 


7 Dec 2011


EXHIBIT E, Page 1


Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134-5    Filed 02/08/12   Page 1 of 15







Steller Sea Lion Survey  2011
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2001/2 to 2011: Trends by Sub‐Region 
 (pup counts)
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Scientific Review of the Biological Opinion (2010) 
 
 


8 October, 2011  Page ii 
 


PROLOGUE 
 
During the development of the recent Biological Opinion by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service concerning the impact of groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands and 
Gulf of Alaska on Steller sea lions, the lack of consensus among the scientific community 
concerning the causes for decline was obvious.  Consequently, many fishery managers, resource 
scientists, and industry stakeholders expressed concern about the credibility of the Biological 
Opinion, and about the impact of conflicting scientific theories on the scientific foundations for 
ecosystem-based management of North Pacific fisheries.  The Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (ADFG) and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) share many of 
these concerns, and as a result, agreed to jointly convene an independent panel to scientifically 
review the Biological Opinion, and provide their findings and recommendations in a timely 
manner to the public. 


In April 2011, ADFG and WDFW developed the initial terms of reference for the review and 
selected two panel co-chairs for this effort.  The co-chairs selected two additional panel members, 
and developed the final terms of reference, timeline for their work, and format of this report. The 
terms of reference and biographies of the panel members are posted on the web at: 


 http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/steller_sealions/.   


Following selection of the co-chairs, the role of ADFG and WDFW was limited to providing 
administrative and financial support; the panel has worked completely independently to produce 
this report. 


We greatly appreciate the efforts of the panel members in assimilating a large amount of 
information, weighing many conflicting theories in a relatively short amount of time, and 
providing the region with their review and recommendations. We also appreciate the open and 
transparent process the panel employed in the preparation of its findings.  This document 
contains the panel’s review and recommendations only and does not reflect the official views or 
positions of ADFG, WDFW, or the parent organizations of any of the panel members. 


We hope that the efforts of the review panel will assist the region in determining the strength and 
validity of the science that underlies our efforts to manage the fishery in an ecosystem context 
for all trophic levels including top level predators such as Steller sea lions and commercial 
fisheries.  If the panel’s efforts help to resolve some of the apparent scientific conflicts, that will 
be of great value.  But, if those conflicts cannot be resolved yet, we hope that the work of the 
panel members will be of assistance in clarifying the strengths and weaknesses of the existing 
science, and areas where further research and understanding will help to provide future 
resolution.   
 
           − Bill Tweit, WDFW 


− Douglas Vincent-Lang, ADFG 
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Map showing the spatial relationship between Steller sea lion Recovery Plan Areas, Rookery 
Cluster Areas (RCAs), and NMFS Groundfish Fishery Management Areas (Areas 541 – 650). 
Locations of the WDPS (Western Stock) of Steller sea lions, their designated critical habitat (CH 
encircled), and location of the western Aleutian Islands (Area 543, RCA 1), central Aleutian 
Island (Areas 541 – 542, RCAs 2 – 5), and eastern Aleutian Islands/Bering Sea (Area 610, RCA 
6). [BiOp, Figure 3.8]. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
This is a report of an independent scientific review of the Biological Opinion (BiOp) issued 24 
November, 2010 by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) of the Fisheries Management 
Plan (FMP) for the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Management Area (NMFS 2010a) 
under a section 7 consultation required by the Endangered Species Act.  The four-member 
review panel consisted of two marine mammal scientists, one fisheries scientist, and one 
resource economist. Two panel members had no previous knowledge of Steller sea lion research, 
and three members had not read the BiOp prior to this review. The review was to concentrate on 
issues involving the western distinct population segment (WDPS) of Steller sea lions in general, 
and on sea lions and fisheries in the western and central Aleutian Islands in detail (see map in 
frontispiece). 
 
We were charged as a review panel to answer a series of questions concerning the BiOp and its 
central conclusion of jeopardy:  
 


“After reviewing the current status of critical habitat that has been designated for the 
western population of Steller sea lions, the environmental baseline for the action area, 
the proposed action for Alaska Groundfish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and 
Gulf of Alaska, and the cumulative effects, it is NMFS’ biological opinion that the 
action, as proposed, is likely to adversely modify the designated critical habitat for the 
western DPS of Steller sea lion.” [BiOp, xxxiv] 


 
We answered each of the specific questions in our terms of reference (see Chapter 10).  For this 
Executive Summary, however, we have grouped our findings into four categories pertaining to: 
 


• the finding of jeopardy of extinction or of adverse modification of  habitat (collectively 
JAM) for groundfish fisheries in the western and central Aleutian Islands;  


• the effectiveness of reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) to the federal action 
under consultation; 


• the requirement under the Environmental Policy Act (EPA) that RPAs in the BiOp be the 
least-cost choice from all efficacious RPAs; and 


• consideration of public and peer comment in the writing of the BiOp. 
 


In our review, we looked for consistencies and inconsistencies between data and conclusions in 
the BiOp based on our experience, knowledge of the relevant scientific literature, and relevant 
public comments. Besides information referenced in the BiOp, we considered recently published 
scientific papers, recent stock assessments, and recent groundfish surveys. We also considered 
comments by industry, scientists, and the North Pacific Management Council through their 
Scientific and Statistical Committee concerning the BiOp in general and specific modifications 
to RPAs, as well as comments submitted to us at public hearings held 2 June, 2011 in Seattle and 
in Anchorage on 22 August, 2011 and by e-mail.   
 


EXHIBIT A, Page 11


Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134-1    Filed 02/08/12   Page 11 of 128







Scientific Review of the Biological Opinion (2010) 
 
 


8 October, 2011  Page xii 
 


The Finding of Jeopardy 
 
We do not agree with the finding of JAM (jeopardy of extinction and adverse modification of 
habitat) for Steller sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands as concluded in the BiOp 
for the FMP.  We find that NMFS misinterpreted crucial evidence from statistical studies of 
relationships between fishing and sea lion demographics.  NMFS also failed to scientifically 
support their explanation of how fisheries affected sea lions (fishery-driven nutritional stress), 
and disregarded or misreported evidence that refutes the fishery-driven nutritional stress 
hypothesis. And finally, NMFS did not seriously consider alternative ecologically mediated 
explanations for declines in sea lion numbers not involving fisheries (environmentally-driven 
nutritional stress and the killer whale predation hypotheses).  
 
Statistical analyses are the starting point for examining the relationship between fishing and 
Steller sea lions.  If fisheries adversely affect sea lion numbers, statistically significant negative 
associations should be detectable between measures of fishing and measures of sea lion numbers.  
Failing to find any such associations should lead to a conclusion that there is no adverse effect 
unless there are clear reasons why the effects would not be observable in the data (e.g. 
measurement error, insufficient variation, or low power). Eight studies looking for such 
statistical associations were cited in the BiOp. NMFS concluded results from these studies to be 
“equivocal” and that “it is not possible … to conclude that commercial fisheries are not having a 
significant impact on the recovery of [sea lions]”.  We found these studies insightful and their 
results hardly “equivocal”. 
 
We undertook a meta-analysis of the eight statistical studies cited in the BiOp plus two 
additional studies.  The tests in earlier studies were based on a few years of data, and as expected, 
resulted in mostly non-significant outcomes with a few negative and a few positive associations 
being statistically significant. These results can be considered equivocal. Studies published after 
2000 involved more years and consequently had more power to detect an association between 
fisheries and Steller sea lions. Results from these studies for years prior to 2000 were less 
equivocal in that 40% of tests produced statistically significant associations that were 
scientifically consistent with fisheries having had a negative impact on Steller sea lions; the 
remaining tests (60%) had statistical outcomes that were scientifically consistent with fisheries 
not having had a negative impact on sea lions.  All of the detected statistical associations for 
years prior to 2000 were weak. However, results for years after 2000 are unequivocal.  None of 
these studies found statistically significant associations consistent with harm by fisheries, that is, 
100% of the tests resulted in outcomes consistent with the groundfish fisheries having had no 
effect on sea lion numbers in the last 10-20 years. Power analyses in these latter studies and the 
results themselves show that even weak statistical associations would have been detected had 
they been present. The methodological issues brought forward through comments to the draft 
BiOp concern statistical significance in tests when significance is not warranted. None of the 
issues would make an association less likely to be detected. 
 
For a specific scientific hypothesis that fisheries negatively impact sea lion numbers, significant 
negative associations between fishery and sea lion statistics are evidence that this hypothesis is 
possibly true. Non-significant and statistically significant positive associations are evidence this 
hypothesis is probably false.  What the meta-analysis provides is evidence that a scientific 
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hypothesis that fisheries had a negative impact on Steller sea lions of the WDPS in general, and 
specifically on sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands, was possibly true in the past, 
but in the last 10-20 years, this hypothesis is probably false.  On this basis we find that not only 
is it possible “that commercial fisheries are not having a significant impact on the recovery of 
[sea lions]”, but the proposition that fisheries are not negatively affecting Steller sea lions is 
highly likely. 
 
In our judgment, the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis proffered by NMFS as an 
explanation for population declines in the western and central Aleutian Islands should be 
scientifically rejected. We base our conclusion on the process and conditions specified in the 
decision trees given in the BiOp for determining the risk of exposure and subsequent nutritional 
stress [BiOp; Figures 4.24, 4.25].  The BiOp drew some incorrect conclusions as it navigated 
through its own decision tree to arrive at the finding Atka mackerel and Pacific cod fisheries 
were fisheries of concern. The BiOp also ignored evidence contradicting the hypothesis of 
fishery-driven nutritional stress. 
 
The available data and analyses indicate that current harvest rates of Atka mackerel have been 
too low, and the population of Pacific cod has been too small for the fishery on either species to 
cause nutritional stress in sea lions. Modeling efforts by NMFS reported in the BiOp support this 
observation, especially the lack of an effect of the Pacific cod fishery on sea lion biomass.  
Attempts in the BiOp to show spatial overlap between catches in fisheries and diets of sea lions, 
and hence local depletion of prey, failed to convincingly do so. Uncertainty in estimates of 
forage biomass is large and was ignored in the BiOp. Other measures of possible competition 
between fisheries and sea lions (e.g., size overlap, temporal overlap, depth overlap) were 
specified in the BiOp, but not investigated. We provide data that were not presented in the BiOp 
showing limited overlap in sizes of fish taken in fisheries and by sea lions, especially limited in 
regards to Pacific cod.  Steller sea lions ate younger, smaller fish than fisheries caught. 
 
Arguments presented in the BiOp that Steller sea lions are experiencing nutritional stress caused 
by a lack of groundfish are not convincing. Forage ratios of groundfish to sea lions were higher 
in the western and central Aleutians than in regions where sea lions are recovering, thereby 
indicating a quantity of groundfish area-wide sufficient for sea lions to avoid nutritional stress.  
Sea lions in the eastern Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) show no signs of nutritional 
stress despite having forage ratios within critical habitat that are lower than in the western and 
central Aleutian Islands. 
 
Direct evidence of sea lions being in nutritional stress is lacking in the BiOp. We compared the 
signs of fishery-driven nutritional stress listed in Figure 4.26 of the BiOp with data provided in 
Table 3.17 of the BiOp. Of the eight general conditions consistent with fishery-driven nutritional 
stress in sea lions, no recent information (after 2000) was available on four. Nutritional stress 
was not indicated for three conditions (sea lions were not emaciated, body size was not reduced, 
and survival was not reduced). Information on the final general condition (reduced reproduction) 
was contradictory.   
 
Considering the compelling evidence that the amounts of prey are sufficient to support sea lions 
in the western and central Aleutian Islands specifically, and for the western population in general, 
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it should not be surprising that direct evidence for fishery-driven nutritional stress could not be 
found as posited.   Making two “yes” decisions at the only two operable decision points of the 
decision process laid out in Figure 4.25 of the BiOp should have ended in a decision of “No 
Nutritional Stress”. Such a decision would have been consistent with the results of the meta-
analysis on statistical studies described above. 
 
Of the two leading alternate hypotheses to explain the reduced numbers of Steller sea lions in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands, we conclude that neither the hypotheses of 
environmentally-driven nutritional stress (the “junk food” hypothesis) or killer whale predation 
can be scientifically rejected with available data.  Both hypotheses remain viable explanations of 
sea lion demographics. Of the five necessary conditions for acceptance of the “junk food” 
hypothesis, there is evidence supporting one (good pup condition) in the western and central 
Aleutian Islands.  There is no information on three of the other necessary conditions (good adult 
body condition, short foraging trips, and older age at weaning for pups) and ambiguity on the 
fourth (low birth rates).   
 
While the BiOp contained no conclusion as to rejecting or not rejecting the “junk food” 
hypothesis, the BiOp did state “killer whale predation can be an important factor in either 
causing continued declines or contributing to a robust recovery [of sea lions].”  We interpret this 
statement as implying that the killer whale predation hypothesis cannot be rejected at this time.  
We concur. 
 
Effectiveness of RPAs 
 
Based on the evidence presented in the BiOp, we conclude that the proposed RPAs will not 
arrest the decline in the numbers of sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands.  
Evidence presented in this BiOp from multispecies modeling indicates that any future increase or 
stabilization in sea lion biomass in the western and central Aleutian Islands will not be due to 
restricting fisheries for Pacific cod.  There is some modeling evidence in the BiOp indicating that 
halting fishing for Atka mackerel in the western and central Aleutian Islands might cause sea 
lion biomass to increase, but it is inconsistent with the data on forage ratios showing greater 
declines of sea lions are associated with greater relative biomasses of groundfish.  The BiOp 
does not consider this possibility—that increased amounts of groundfish might have negative 
consequences to sea lions as postulated by the “junk food” hypothesis. 
 
Aydin (2010) predicted a 6% increase in sea lion biomass with a 10% reduction in the mortality 
rate for Atka mackerel.   His model assumed that sea lions can assimilate the increase in Atka 
mackerel biomass, but did not consider that young sea lions can become full on low-energy diets 
before they have attained enough energy to meet their daily needs (see Rosen and Trites 2004).   
 
The virtual 10 percentage point reduction in Atka mortality projected by Aydin (2010) represents 
closure of the fishery (which harvests 8% of the stock) plus an additional two percentage point 
reduction in the mortality rate for this species. Unfortunately certain critical bits of information 
relative to evaluating this finding were not included in the BiOp.  Most notably, the BiOp did not 
explain or discuss: 
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• How could mortality rates on Atka mackerel be further reduced beyond the closure of the 


virtual fishery?  
• How many years would be needed to realize virtual increases in sea lion biomass?  
• Would these virtual increases persist?  
• What would the virtual effect of closing both cod and mackerel fisheries be on sea lion 


biomass? 
 
Without such information, the relevance of these simulations involving closing the Atka 
mackerel fishery cannot be fully evaluated.  However, this full evaluation would probably be of 
marginal value, considering the lack of evidence for the fishery-driven nutritional stress 
hypothesis (our Chapter 4) and the meta-analysis of statistical studies we described in Chapter 3 
showing no negative effects of fishing for Atka mackerel in the western and central Aleutian 
Islands on sea lion demographics in the last 20 years.  
 
Results from multispecies models can provide insights into the effectiveness of RPAs even 
though the models used in the BiOp were not well explained.  The food web containing fish, 
fisheries, and sea lions must be modeled as a whole if the best ecological information (scientific 
data) is to be used.  While such modeling is at the edge of current understanding of the 
ecosystem in the Aleutian Islands, such modeling directly addresses the objective of the 
consultation, which is the response of sea lions to implementation of the RPAs. 
 
In the BiOp, NMFS appears to have eschewed multispecies modeling in favor of the simple 
dictum that “what worked there and then, will work here and now”—with the “there” being the 
Gulf of Alaska, the “then” being when RPAs from two previous BiOps were implemented, and 
the “here” being the western and central Aleutians.  Such a simple approach is empirical in that it 
depends on personal experience and belief, and does not use the scientific method. In other 
words, the expectation that the RPAs will result in increased numbers of Steller sea lions was not 
determined using science.   
 
Sea lion numbers in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) increased following implementation of RPAs in 
the 1990 and early in the last decade. However, no evidence was given in the BiOp that this 
increase in sea lions was other than coincidental with management actions. Evidence in the BiOp 
from multispecies modeling for the GOA indicate that the increase in sea lion numbers was a 
coincidence in the last decade and was not due to fishery restrictions. While NMFS did use 
single-species modeling of prey species to show the effectiveness of proposed RPAs—their 
results were preordained by the model they chose.  Thus the models do not support the 
unscientific premise of the BiOp that RPAs had worked in the past, and would therefore continue 
to be effective if implemented elsewhere.  There is insufficient evidence that past RPAs were 
ever effective.   
 
The reason given in the BiOp for forgoing a scientific investigation in favor of an unscientific 
argument is that multi-species modeling is too complex and subject to too much error. We 
disagree. By its very nature, the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis requires 
consideration of the fishery and sea lion food webs. Ecosystem considerations and modeling of 
the food web is a must for developing RPAs if the BiOp accepts the fishery-driven nutritional 
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stress hypothesis.  Such modeling is complex and does have uncertainty in outcomes.  However, 
a good scientific investigation would include measures of uncertainty in parameters, in initial 
conditions, and in environmental conditions.  It would also include an analysis of the sensitivity 
of results to model structure; and would report results in probabilistic terms.   
 
We believe that NMFS has the resources to conduct ecosystem modeling, yet relied on the 
simplest of arguments to support the RPAs they proposed. Arguing that sea lions must be 
nutritionally stressed because fishing has occurred where sea lions have declined is prone to error 
in the most obvious of ways by confusing cause with coincidence. 
 
Economic Analysis of RPAs 
 
In general, the analysis described in the Environmental Assessment and Regulatory Impact 
Review (EA/RIR) of economic impacts of the chosen set of RPAs is reasonably complete, 
scientifically valid and adequate.  It addresses most of the questions it should have addressed in 
an objective and reasonable manner given the limits of available data and confidentiality 
restrictions. It supports the conclusion that “…this action will impose relatively heavy costs on 
the fishing and processing industry that targets Atka mackerel and Pacific cod in the Aleutian 
Islands.”  More detailed analysis might have strengthened but not have changed this fundamental 
conclusion. 
 
The EA/RIR includes an analysis of the economic benefits of full Steller sea lion recovery.  This 
is not an analysis of the economic benefits attributable to the uncertain effects of the alternatives.  
The EA/RIR does not provide a cost-benefit analysis of the alternatives. 
 
The BiOp and RIR failed to demonstrate that the RPAs minimize economic and social impacts 
compared with potential alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for Steller sea lion 
recovery.  Neither document could demonstrate this because neither demonstrated what the 
benefits of the RPAs would be for sea lion recovery, or demonstrated an effort to identify 
alternatives that would have the same level of benefit but lower economic and social impact.   
 
Standard for Likelihood of Jeopardy 
 
The BiOp responds to the mandate in the ESA that “Each Federal agency shall . . .  ensure that 
any action . . .  is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or 
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat…”  In reaching 
or evaluating any conclusion about jeopardy, a key issue is what standard of scientific evidence 
is required to conclude that an action is “likely” to jeopardize the continued existence of an 
endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of its habitat.   
  
There is no formal scientific standard for “likely.”  Given a high degree of uncertainty about 
whether fishing jeopardizes Steller sea lions, we contend that most scientists would define a 
scientific standard for “likely” based on their interpretation of the preponderance of available 
evidence.  This is the standard we used for our review.   
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The BiOp does not explicitly define its standard for “likely.”  Implicitly, it uses a standard which 
is significantly weaker than the scientific standard of preponderance of evidence.   
 
Representatives of NMFS argue that the Endangered Species Act mandates a precautionary 
standard for “likely” and that evidence that adverse effects of fishing on Steller sea lions “may 
exist” requires a conclusion of jeopardy.  We claim no expertise as to the appropriate legal 
standard for a conclusion of jeopardy.   However, whatever the standard, it should be explicitly 
defined, and the scientific evidence should meet that standard. 
 
Peer and Public Comment 
 
The BiOp was prepared by NMFS without active interaction with scientists outside the agency or 
with people in the fishing industry that could have provided useful insights.  The period of time 
provided by NMFS for comment on the draft BiOp was insufficient for serious peer and public 
review.  The time between the receipt of review comments and NMFS’s self-imposed deadline 
for release of the final document was also insufficient for adequate consideration of review 
comments or any substantial revision of the BiOp in response to comments.  There is little 
evidence that comments on the draft BiOp’s finding of jeopardy were seriously considered when 
developing the final BiOp.  There is evidence that comments on RPAs in the draft BiOp were 
considered in developing the final RPAs, although responses to these comments were very brief 
and most suggested changes were rejected.  NMFS did not summarize or address comments 
received on the draft BiOp as had been promised, nor has it scheduled a formal independent 
review as promised.  In contrast, the Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) clearly addressed and was 
strengthened by consideration of public and peer comments on the economic analysis. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This document is the report of an independent scientific review of the biological opinion (BiOp) 
issued 24 November, 2010 of the Fisheries Management Plan (FMP) for the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands (BSAI) management area (NMFS 2010a) under a section 7 consultation 
required by the Endangered Species Act.   
 
Background of the Review  
 
Following the release of the draft BiOp in August, 2010 and the final BiOp in November, 2010, 
many concerns were expressed about the science in the draft BiOp.  For example, the North 
Pacific Fishery Management Council unanimously passed a motion at its August, 2010 meeting 
which included the following:  
 


The Council notes concerns and recommendations for the analysis by their 
Science and Statistical Committee (SSC) including: 
 


• stating as fact some conclusions that still have a great deal of uncertainty 
about them such as past conservation methods having a “positive impact 
on reducing the impacts of the fishery exploitation strategy on Steller sea 
lions”; 


• assumptions underlying the BiOp analysis including biomass projection 
methodology, biomass apportionment, and nutritional stress as the causal 
factor for low natality; 


• the global scale of the RPA relative to the current information base and 
conservation goal; and  


• questions raised in the editorial comments of the SSC 
 


and therefore recommends an independent review of the BiOp. 
 
In response to these concerns, the States of Alaska and Washington jointly funded this review.  
Appendix A provides the full terms of references for the review.   
 
Review Panel 
 
The review panel was selected according to the following process outlined in the Terms of 
Reference: 
 


The panel will consist of two co-chairs, one selected by the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game (ADFG) and the other by the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW).  The co-chairs will select two other members. All four will be 
experienced scientists in one or more fields of fisheries management, animal 
population dynamics, marine mammal biology, and resource economics. None of 
the four will be federal employees, or have any direct connection with 
development of this BiOp.   
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The panel members are: 
 


• Dr. David Bernard (co-chair), a fisheries scientist, biometrician, and private consultant 
with over 30 years post-graduate experience involving management of commercial and 
recreational fisheries for salmon and non-salmon species in the Pacific Northwest. 


 
• Mr. Steven Jeffries (co-chair), a Research Scientist and marine mammal specialist for the 


Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, with more than 30 years of experience 
working on a variety of Northwest marine mammal issues. 


 
• Dr. Andrew Trites, Professor and Director of the Marine Mammal Research Unit in the 


Fisheries Centre at the University of British Columbia, who has conducted extensive 
research on the ecology, population biology and bioenergetics of marine mammals. 


 
• Dr. Gunnar Knapp, Professor of Economics at the University of Alaska Anchorage 


Institute of Social and Economic Research, who has been engaged in research on 
fisheries management, seafood markets, and the Alaska economy for the past 30 years. 


 
Appendix B provides more detailed biographies for panel members. 
 
This is an independent review.  The conclusions expressed are our own and (as directed by the 
Terms of Reference) represent our consensus.  None of us are federal employees.  None of us 
had any role in developing the BiOp or the FMP.  None of us have any personal or financial 
involvement in any fisheries involved in the BiOp.   
 
We bring a variety of backgrounds and perspectives to our review.  One member of the panel (Dr. 
Trites) has an extensive background in Steller sea lion research, is widely cited in the BiOp, and 
commented on the draft BiOp and final BiOp.  One member (Mr. Jeffries) has extensive 
experience in sea lion research, marine mammal fishery interactions, and is a member of the 
Pacific Scientific Review Group.  Two members of the panel (Dr. Bernard and Dr. Knapp) have 
no previous background in or knowledge of Steller sea lion research.  Three members of the 
panel (Dr. Bernard, Mr. Jeffries and Dr. Knapp) had never seen the BiOp prior to beginning 
work on this review. 
 
Various parties are now involved in litigation relating to the BiOp.  This review has no 
relationship to that litigation, and we express no opinions about the litigation in this review, or 
about any legal questions related to the BiOp or the EA/RIR (Environmental 
Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review).  Our focus is strictly on the scientific questions in our 
Terms of Reference. 
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Organization of the Review 
 
The scientific charge to the panel is summarized on the following page.  Our focus throughout 
was on answering questions posed in this scientific charge through attention to the most 
important scientific issues in the BiOp (our Chapters 3-6) and economic issues in the EA/RIR 
(our Chapter 7). We also reviewed the process used to solicit and incorporate comments from 
scientists and from the public into the BiOp and EA/RIR (our Chapter 8); as well as commented 
on standards in the BiOp for deciding jeopardy compared to common scientific standards (our 
Chapter 2). Finally, we commented on four pieces of information highlighted by NMFS in their 
comments on our earlier draft report (Chapter 9). 
 
Quotations/Figures/Tables from the BiOp 
 
In our review, we quote extensively from the BiOp and other references.  All extended 
quotations are given in indented italic text, with citations to the reference and page number 
following the quotations in brackets.  Figures and tables in the BiOp reproduced whole or in part 
in our review are referenced in similar manner. For simplicity, we refer hereafter to the Final 
Biological Opinion as “BiOp” and to the final Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact 
Review as “EA/RIR”.  Sections of quoted text from the BiOp which we wish to emphasize are 
underlined.  All such underlining should be considered “emphasis added.” We emphasize our 
own text with italics without quotes. Quotes in the text without italics denote what we consider a 
special phrase. 
 
Review Panel Process, Draft Report, Meetings and Comments 
 
Following the selection of review panel members, we began our review in May, 2011.  
Information about the panel, our Terms of Reference, and the review process was posted on the 
website of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
at http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/steller_sealions/ and was also covered in the press. 
 
We held a public meeting in Seattle on 2 June, 2011 to provide an opportunity for the public to 
comment about the BiOp and to offer suggestions for our review.  We also invited written 
comments and suggestions to be submitted via e-mail.   
 
We completed a draft report on our review on 21 July, 2011 which was posted on the WDFW 
website and which was covered in the press.  We held a public meeting in Anchorage on 22 
August, 2011 to provide an opportunity for public comment on the draft report.  We also invited 
written comments.  We considered these comments in preparing this final report. 
 
At both of the panel meetings we invited comments from any interested members of the public.  
We also extended specific invitations to testify and answer panel member questions to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and several industry groups and environmental 
organizations which had testified about the BiOp to the North Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council.  For both meetings, representatives of several industry groups presented prepared 
testimony.  No representatives of environmental organizations testified.   
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Scientific Charge to the Review Panel (from the Terms of Reference) 
 
The panel will focus, but not necessarily limit, their review on the conclusions in the BiOp 
regarding the Western Distinct Population Segment (WDPS) of Steller sea lions (SSL).  The 
panel will judge and report on how well the BiOp met the following: 
 
• Do the conclusions in the BiOp regarding the finding of jeopardy and its posited cause 


(nutritional stress from food competition with fisheries) follow logically from scientific, 
economic, and social information presented in the BiOp and attendant documents?  


 
• Are the conclusions contradicted by any scientific, economic, and social information not 


presented in the BiOp?   
 
• Do the conclusions represent the most likely scientific explanation for apparent population 


dynamics of the WDPS of SSL given the current state of knowledge?  
 
• Were alternative scientific explanations to the apparent population dynamics of the WDPS of 


SSL thoroughly considered, such as explanations involving but not limited to predation, 
disease, ecosystem/carrying capacity, or emigration? 


 
• Do the Reasonable and Prudent Actions (RPA) imposed on the fishery follow logically from 


the conclusions regarding jeopardy?  
 
• Are the RPA’s sufficient to mitigate jeopardy, and are they likely to minimize economic and 


social impacts compared with potential alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for 
SSL recovery?  


 
• Are the RPAs likely to effectively meet recovery goals for the WDPS of SSL? 
 
• Is the scientific record reported in the BiOp reasonably complete?  
 
• Is there evidence that the relevant peer and public comments concerning economic and 


scientific issues were considered when developing the BiOp—including comments on the draft 
BiOp? 


 
The panel will use their experience, knowledge of the relevant scientific literature, and relevant 
public comments in their judgments. Knowledge will include, but will not be limited to, recently 
published scientific papers, recent stock assessments, and recent population surveys. Relevant 
public comments will include, but will not be limited to, comments submitted by industry, 
scientists and the North Pacific Management Council through their Science and Statistical 
Committee concerning the BiOp in general and concerning specific modifications to RPAs. 
During their deliberations the panel will note any potential investigations that could likely 
provide new information critical to eliminating or possibly confirming a scientific explanation of 
the apparent slow recovery of the WDPS of SSL.  
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At the public meeting in Seattle on 2 June, 2011, Dr. James Ianelli of the NMFS Alaska Fisheries 
Science Center offered helpful testimony about fisheries modeling he had done which was used 
in the BiOp.  No other NMFS representatives participated in our meeting on 2 June.  At our 
meeting on 22 August in Anchorage, Dr. DeMaster, Director of Research and Science at the 
Alaska Fisheries Science Center, gave a presentation commenting on our draft report (DeMaster 
2011) and also addressed numerous questions from panel members.  Mr. John Lepore (NOAA 
Office of the General Counsel) also addressed questions.  Public testimony was recorded and 
can be obtained for both meetings at 
 


http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/steller_sealions/2Jul2011_meeting/ssl_811.mp3. 
 


or 
 


http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/steller_sealions/22aug2011_meeting/ssl_811.mp3. 
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2. THE BIOP’S STANDARD FOR LIKELIHOOD OF JEOPARDY  
 
The BiOp responds to the mandate in the ESA that: 
 


“Each Federal agency shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the 
Secretary, ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such 
agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered 
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification 
of habitat…”  [BiOp, 327] 


 
The BiOp concludes: 
 


“. . . it is NMFS biological opinion that the action, as proposed, is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the western DPS of Steller sea lion” [BiOp, 
xxxi] 


 
In reaching or evaluating any conclusion about jeopardy, a key issue is what standard of 
scientific evidence is required to conclude that an action is “likely” to jeopardize the continued 
existence of an endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of its 
habitat.  However, the answer to this question is not obvious.  As noted in public testimony to the 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council at its August, 2010 meeting: 
 


“Likely is not a black and white kind of term.  It’s a lonely word that craves for 
the company of an adverb such as ‘perhaps.’  Fairly likely, sort of likely, not so 
likely, highly likely.  But it’s not an absolute kind of term.”  [Mr. Dave Fraser, 
2010_8_19_303.mp3, 9:07] 


 
How the standard for “likely” is defined and interpreted is critically important.  The same 
scientific evidence, judged against different standards for “likely,” may lead to different 
conclusions about jeopardy.  By way of analogy, the same legal evidence judged against 
different standards for “guilty” may lead to different verdicts.  It matters critically whether the 
standard is “innocent unless proven guilty,” “guilty unless proven innocent,” or something else. 
 
As we discuss in greater detail below, the BiOp uses a standard for “likely” which is 
significantly weaker than the common scientific standard of preponderance of evidence.  The 
BiOp thus concludes jeopardy based on such statements as:  
 


“. . . An adverse relationship between Steller sea lions and the commercial 
fisheries may exist. . . Competition between Steller sea lions and the commercial 
fisheries may compromise the availability of food resources of Steller sea 
lions . . .” [BiOp, 345] 


 
In commenting on our draft report (see below), representatives of NMFS argued that the BiOp’s 
standard for “likely” is legally mandated by the Endangered Species Act.  As such, they had no 
choice but to reach the conclusions they drew given the legal standard they were required to meet.  
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We claim no legal expertise on what standard the ESA requires and we offer no legal opinion on 
NMFS’ interpretation of that standard. 
 
Potential Standards for “Likely” 
 
Table 2.1 illustrates potential standards for “likely.”  There is no certainty in science—
particularly for interactions as complex as the potential interactions among fisheries, marine 
mammals and the environment.  Regardless of how much data is collected and how much 
analysis is undertaken, it will never be known for sure whether fishing does or does not affect 
Steller sea lions.  Deciding whether fishing is “likely” to jeopardize Steller sea lions will always 
require balancing uncertain scientific evidence that falls somewhere between certainty that 
fishing jeopardizes sea lions and certainty that it does not.  
 
The issue in implementing the Endangered Species Act and reaching conclusions in the BiOp is 
what standard of scientific evidence should be required for a conclusion that fishing is “likely” to 
cause jeopardy.  For purposes of discussion, a standard that must be met to conclude that fishing 
is “likely” to jeopardize the species may be characterized as “weaker” or “stronger” given lower 
or higher levels of probability associated with the significance of the available scientific 
evidence.  By way of analogy, a “weak” standard would be that “fishing is guilty unless 
scientifically proven innocent” and a “strong” standard would be that “fishing is innocent unless 
scientifically proven guilty.”  (Note that in using the terms “weak” and “strong” we do not intend 
any implication that either a “weaker” or “stronger” standard is better or more appropriate.) 
 
Table 2.1.−Potential standards of scientific evidence for whether a fishery is “likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of habitat . . .” 


Potential standards 
of scientific evidence 


Probability, given available 
evidence, that the action 


would jeopardize a species’ 
existence or critical habitat 


“Weakness” or 
“strength” of the 


standard for “likely to 
jeopardize” 


There is scientific certainty that fishing would 
not jeopardize the species 0% “weaker” 


There is very strong scientific evidence that 
fishing would not jeopardize the species, but the 
possibility cannot be excluded that it might 


 
 
 


 


The preponderance of scientific evidence 
suggests that fishing would not jeopardize the 
species  


 
 


The scientific evidence is highly uncertain and/or 
conflicting   


The preponderance of scientific evidence 
suggests that fishing would jeopardize the species   


There is very strong scientific evidence that 
fishing would jeopardize the species, but the 
possibility can not be excluded that it might not 


 
 
 
 


There is scientific certainty that fishing would 
jeopardize the species 100% “stronger” 
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The Issue for Society in the Standard for “Likely” 
 
The appropriate standard for “likely” in reaching a conclusion of jeopardy is an important issue 
faced by society in making the difficult choices of how to protect endangered species when there 
is only limited scientific understanding of how our actions affect those species.  To what extent 
should certain groups in society (such as the fishing industry and fishing communities) be 
required to make real and substantial economic sacrifices in return for scientifically uncertain 
benefits for the survival and recovery of endangered species?  
 
Consider the question “is it likely that fishing jeopardizes Steller sea lions?”  Given scientific 
uncertainty about how fishing actually affects Steller sea lions, there are two potential ways to 
come to a conclusion that would be “wrong.”  One could conclude that fishing jeopardizes 
Steller sea lions when in fact it does not (a false positive) ― or one could conclude that fishing 
does not jeopardize Steller sea lions when in fact it does (a false negative).  The weaker the 
standard adopted for “likely,” the greater the probability of a “false positive” — and the stronger 
the standard adopted for “likely,” the greater the probability of a “false negative” (Table 2.2). 
 
If the primary concern is to avoid a false negative that could potentially harm Steller sea lions 
(i.e., concluding that fishing does not jeopardize Steller sea lions when in fact it does), then a 
weak standard for “likely” should be adopted. As discussed below, this is the essence of the 
precautionary principle implicit in the BiOp’s standard for likely, as referenced in the BiOp’s 
conclusions: 
 


“Nonetheless, because of the weight of evidence described in this Biological 
Opinion and the requirements of the ESA, we must act in a precautionary and 
measured approach by changing fishery harvests.”  [BiOp, 345] 


 
 
 
Table 2.2.−Implications of the standard for “likely” for probabilities of a false positive or a false 
negative conclusion. 


Standard of 
scientific 


evidence for 
“likely” 


Strictness of 
standard 


Probability of false positive 
(concluding that fishing 


jeopardizes Steller sea lions 
when in fact it does not) 


Probability of false negative 
(concluding that fishing 


doesn’t jeopardize Steller 
sea lions 


when in fact it does) 
We can’t prove 
fishing doesn’t 


harm SSL’s 


Weaker 
 
 
 


Stronger 


Higher 
 
 
 


Lower 


Lower 
 
 
 


Higher 


We can’t prove 
fishing harms 


SSL’s 
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But adopting a weak standard for “likely” increases the potential for a concluding that fishing 
affects Steller sea lions when it really had no effect (i.e., a false positive), which in turn imposes  
high costs on fishermen and fishing communities without actually benefiting Steller sea lions.  It 
is hard for people to accept making significant sacrifices if they do not believe there is good 
scientific evidence that the sacrifices are needed.  Consider for example the public testimony at 
the August, 2010 meeting of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council: 
 


“This is something that is hyper-important to me as an individual. . . Having 
another vessel displaced or crews put out of business without the benefit of the 
doubt, without clarity as to the relationship between the sea lions’ disposition and 
what’s happening in fishing is highly problematic.” 
 
“I don’t want to come here and make statements about how bad the science is.  
But it does seem that a lot of it is thrown together very loosely to come up to the 
conclusions they arrive at. . . . We are not fundamentally opposed to restrictions 
on us—but with good knowledge.  Knowledge is important.  Not the legal 
construct to dodge a bullet, but good, proper knowledge.”   
 
“Let’s find some real truth, and operate on that.  And if I have to get hit through 
real truth, I will take it.  But not something that is so oddly constructed as to meet 
some bar that is sort of arbitrary and academic.”  [Matt Doherty, 
2010_8_19_248.mp3, 0:00] 
 


We claim no expertise as to where society should set the standard of scientific likelihood for 
taking actions which impose costs on some groups for uncertain benefits for the survival or 
recovery of a species.  Our point here is only that it matters where the standard is set.  Being 
precautionary is not costless.  It is important to think carefully about how precautionary one 
should be—and to clearly define and understand the standard that is set. 
 
A more subtle point is that it is not necessarily obvious how to be precautionary.  Not all fishery 
restrictions necessarily benefit Steller sea lions.  For example, Atka mackerel is an important 
prey species for Pacific cod.  Thus, restricting Pacific cod harvests could in theory increase 
Pacific cod stocks, and result in increased predation by cod on Atka mackerel, which could in 
turn lower Atka mackerel stocks and harm rather than benefit Steller sea lions.  Such a 
possibility underlines the point that being precautionary still requires careful and objective 
science. 
 
The Scientific Standard for “Likely” 
 
There is no formal scientific standard for “likely.”  Almost all scientists would agree that science 
is inherently uncertain.  Thus it is impossible to be 100% certain that fishing does or does not 
jeopardize Steller sea lions.  Likewise, almost all scientists would agree that uncertainty 
increases when the potential interactions are highly complex and data are limited data—as with 
fishing and Steller sea lions. 
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Given a high degree of uncertainty about whether fishing jeopardizes Steller sea lions, we 
contend that most scientists would define a scientific standard for whether fishing is “likely” to 
jeopardize Steller sea lions based on their interpretation of the preponderance of available 
evidence.  They might express varying opinions to the extent that they interpret the evidence or 
the term “jeopardize” differently, or to the extent that the evidence is contradictory — but if their 
interpretation of the preponderance of evidence suggests that fishing would not jeopardize the 
species, most scientists would respond that jeopardy is “not likely.”    
 
The scientific standard for “likely” is clearly imprecise.  Not all scientists will agree on how to 
define it.  However, very few scientists would agree that “cannot be disproven” is the same as 
“likely.”  Not being able to prove that fishing has no effect on Steller sea lions does not make it 
scientifically “likely” that fishing affects “Steller sea lions.” 
  
Note that a scientific standard for “likely” is inherently distinct from a legal, ethical or political 
standard for likely.  How precautionary a scientist, NMFS, Congress, or a Court believes 
environmental policy should or should not be has no bearing on scientific likelihood.  Should 
Congress or the Courts determine that fishing must not be allowed unless it can be proven that it 
has no effect on Steller sea lions, it would not change or have any bearing on the standard for 
scientific likelihood. 
 
We base our review of the science in the BiOp, and in particular our review of the BiOp’s 
analysis of whether fishing is “likely” to jeopardize Steller sea lions on our interpretation of the 
preponderance of scientific evidence.  That is all we can do as scientists.  It is also what our 
Terms of Reference directed us to do (Table 2.3). 
 
The BiOp’s Standard for “Likely” 
 
The BiOp nowhere explicitly defines, explains, or justifies the standard that it uses for “likely.”   
Rather, the BiOp’s standard for “likely” emerges implicitly from reading different parts of the 
report, including the following: 
 
 


Table 2.3.− Standards for our Review as Stated in the Terms of Reference 


1. Do the conclusions represent the most likely scientific explanation for apparent 
population dynamics of the WDPS of SSL given the current state of knowledge?  


2. Do the conclusions in the BiOp regarding the finding of jeopardy and its posited cause 
(nutritional stress from food competition with fisheries) follow logically from scientific, 
economic, and social information presented in the BiOp and attendant documents?  


3. Are the conclusions contradicted by any scientific, economic, and social information not 
presented in the BiOp?   


4. Were alternative scientific explanations to the apparent population dynamics of the 
WDPS of SSL thoroughly considered, such as explanations involving but not limited to 
predation, disease, ecosystem/carrying capacity, or emigration? 
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“There are two points of reference available when we consider data, information, 
or other evidence to support our analyses: (1) we can analyze the information 
available and subsequently conclude that an action has an effect, when in fact it 
does not (false positive), or (2) we can analyze the information available and 
subsequently conclude that an action does not have an effect, when in fact it had 
(false negative). In statistics, these two points of reference are called errors: the 
first point of reference is designed to avoid what is called Type I error while the 
latter is designed to avoid what is called Type II error. Although analyses that 
minimize either type of error are statistically valid, most biologists and ecologists 
still focus on minimizing the risk of concluding that there was an effect when, in 
fact, there was no effect (Type I error) and tend not to emphasize Type II error. 
However, because of the responsibility mandated by the ESA to protect and 
promote the recovery of ESA listed species, NMFS has made an effort to manage 
the risk of making a Type II error. We consider this approach to be consistent 
with the precautionary approach and purposes of the ESA and similar direction 
from the U.S. Congress and the courts.”  [BiOp, 278] 


 
In the above section, the BiOp states that NMFS seeks to follow a precautionary approach, and to 
draw conclusions that reduce the risk of a Type II error.  In other words, they presumably want to 
minimize the chance of mistakenly concluding that fishing does not jeopardize Steller sea lions 
when in fact it does.  However, NMFS and the BiOp do not explicitly define what they mean by 
“managing the risk of making a Type II error” 
 


“. . .  it should be noted that several analyses failed to show statistically 
significant impacts of commercial fisheries on the western DPS of Steller sea 
lion. . . . We acknowledge that the elusive cause-effect connection between the 
catch of fish in “Boat A” and response of “Steller sea lion B” will likely never be 
made. . .  We have considered evidence that after the implementation of the 
conservation measures in the early 2000s the Agency is not required to establish 
a statistically significant cause-and effect relationship under the ESA. Rather as 
noted above, the ESA requires the Agency to conclude that a given action is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a DPS or adversely modify its 
critical habitat.” [BiOp, 300] 


 
In the above section, the BiOp asserts that the Agency is not required to demonstrate a 
statistically significant cause-and-effect relationship between commercial fisheries and Steller 
sea lions to reach a conclusion of jeopardy.  Put differently, absence of statistical evidence is 
insufficient for concluding that jeopardy is not “likely.” 
 
The BiOp’s standard for “likely” is most apparent in what is arguably its most important 
paragraph:  the discussion of jeopardy in the last paragraph of the “Conclusions” to the 
“Conclusions and Synthesis” chapter (Section 7.4.5, page 345): 
 


“Therefore, the Agency concludes in this Biological Opinion that, while fisheries 
cannot be unequivocally shown to be a causative factor in continued Steller sea 
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lion declines in the western portion of the wDPS in Alaska, analysis of available 
data indicate that an adverse relationship between Steller sea lions and the 
commercial fisheries may exist in the western Aleutian Islands sub-region and 
portions of the central Aleutian Islands sub-region where two specific fisheries, 
for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod, target important Steller sea lion prey. This 
competition between Steller sea lions and the commercial fisheries may 
compromise the availability of food resources of Steller sea lions sufficiently to 
likely jeopardize their continued existence or to adversely modify their critical 
habitat. Only a small percentage of Steller sea lions remain in the western and 
central Aleutian Islands sub-regions relative to the pre-decline population level. 
Fishery removals of prey in the western and central Aleutian Islands sub-
region may be adversely affecting the western DPS of Steller sea lions in these 
areas sufficient to stress animals through longer and less successful foraging trips 
and foraging trips that require more repetitive dives to acquire prey. The 
possibility that this interaction may be one of several primary causes of the 
observed declines in non-pup counts cannot be eliminated. Lack of site specific 
data on vital rates and food habits in the region where declines in abundance 
have been reported make our evaluation of what factors are impeding a robust 
rate of recovery of the western DPS difficult. Nonetheless, because of the weight 
of evidence described in this Biological Opinion and the requirements of the 
ESA, we must act in a precautionary and measured approach by changing fishery 
harvests in the sub-regions that have demonstrated declines in Steller sea lion 
numbers sufficient to impede recovery. After reviewing the current status of the 
endangered western population of Steller sea lions, the environmental baseline 
for the action area, the proposed actions, and the cumulative effects, it is NMFS’ 
Biological Opinion that the action, as proposed, is likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the western DPS of Steller sea lion.” [BiOp, 345] 
 


In the above paragraph, the possibility that effects “may exist” is given repeatedly as 
justification for the conclusion that the action “is likely” to jeopardize the continued existence of 
the western DPS of Steller sea lion.”  For one type of evidence, the fact that a “possibility . . .  
cannot be eliminated” is cited as justification.    
 
Note the phrase: 
 


“. .  .may compromise the availability of food resources of Steller sea 
lions sufficiently to likely jeopardize . . .”  
 


Here “may have an effect which is likely to jeopardize” is cited as justification for a conclusion 
of “likely to jeopardize.”   
 
It is clear from the above paragraph that the BiOp’s implicit standard for “likely” is “weaker” 
than a scientific standard based on the preponderance of available evidence.  The possibility that 
an effect may exist is sufficient for the BiOp to reject a conclusion of “not likely.” However, it is 
very unclear what the actual standard is.  Although “preponderance of evidence” is not a precise 
standard, it can definitely be recognized when a strong preponderance of evidence exists.  It is 
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harder to recognize what level of evidence would be sufficient to exclude the possibility that an 
effect “may exist.”   
 
The Legal Standard for “Likely” 
 
The Endangered Species Act mandates that: 
 


“Each Federal agency shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the 
Secretary, ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such 
agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered 
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification 
of habitat…”  [BiOp, 327] 


 
The BiOp further notes that  
 


“The “jeopardy” standard has been further interpreted in regulation (50 CFR 
402.02) as a requirement that Federal agencies ensure that their actions are not 
likely to result in appreciable reductions in the likelihood of both the survival and 
recovery of the species in the wild by reducing its numbers, reproduction, or 
distribution.” [BiOp, 327] 


 
 
Representatives of NMFS repeatedly stated in public testimony in Anchorage on 22 August, 
2011 that “NMFS is required to ensure that a Federal action is not likely to cause Jeopardy and 
Adverse Modification of critical habitat,” and that they had no choice but to reach a conclusion 
of jeopardy given the available scientific evidence and the standards set by the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). This is illustrated by the comments made to us in public testimony : 


 
Dr.  Douglas DeMaster (Science and Research Director, NMFS Alaska 
Fisheries Science Center): [26:23 on the recording on 22 August, 2011 on the 
website noted at the end of the Introduction] 
 
“In [your] terms of Reference there’s a statement “Do the conclusions represent 
the most likely scientific explanation for apparent population dynamics of the 
WDPS of SSL given the current state of knowledge?”   NMFS would note that this 
is not the legal standard in the ESA.  In fact, I think it will be misleading if you 
have it written this way.  Under the ESA, NMFS is required to ensure that a 
Federal action is not likely to cause Jeopardy and Adverse Modification of 
critical habitat.  Further, a finding of statistical significance is not required as 
part of a Section 7 consultation that leads to a JAM determination.  And some 
explanation in the text or some way of putting this in context of the ESA I think 
would be helpful in terms of the reader understanding the legal framework that 
the agency is responsible for in going through its determination of the biological 
opinion.”   
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Dr. DeMaster:  [30:57] 
 
“. . . In the final chapter of the Biological Opinion we state pretty clearly that we 
believe the RPA has removed the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse mod.  That’s 
the right context of how to use “likely.”  You have to ensure that you’ve removed 
the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse mod.” 
 
Mr. John Lepore (NOAA Office of the General Counsel): [31:50] 
 
“I believe what Dr. DeMaster has been trying to explain, and what is explained in 
the Biological Opinion, is the legal standard that the agency must use when it is 
looking to see if an endangered species is in jeopardy or adverse modification, 
and then what are the standards necessary to get it out of that state.”   
 
“And we have those terms defined in our regulations.  So when you look at the 
likelihood of jeopardy or adverse modification, as Dr. DeMaster stated earlier, 
you look and see if there was an appreciable reduction.  And what we have to do 
is we have to come up with a reasonable basis to explain how we met that 
standard.  That doesn’t necessarily mean that we have to have some kind of 
statistical number to indicate what “likely” is.  And I think that what the panel is 
looking for right now is some kind of precision on numbers, of what “likely” is, 
and that is not the standard that the agency has to meet.  It just has to assure that 
its actions are not causing jeopardy.  And when it has to make that determination 
it looks at if there is appreciable reduction to the benefit to the species.  So those 
things are defined.”   
 
Dr. DeMaster: [45:50] 
 
“It’s not simple.  As John said, the agency is in a very difficult spot here.  It has to 
make a determination that it has removed the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse 
modification of critical habitat.  And so that’s a fairly low bar.  . .” 
 
Dr. Gunnar Knapp (Review Panel member): 
 
“I was struck by your statement “it’s a fairly low bar.”  . . . the agency’s 
interpretation . . .of your legal mandate is that this is a low scientific bar? “  
 
Mr. Lapore: 
 
“I would like to rephrase that a little.  When we talk about the low bar I think that 
what the agency is trying to explain in this situation is it has a very high standard 
to meet—in that it has to—and this is the terminology in the Endangered Species 
Act—ensure that its federal action is not likely to cause jeopardy.  . .  We can 
come up to that kind of conclusion with the evidence easier than if it was the 
reverse.  And I think that’s what  is trying to say.”  
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Dr. Knapp: 
 
“So tell me if I’m interpreting this correctly.  You’re saying that if I try to think 
like a scientist, and say “I want to understand what’s going on here, and what 
could be causing this,” and I ask “what’s the evidence say on both sides and so 
on,” you say that you don’t have the luxury of thinking that way, you have a 
standard where you have to say, in effect, ‘can we be sure or almost sure that 
we’re not allowing anything to go on that could cause harm?’ ” 
 
Mr. Lapore: 
 
“Yes, I think that’s very accurate.”   
 
Dr. Knapp: 
 
“Would it be correct to say that the essential nature of the BiOp is essentially 
different from the nature of scientific inquiry in that it sort of looks at things with 
a different standard?  Scientific inquiry says ‘what’s the evidence, and how can 
we weigh all this?’ but your job is to come up with a decision where you have to 
be sure or almost sure—whatever that means.” 
 
Mr. Lapore: 
 
“Yes.  I think that’s essentially accurate.  I’d be careful, in looking at the analysis 
that was produced by the agency, in saying that it didn’t weigh the science the 
same as it would in any other analysis.  However, when we’re doing a biological 
opinion, the benefit, as it were, has to go toward the species.  We have to consider 
the species survival as an important standard.  So when the agency looks at what 
the Endangered Species Act states and says “we have to ensure that our action is 
not likely to cause jeopardy” we have to be pretty certain that’s the case.”   
 
Dr. Knapp:  [1:23:59] 
 
“. . . You had this great scientific uncertainty about the kind of things you’re 
talking about.  And you’re saying potentially, if all these studies had been done, 
and they were contrary to supporting evidence of effect of fishing, then you could 
have come to a different conclusion, at least theoretically.  But given that 
uncertainty, you felt that you had to come to the conclusion that you had to, 
because you didn’t have the certainty to reject the possibility.” 
 
Dr. DeMaster: 
 
“. . . With additional data we certainly could have come to a different conclusion.  
It isn’t a foregone conclusion that you have to find competition with fisheries as 
something that’s creating jeopardy and adverse modification of critical habitat.  
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But lacking the information in the western Aleutians in particular, and given the 
weight of evidence, the agency’s belief is that the RPA that we proposed removes 
the likelihood of jeopardy as required by the Endangered Species Act.” 
 


As a panel of scientists, we claim no legal expertise on what standard the ESA requires and we 
offer no legal opinion on NMFS’ interpretation of that standard.  But we are struck by the fact 
that nowhere in the BiOp or in the discussion of standards by the NMFS representatives was a 
clear definition ever given of their interpretation of “likely” or “likelihood.”  The fact that NMFS 
is required to “ensure that a Federal action is not likely to cause Jeopardy and Adverse 
Modification” does not constitute a definition of “likely” or “likelihood.” 
 
Reading the above testimony, as well as the wording of the conclusions of the “BiOp,” we are 
left with the impression that when NMFS says it must “ensure that jeopardy is not likely” it is 
interpreting this as meaning that it must “ensure that jeopardy is not possible.  Note in particular 
the above statement of Mr. Lapore that: 
 


“. . . That is not the standard that the agency has to meet.  It just has to assure 
that its actions are not causing jeopardy.” 


 
Note also the statement in the BiOp conclusions cited above that: 
 


“The possibility that [fisheries removals of prey] may be one of several primary 
causes of the observed declines in non-pup counts cannot be eliminated.” [BiOp, 
354] 


 
We again claim no legal expertise on what standard the ESA requires and we offer no legal 
opinion on whether NMFS’ interpretation of that standard is correct.   
 
However, if the ESA mandates the standard for “likely” implied by the wording of the BiOp’s 
conclusions—or in particular if the ESA mandates that NMFS eliminate the possibility that 
fishing could jeopardize Steller sea lions, or mandates the agency assure that its actions are not 
causing jeopardy—then it is not surprising that these conclusions were unanticipated, confusing 
and controversial for both industry and for independent scientists accustomed to a stronger 
scientific standard of evidence. 
 
Regardless of the legal standard for “likelihood of jeopardy” mandated by the ESA, it is 
troubling that it was not explicitly defined and explained in the BiOp, for two reasons.  First, it 
makes it difficult or impossible for the public to evaluate the scientific conclusions of the BiOp.  
Without an explicit definition of the standard against which the BiOp was to weigh the evidence, 
it is difficult for the public (including ourselves) to evaluate whether it came to a reasonable 
conclusion.  Second, and more troubling, without an explicit definition of the standard against 
which the BiOp was to weigh the evidence, it is even harder to be confident that the scientists 
who evaluated the evidence clearly understood the standard themselves. 
 
By way of analogy, the public cannot evaluate the judgment of a jury without knowing the 
standard against which the jury was instructed to weigh the evidence.  More importantly, the 
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public cannot be confident in the judgment of a jury which did not receive clear instructions as to 
the standard against which it was to weigh the evidence. 
 
Finally, note that if the ESA mandates a weaker standard for “likely” than the “preponderance of 
“scientific evidence” on which our review is based, this does not necessarily justify the BiOp’s 
conclusions.  Regardless of the legal standard, the BiOp must still correctly evaluate the 
scientific evidence. A “precautionary” standard for “likely” is not a license to abandon science or 
to exercise poor judgment. Procedures specified in the BiOp for evaluating scientific 
explanations must still be followed.  Conclusions in the BiOp must also follow from the 
evidence; and analysis of the efficacy of reasonable and prudent alternatives in the BiOp must 
still be relevant to the scientific explanation for the finding.  Much of our review focuses on 
these three issues. 
 
Summary 
 
The BiOp responds to the mandate in the ESA that “Each Federal agency shall . . .  ensure that 
any action . . .  is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or 
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat…”  In reaching 
or evaluating any conclusion about jeopardy, a key issue is what standard of scientific evidence 
is required to conclude that an action is “likely” to jeopardize the continued existence of an 
endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of its habitat.   
  
There is no formal scientific standard for “likely”.  Given a high degree of uncertainty about 
whether fishing jeopardizes Steller sea lions, we contend that most scientists would define a 
scientific standard for “likely” based on their interpretation of the preponderance of available 
evidence.  This is the standard we use for our review.   
 
The BiOp does not explicitly define its standard for “likely”.  Implicitly, it uses a standard which 
is significantly weaker than the scientific standard of preponderance of evidence.   
 
Representatives of NMFS argue that the Endangered Species Act mandates a precautionary 
standard for “likely” and that evidence that adverse effects of fishing on Steller sea lions “may 
exist” requires a conclusion of jeopardy.  We claim no expertise as to the appropriate legal 
standard for a conclusion of jeopardy.   However, whatever the standard, it should be explicitly 
defined, and the scientific evidence should meet that standard. 
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3.  STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN FISHERIES AND 
STELLER SEA LION POPULATIONS 
 
 
The BiOp contains an incomplete review of the effort that has been expended over the years to 
find statistical associations between aspects of commercial fishing and the demographics of 
Steller sea lions of the western population (WDPS) (Loughlin and Merrick 1988; Ferrero and 
Fritz 1994; Dillingham et al. 2006; Hennen 2006; Soboleff 2006; Calkins 2008; AFSC 2010; and 
Trites et al. 2010 are cited).  Quoting the BiOp: 
 


 “Correlations between western SSL trends in abundance to commercial groundfish 
fisheries are highly varied, some positive, some negative, and some spurious.” [BiOp, 
xxx], and   
 
“Some (researchers) have found no significant correlations between certain fishing 
techniques (such as longline fisheries) or target fisheries (such as Aleutian Islands Atka 
mackerel) and SSL trends.” [BiOp, xxx], and 
 
 “Statistical and correlative analyses of fishery effort/catch with trends in local Steller 
sea lion populations have yielded equivocal results, some indicating a positive and 
some a negative relationship between catch and Steller sea lion population trends.” 
[BiOp, 237]   
 


In addressing what the BiOp considers as “equivocal” results, NMFS concluded in their 
synopsis: 
 


“At this time with available data, it is not possible to demonstrate a statistically 
significant relationship between commercial fisheries on pollock, cod, Atka mackerel 
and arrowtooth flounder and the productivity of Steller sea lions in the western DPS. 
However, it is also not possible with the available data to conclude that commercial 
fisheries are not having a significant impact on the recovery of the western DPS of the 
Steller sea lion.” [BiOp, 301] 
 


This statement is evidence that the BiOp does not realize that failure to find such a “statistically 
significant relationship” might actually be strong scientific evidence against a finding of JAM. In 
conducting our review, we concluded that a realistic appraisal of these statistical studies provides 
such strong scientific evidence.    
  
Statistical Meta-Analysis 
 
Table 3.1 is a summary of the statistical studies cited in the BiOp plus two more, Sampson 
(1995) and Hui (2011), with the latter being published after the BiOp was signed. Although these 
10 studies involve different metrics, different methods, and cover time series of different lengths, 
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Table 3.1.−Summary of studies looking for statistical relationships between fishery or prey 
biomass and sea lion variables. Shaded area corresponds to results inconsistent with fisheries 
having a negative effect on sea lion demographics. 


    Fishery SSL 
No. Significant  


at α = 0.05 
Reference Location Taxa Years Variable Variable Neg NS Pos 


Loughlin and Merrick 1989 WDPS pollock 1976-1986 Catch No. non-pups, 
No. pups 


2 32 2 


Ferrero and Fritz 1994a Areas 541-3, 
610 


pollock 1976-1991 Catch No. non-pups 2 18 0 


Sampson 1995b WDPS G fish 1979-1990 Catch, 
Effort(hrs) 


No. non-pups, 
No. pups 


1 78 1 


" " Atka m " " " 0 40 0 
" " P cod " " " 0 40 0 
" " pollock " " " 0 39 1 


Soboleff 2005  WDPS P cod 1976-2002 Catch 
 (AK fishery) 


No. non-pups 0 6 0 


" " pollock " " " 0 6 0 
Hennen 2006 WDPS G fish 1977-1991 No. hauls, 


CPUE 
No. non-pups 10 8 0 


" " " 1991-2002 " " 0 15 3 
Dillingham et al. 2006 Areas 541-3, 


610 
Atka m 1977 - 2002 Prey Biomass 


 densityc 
Growth Rates 


Non-pups 
0 1 0 


" " P cod " " " 0 1 0 
" " pollock " " " 1 0 0 


Calkins 2008 WDPS P cod 1996-2000 No. hauls, 
CPUE 


No. non-pups 4 1 0 


" " " 2000-2004 " " 0 13 7 
Trites et al. 2010 Areas 541-3 Atka m 2000-2009  No.  hauls, 


Catch,  
CPUE 


No. non-pups 0 19 8 


AFSC 2010d Areas 541-3, 
610 


Atka m 1991-2008 Harvest 
 rates 


Growth Rates 
Non-pups 


0 3 0 


" " P cod " " " 0 2 1 


" " pollock " " " 0 3 0 


Hui 2011e Areas 541-3 Atka m 2000-2008 Prey Biomassf Growth Rates 
Pups, non-pups 


0 16 0 


" " P cod " " " 0 16 0 


" " pollock " " " 0 16 0 


a This study also involved areas east of the Aleutian Islands that were not  involved with the finding of JAM in the BiOp. 
b Ignored correlations for 3rd and 4th principle components at author’s suggestion (components represent negligible amounts of 


variation).   Also, this study not cited in BiOp. 
c Biomass density is not a fishery variable. Estimates of biomass come from periodic synoptic trawl surveys. 
d Authors used the unconventional standard of α = 0.25. 
e Study published after BiOp signed. 
f  Biomass is not a fishery variable. Estimates of biomass come from periodic synoptic surveys. 
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they are all based on statistical testing. All statistical tests are subject to two types of error: 
detecting an association that does not exist, or not detecting an existing association.  In the  cited 
statistical studies, associations were sought between groundfish fisheries and Steller sea lions or 
between prey biomass and sea lions. The probability of making the first type of error is α, and 
the statistical (and scientific)  convention is α should equal 0.05, that is, a 1-in-20 chance of 
finding an association that does not exist. The probability of the other type of error is β, and 1 - β 
is called the power to detect an existing association. The larger the sample size with α fixed at 
5%, the greater the power of the test to detect an association. Depending on the metrics used in 
the test, statistically detecting negative, positive, or finding no associations at all have different 
scientific interpretations. Shaded cells in Table 3.1 represent statistical outcomes from statistical 
testing that scientifically indicate no negative impacts of groundfish fisheries on Steller sea lions; 
clear cells represent statistical outcomes that scientifically indicate that negative impacts of 
fisheries on sea lion mortality are possible.   
 
Early statistical studies listed in Table 3.1 were based on a limited number of years, and as such, 
their tests had limited power to detect associations between fisheries and sea lions. The 
proportionally high number of non-significant statistical outcomes reported in these early studies 
is consistent with such a lack of power.  The only early study specific to Steller sea lions in the 
Aleutian Islands during these early years is Ferrero and Fritz (1994) in which two of 20 tests 
involving fishing for pollock had statistically significant associations, and both of those were 
negative.  Given α = 0.05, one statistically significant outcome out of 20 tests would be expected 
due to chance alone. 
 
Studies published after 2000 had the benefit of more years of data and therefore more power to 
detect negative and positive statistical associations between fisheries and sea lions. Hennen 
(2006) for groundfish in general and Calkins (2008) for Pacific cod fisheries found non-
significant and statistically  negative associations up to 1991 (Hennen) or up to 2000 (Calkins) in 
the WDPS of Steller sea lions as a whole. However, after those years, tests in both studies shifted 
to non-significant outcomes and statistically positive associations. Studies analyzing fishery data 
from Areas 541 – 543 after year 2000 (AFSC 2010; Trites et al. 2010) showed no statistically 
significant negative associations, only positive ones and non-significant outcomes (Table 3.1).  
 
Significant positive statistical association between statistics describing sea lion and fisheries are 
not evidence of “equivocal” or “spurious” results, but is scientific evidence for a third factor 
that positively affected both fishery and sea lions. All significant associations positive and 
negative in the studies cited in Table 3.1 had one attribute in common: the fishery always 
represented a minor component of the variation (<35%) in sea lion counts or growth rates.   
 
The power of tests in the more recent studies cited in Table 3.1 was often estimated directly in 
those studies or could be inferred by their results.  Soboleff (2006) estimated the power of his six 
tests involving the state pollock fishery such that he had on average a 3-in-4 chance of finding an 
existing association with Steller sea lions; and for the state Pacific cod fishery a 9-in-10 chance 
on average.  Calkins (2008) estimated that his tests had enough power to detect at least an annual 
2% change in non-pup counts related to fisheries.  While the results of these two studies seem to 
be somewhat at odds (Calkins found some negative statistical associations, and Soboleff did not), 
note that two different sets of fisheries were involved—one federal and the other state. Although 
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only Hui (2011) of the other studies listed in Table 3.1 considered the power of their tests, a 
closer look at the results of Trites et al. (2010) proves instructive. Note that measurement error 
and lack of variation would prevent finding statistically significant relationships of both kinds, 
positive as well as negative. Yet Trites et al. (2010) found 8 out of 27 relationships statistically 
significant and positive (the eastern Aleutian Islands were not included in their analysis). The 
expected number of statistically significant results by chance given a standard of α = 0.05 is at 
most one positive and one negative. Because the power was obviously present to flag 8 positive 
associations, the power was there to flag negative ones as well. But no negative associations 
were detected.   
 
Calkins (2008) deserves special mention because it is the only statistical investigation of the 
effectiveness of fishery restrictions from previous BiOps for the WDPS in general, including sea 
lions in the eastern Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska (GOA).  In comparing metrics from 
long-line fisheries for Pacific cod to non-pup counts for the WDPS from 2000 – 2004, Calkins 
found 13 statistically non-significant outcomes, 7 significant positive associations, and 0 
significant negative associations.  As mentioned above, the power of these tests was sufficient to 
detect a 2% annual change in non-pup counts. Annual changes in non-pup counts in the WDPS 
were large enough for negative effects of fisheries to be detectable (Table 3.2) in all areas except 
the central Aleutian Islands.  
 
Because all of the statistical studies in Table 3.1 were observational studies, there are issues with 
the validity of their results in regard to auto-correlation in time or spatial series of data used in 
their tests, measurement error in those data, and using the same data in more than one test. 
Ignoring auto-correlation creates more “significant” outcomes than warranted; measurement 
error reduces the power of tests; and reusing data overstates the true number of independent tests.  
Note that not all of the studies in Table 3.1 are affected equally by these issues. Measurement 
error is probably more of an issue when estimated prey biomass is involved in the test  
 
 


Table 3.2.−“Counts and average annual trends of adult and juvenile (non-pup) 
Steller sea lions observed at rookery and haul-out trend sites surveyed 
consistently since 1991 in seven sub-regions of the western DPS in Alaska during 
June-July aerial surveys from 2000 to 2008.”  [From BiOp, Table 3.1c] 
Information has been reduced from the original table to facilitate calculating rates 
of annual change over a four year span.  


Year Western 
AI 


Central 
AI 


Eastern 
AI 


Western 
GOA 


Central 
GOA 


Eastern 
GOA 


All 
WDPS 


2000 1,633 6,560 4,990 3,996 4,555 2,102 23,836 


2004 1,286 6,885 5,991 5,233 4,028 3,015 26,438 


Annual 
Change -5.8% +1.2% +10.7% +7.0% -3.0% +9.4% +2.6% 
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(Dillingham et al. 2006; Hui 2011). We go into more detail on problems with measurement error 
in biomass estimates in the next chapter.  Because ignoring auto-correlation never reduces the 
number of statistically significant outcomes from a battery of tests, ignoring auto-correlation is 
an issue only when the statistically significant outcomes appear to provide scientific evidence of 
a negative impact on sea lions from fisheries.  Judging from all of the zeros in the clear cells 
below the central line in Table 3.1, any auto-correlation in these statistical studies does not 
compromise the scientific evidence for no negative impact by fisheries.   
 
All of the zeros in the clear cells below the central line in Table 3.1 is strong scientific evidence 
for no impacts of groundfish fisheries on Steller sea lions. If in recent years fishing had 
negatively impacted sea lions in an important way, some statistically significant negative 
outcomes should have been detected. Such negative associations were found by Calkins (2008) 
and Hennen (2004), but not for the last 10 − 20 years.  Because statistical studies pertain to the 
key issue of what is likely possible vs. what is likely impossible, the BiOp should have contained 
a rigorous meta-analysis that addressed the statistical power of statistical tests, measurement 
error, auto-correlation, degree of variation, and a discussion of the scientific implications of 
statistical outcomes. The BiOp does not have such a meta-analysis, but does reference an ad hoc 
statistical analysis conducted for this BiOp. More discussion of these statistical scientific issues 
in that ad hoc study is presented below. 
 
The Foot-Print Analysis 
 
The penultimate entry in Table 3.1, AFSC 2010a, requires particular attention in our review. Of 
the extensive list of statistical studies and analyses, NMFS appears to only use AFSC 2010a to 
base their conclusions about the effects of fine-scale fishery harvest and Total Allowable Catch 
on Steller sea lions in each of the rookery cluster areas (RCAs): 
 


 “The NMFS (2010a) biomass by RCA estimates are based on age 0+, 1+ or 2+ 
biomass for most stocks in order to quantify the prey available to sea lions (GOA and 
Bering Sea pollock are the exceptions).”[BiOp, 223, footnote 20]  


 
This is also supported by the statement that: 
 


“The AFSC also has conducted various Fishery Interaction Team studies (described 
previously), and additional analyses were conducted for this Biological Opinion (AFSC 
2010a).”[BiOp, 282] 


 
Thus, AFSC 2010a appears to be the key document upon which the BiOp based its assessment of 
competitive interactions between fisheries and Steller sea lions and NMFS’ judgment that results 
of statistical tests have been equivocal.   
 
Despite its importance to the conclusions drawn in the BiOp, it is unclear what the AFSC 2010a 
document actually is.  The citation section of the BiOp lists two possible corresponding 
documents for “AFSC 2010a” [BiOp, 385]:  
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AFSC (Alaska Fisheries Science Center). 2010a. Untitled. AFSC comparisons of SSL 
population changes 1991-2009 relative to the spatial and temporal distribution of 
SSL prey species, fisheries for these prey species, and various oceanographic 
measures of the North Pacific. AFSC manuscript. 74 p. 


 
Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC). 2010a. Steller Sea Lion Fishery and 


Oceanographic Analysis BiOp 2009 (October 22, 2009). 78 pages. Unpublished 
report, available Alaska Fisheries Science Center, NMFS, NOAA, 7600 Sand 
Point Way, NE, Seattle, Washington 98115. 


 
We were unable to locate the first of these listed documents.  This second listed document is also 
not the final report analysis as it was later updated and posted on the NOAA website (but not 
listed in the cited literature) as:  
 


Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC). 2010. Steller sea lion fishery and 
oceanographic analysis BiOp 2010 (February 11, 2010). Unpublished report, 
available from Alaska Fisheries Science Center, NMFS, NOAA, 7600 Sand Point 
Way, NE, Seattle, Washington 98115.  81 pp. (http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/ 
protectedresources/stellers/esa/biop/draft/afsc_ssl_fishery_analysis0210.pdf) 


 
This is the document that was reviewed in public comments submitted to NMFS on the draft 
BiOp, as well as by the SSC of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council in August, 2010. 
There is no indication that this document was updated or changed in light of the comments 
received (based on the citation contained in the final BiOp, as well as being the only document 
posted on the NMFS website).   
 
This unpublished AFSC (2010) report has been commonly referred to as the “footprint analysis”.  
It concluded there were many statistically significant negative relationships between changes in 
sea lion numbers and harvest rates of pollock, Atka mackerel and Pacific cod.  This analysis was 
reviewed by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council’s SSC (Scientific and Statistical 
Committee 2010), and is the one that we assumed formed the basis for the conclusions drawn in 
the final BiOp that fishing was negatively affecting Steller on sea lions.  We found no indication 
that this AFSC 2010 report was subsequently updated. The BiOp acknowledges being told of 
errors in their assessment, but makes no mention of whether NMFS agreed and took appropriate 
action:  
 


“In the August 2, 2010 draft Biological Opinion, NMFS reported biomass by RCA 
according to methods in AFSC (2010a). During the special Council meeting convened 
in August 2010, the SSC noted that the available data, particularly for patchily 
distributed Atka mackerel abundance, do not support apportionment at the scale of the 
RCAs. The SSC recommended that methods and scale used by the fishery stock 
assessment authors to determine and apportion biomass be used in the Biological 
Opinion as they comprise the best data available.” [BiOp, 283]    


 
A number of reviews have already pointed out that the AFSC (2010) is a flawed analysis that 
drew erroneous conclusions that are not supported by the data or by independent scientific 
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review (see public comments submitted on the Draft BiOp and SSC 2010). AFSC (2010) 
remains posted on the NOAA website with no retraction or correction — and continues to 
disseminate misleading and unscientific conclusions. As noted by the SSC (2010), the fishery 
survey data used in the AFSC 2010a report were insufficient to support analyses at the scales of 
the 11 RCAs, and the treatment of the data by the Alaska Fisheries Science Centre created 
artificial data with unknown accuracy.  The SSC also pointed out that the AFSC likely overstated 
the significance of their linear regressions because they artificially increased their sample sizes 
(i.e., they used the same years in different time periods).  They also noted that linear regressions 
were not an appropriate statistical means for relating population growth rates to estimated 
harvest rates because of the large errors in the independent variable.   
 
The SSC similarly criticized the AFSC for using α = 0.25 to conclude that slopes of regressions 
between sea lion numbers and catch rates were statistically significant rather using the scientific 
standards for the chance of making an error (α =  0.01, 0.05 or 0.10). Had NMFS applied the 
conventional error rate of α = 0.05 to AFSC (2010), they would have concluded there were no 
negative relationships between fisheries and sea lions (shown in our Table 3.1 where we used the 
α = 0.05 convention applied by all other studies).  
 
Finally the SSC pointed out that the spatially defined data series used in the regressions were 
strongly auto-correlated, which would have reduced the effective sample size and increased the 
effective rate α (which would also have contributed to the already large number of significant 
relationships at α = 0.25 that the AFSC claimed occurred between population growth rates and 
oceanographic variables in the Aleutian Islands). 


 
Despite the criticisms by the SSC of the AFSC (2010) analysis in the draft BiOp, the AFSC 
document is posted on the NOAA website as credible science using misleading harvest rates that 
form the bases for RPAs in the final BiOp.  This  flawed analysis (AFSC 2010) appears to be a 
major underpinning of the BiOp’s overall conclusion (i.e.,: 
 


“NMFS concludes that the relative intensity of groundfish fisheries as currently 
prosecuted within critical habitat is negatively associated with Steller sea lion 
population response since 2000”. [BiOp, 348]  


  
NMFS failed to correct their AFSC (2010) analysis and did not undertake a credible analysis of 
the spatial and temporal overlap of fisheries and Steller sea lions (see our Chapter 4).  There is 
no indication in the BiOp that NMFS seriously considered the findings of others that did not find 
significant relationships between fisheries and sea lions (e.g., Dillingham et al. 2006; Guénette et 
al. 2007; Trites et al. 2010).  
 
One interpretation of the findings of these independent analyses of fisheries data is that there is 
no relationship between groundfish fisheries and the decline of sea lions.  This possibility is not 
considered in the BiOp.  Instead, the BiOp concludes that: 
 


 “… it is not possible to demonstrate a statistically significant relationship between 
commercial fisheries on pollock, cod, Atka mackerel and arrowtooth flounder and the 
productivity of Steller sea lions in the western DPS.” [BiOp, 301]   
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This conclusion casts serious doubt on the hypothesis that fishing caused the decline of sea lions 
in the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands—and implies that NMFS does not accept 
scientific findings that do not conclude that fishing caused the decline of sea lions. The BiOp 
does not explain why a statistically significant relationship cannot be demonstrated, and fails to 
demonstrate the mechanism by which fishing caused the decline of sea lions.  The assertion that 
the overfishing hypothesis is untestable ultimately means that the BiOp’s conclusion that fishing 
must be jeopardizing sea lions is untouchable and cannot be refuted.  The fact that studies 
conducted since 2000 have failed to find a relationship between fisheries and sea lion numbers is 
not a reason to conclude that the fishing hypothesis is untestable. 


 
Summary 
 
In our opinion collective results of reported statistical studies involving Steller sea lions in the 
WDPS and groundfish fisheries are not “equivocal”, but are definitive. Statistical tests in earlier 
studies were based on a few years of data, and as expected, the subsequent low power produced 
mostly statistically non-significant outcomes with a few negative and a few positive associations 
being statistically significant. These results are equivocal.  
 
Studies published after 2000 involved more years and consequently had more power to detect an 
association between fisheries and Steller sea lions. Results from these studies were less equivocal 
in that 40% of tests produced statistically significant associations for years prior to 2000 that 
were scientifically consistent with a negative impact from fishing; the remaining 60% of tests 
had statistically non-significant outcomes which is scientifically consistent with fisheries not 
having a negative impact on sea lions. These results are still somewhat equivocal because there 
are some methodological issues concerning effective statistical error in the some of the tests, and 
because associations, though detected, were weak.  
 
However, results for years after 2000 are unequivocal.  No statistically significant associations 
consistent with harm by fisheries were found:  100% of the tests resulted in statistical outcomes 
consistent with groundfish fisheries having had no impact on sea lion demographics. Power 
analyses in some of those studies and the results themselves show that even weak associations 
consistent with harm would have been detected had they been present. Without some plausible 
reason for failing to find any statistical outcomes consistent with negative impacts for the last 10 
to 20 years, the statement that “it is not possible … to conclude that commercial fisheries are not 
having a significant impact on the recovery …” is simply wrong.  
 
In this BiOp, NMFS failed to appropriately evaluate past statistical studies done by others, and 
did a poor job of conducting their own statistical analysis.  NMFS did not explain why a 
statistically significant relationship cannot be demonstrated between the metrics of fishing and 
changes in sea lion numbers and trends.  They did not show strong direct evidence of a 
mechanism by which fishing caused a decline, and fell short in explaining an ecological 
relationship between fishing and sea lions that in all likelihood does not exist (see our Chapter 4). 
As such, the BiOp should have rejected the scientific hypothesis that a negative relationship 
exists between fishing and sea lion populations.   
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4. THE BIOP’S EXPLANATION OF THE ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FISHERIES AND STELLER SEA LIONS  
 
The ecological hypothesis posited in the BiOp that groundfish fisheries in the BSAI management 
area and elsewhere negatively affect recovery of Steller sea lions in the western and central 
Aleutian Islands is scattered throughout  the text:  
 


“The most notable indirect effect of commercial fisheries on Steller sea lions is the 
removal of prey species which could alter the animal’s natural foraging patterns and 
their foraging success rate;” [BiOp, 198] 
 
A sustained reduction of prey resources across a broad geographic region (i.e., 
ecosystem) would thus reduce the carrying capacity of Steller sea lions. These potential 
impacts have generally been referred to as nutritional stress (see Section 3.1.14).” 
[BiOp; xxxii, 199, 347] 
 


Other quotes used to describe the hypothesis are more speculative judging from the liberal use of 
“may”, “can”, and “possibly”: 
 


“Both regional and localized fisheries removals of prey could have exacerbated natural 
changes in carrying capacity, possibly in non-linear and unpredictable ways. Changes 
in the overall energy density of the prey field due to both climate shifts and long-term 
fisheries impacts (e.g., exploitation strategy), may have reduced the foraging efficiency 
of Steller sea lions and affected their ability to obtain adequate energy to maintain body 
condition and full reproductive potential.” [BiOp; xxiv, 336] 
 
“While specific mechanisms related to competitive interactions between SSLs and 
commercial fisheries are difficult to verify, it appears that commercial fisheries, at least 
in the western and parts of the central Aleutian Islands, may remove fish that are prey 
for SSLs that forage there, or may draw down biomass levels in the general region, 
affecting prey availability in nearshore areas where SSLs prey most heavily.”[BiOp; 
xxxi, 343] 


 
“A reduction in prey resources may result in a reduction in population growth rate. 
Specifically, reduced prey availability can lead to physiological responses by Steller sea 
lions that directly (e.g., reduced natality) or indirectly (e.g., increased mortality from 
predators due to increased foraging) reduces their population growth.” [BiOp, 199]  
 
“NMFS concludes based on available information that State managed fisheries for 
pollock, Pacific cod, herring, and salmon are likely to continue to compete for fish with 
foraging Steller sea lions. Given the importance of near shore habitats to Steller sea 
lions, this competition for fish may have consequential effects.” [BiOp, xxxii] 
 


A less speculative, graphical description of the hypothetical ecological mechanism between 
fisheries and sea lions is presented in Figures 4.1 and  4.2.  The former is a schematic on how 
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Figure 4.1.−“Exposure risk schematic.” This schematic represents that part of the “nutritional 
stress” theory of the interactions between fisheries and Steller sea lions that result in exposing 
sea lions to the risk of negative demographic effects. [Figure 4.1 is BiOp, Figure 4.24] 
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Figure 4.2.−This schematic represents that part of the “nutritional stress” theory of the 
interaction between fisheries and Steller sea lions where exposure to risk results in actual 
negative demographic effects. [Figure 4.2 is BiOp, Figure 4.25] 
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fishing could potentially “expose” sea lions to risk of having a smaller prey field (less food), and 
the latter is a schematic on how the demographics of sea lions “exposed” to smaller prey fields 
might subsequently “respond” with smaller numbers of sea lions.  
 
We followed and reviewed the schematics (Figures 4.1 and 4.2) that ostensibly led the BiOp to 
the finding of JAM.  We thus reviewed the scope of the schematics, the relevance of the criteria 
used in making decisions, and the evidence used in the decision-making process; and began with 
the process of judging the risk of exposure of sea lions to fishing for Atka mackerel and Pacific 
cod in the western and central Aleutian Islands and elsewhere (collectively AA in the 
schematics). 
  
Risk of Exposure 
 
The first decision point in Figure 4.1 is whether or not a fishery is of concern.  An arbitrary 
standard was ambiguously applied in making this decision.  The BiOp considered species with 
10% or more frequency of occurrence (FO) in the diets of sea lions to be important prey, but 
provide no rationale for setting this standard. Frequency of occurrence is the percentage of fecal 
samples that contained the parts of one or more individual species or taxon of prey. They do not 
sum up to 100%, which means that a species with a 10% frequency of occurrence could 
ultimately represent less than 1% of a sea lion diet. Similarly, if every sea lion ate some pollock 
and some cod, the frequency of occurrence would be 100% for pollock and 100% for cod, but 
collectively they would probably each make up less than 50% of the diet.  No rules were given as 
to how the frequency of occurrence for a species was calculated, and whether the 10% was to be 
compared with the highest frequency of occurrence observed by area, by season, or by a 
combination of area and season, etc.  
 
The BiOp considered fisheries for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod to be fisheries of concern.  The 
decision for the Atka mackerel fishery is consistent with the importance of Atka mackerel in the 
sea lion diet, but the decision regarding Pacific cod fisheries is not consistent with the dietary 
information in NMFS (2006) (Table 4.1) or in Sinclair and Zeppelin (2002) (Figure 4.3). The 
demonstrated prey field for sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands is varied, but is 
dominated by Atka mackerel (see [BiOp, Figure 3.8]) with the next species representing a distant 
second tier.  
 
Regardless of the season, Atka mackerel appear to be eaten by most sea lions in the western and 
central Aleutian Islands.  In summer, salmon and cephalopods form the second tier in the prey 
field.  In winter Pacific cod, Irish lords, cephalopods, and arguably salmon are in that second tier.  
Information on diets in studies prior to 1990 is based on too few samples upon which to 
prudently draw inferences (see [BiOp, Table 3.14]). Selecting fisheries for Atka mackerel as 
potential “fisheries of concern” is relatively easy to accept, but a scientific explanation is needed 
about how the BiOp concluded that the fisheries for Pacific cod are “fisheries of concern”. 
 
Exposure of Habitat to Fishing 
 
The second round of decision points (Figure 4.1) dealing with “EXPOSURE (of) Habitat” are 
arbitrary, ambiguous, and incomplete. They include questions pertaining to the overlap between  
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Table 4.1.−Frequency of occurrence of prey in 
percent of scats collected from 1999 − 2005 at 
rookeries and haul outs used by sea lions in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands (Areas 541 – 
543).  [from NMFS (2006)]  


 
 


 


 
 
Figure 4.3.−Frequency of occurrence of prey in 2430 scats in summer and 1843 scats in winter 
collected from 1990 − 1998 at rookeries and haul outs in their region 4 (approximately Area 541 
− 543)  [from Sinclair and Zeppelin (2002)]. Prey abbreviations are arr=arrowtooth flounder, 
sal=salmon, pol=pollock, sln=sand lance, ild=irish lord, pcd=Pacific cod, ceph=cephlapod, and 
atka=Atka mackerel. 
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what (size), where (depth and location), and when a prey species is caught in fisheries and by sea  
lions.  The final decision in this suite concerns the degree to which fisheries compete in time and 
space for species (i.e., the overlap and the compression of competing fisheries).  An answer of 
“yes” for three or more of these decision points resulted in a conclusion that the fishery was 
potentially affecting sea lions. There is no explanation in the BiOp for why three yeses were 
required, or for why NMFS gave equal weights to all decision points.  Nor is there any 
discussion of how much overlap was too much, or too little, or sufficient for concluding there 
was some significant degree of overlap. The BiOp is mute on these questions, but makes the 
following conclusions: 
 


 “4.5.3.1 Overlap: Size of Prey … Evaluation of the overlap is confounded by a number 
of factors.” [BiOp, 235]  


 
“4.5.3.2 Overlap: Depth of Prey. Depth overlap between foraging Steller sea lions and 
fisheries may occur for any species taken by fisheries on the shelf or shelf break. 
Competition may be less likely for species found deeper in the water column. The extent 
to which competition between fisheries and Steller sea lions may be avoided through 
partitioning of resources by depth can be difficult to judge using the available 
information. Scientific studies of Steller sea lion foraging patterns are just beginning to 
characterize the diving depths and patterns of Steller sea lions, and they (sea lions) 
are likely capable of foraging patterns not yet understood or anticipated. Describing 
the overlap in depth between fisheries and Steller sea lions is further complicated by 
diel or seasonal vertical migrations of the fish resources for reproduction, refuge, or 
foraging.” [BiOp, 235] 


 
There is nothing definitive in the BiOp relative to how decisions on exposure can be based on 
size of prey or the depth at which they are taken. Sections 3.6−3.7 of the BiOp describe the 
literature on diving behavior of Steller sea lions, but neither that literature nor information on 
fishing depths was synthesized in the BiOp to determine the degree of competitive overlap. Nor 
was information provided in the BiOp on competitive overlap on size of prey, even though that 
information was provided in earlier BiOps and can be found in other sources. 
 
Comparisons between estimated sizes of trawl-caught Atka mackerel and Pacific cod and 
estimated sizes of those species eaten by Steller sea lions show some overlap in prey fields, more 
for the former species and very little for the latter (Figures 4.4 and 4.5).  Zeppelin et al. (2004) 
reconstructed lengths of Atka mackerel from their cranial structures found in scat collected in 
1998–2000 at haul outs and rookeries during the summer (July – August) and winter (February – 
March).  The same approach was used by NMFS (2000) to reconstruct length distributions for 
Pacific cod for scat collected in 1994 – 1998.  Length distributions of fish caught in commercial 
trawl fisheries came from sampling those catches in 1998 – 2000 (Atka mackerel, Zeppelin et al. 
2004) and 2004 – 2005 (Pacific cod, Ormseth et al. 2008).  While the locations and the timing of 
comparisons are not perfectly aligned, the crude inference is that Steller sea lions ate fish that 
were only partially recruited to fisheries.  Such a strategy by sea lions would minimize their 
competition with fisheries while giving them a competitive advantage. Because all big fish were 
at one time small fish, sea lions take fish from the fishery, not the other way round.  This  
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Figure 4.4.−Relative frequency of length distributions of Atka mackerel from commercial trawl 
catches and from scats collected from haul outs and rookeries from 1998−2000 from the WDPS 
(see Zeppelin et al. 2004).  
 
 
competitive advantage has some obvious bio-energetic caveats.  However, those caveats along 
with others should have been discussed in the BiOp instead of ignoring the issue.  
 
Text on compressed fisheries in the BiOp as a matter of overlap is also ambiguous, but seems to 
suggest that the long-line fishery for Pacific cod is less likely to contribute to JAM: 
 


“4.5.3.5 Overlap: Compressed Fisheries. … Observer data were used (section 5.3.1.6 
and Figures 5.1 and 5.2 in NMFS, 2001) to describe concentration in time and space 
for BSAI trawl, pot, and hook-&-line fisheries (Figure 4.31). … These data suggest that 
the hook-&-line fishery is more dispersed than the trawl  fishery, and may be less likely 
to cause localized depletions of prey. … Some published papers (Løkkeborg 1989; 
Lokkeborg 1998; Lokkeborg and Ferno 1999) have looked at the effects of gear such as 
hook-&-line on the distribution and abundance of fish species. Hook-&-line fisheries 
appear to be more dispersed in both time and space - one of the fishery components 
which would reduce the likelihood of resulting in adverse modification of critical 
habitat (NMFS 2001, 2003).” [BiOp, 240] 
 


The decision point concerning temporal overlap between fisheries and sea lions will always be 
answered “yes” for those fished species in Table 4.1. Sea lions in the western and central 
Aleutian Islands rely on the same species for sustenance year round (mostly Atka mackerel), so 
regardless of when the fishery occurs, the catch will come from the same stock of prey.   
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Figure 4.5.−Relative frequency of length distributions of Pacific cod from commercial trawl 
catches in 2004 and 2005 (thin bars) and from scats (thick bars, n = 88 fish represented) collected 
from haul outs and rookeries in the WDPS and from 1998−2000 in the western and central 
Aleutian Islands (see NMFS 2000; Ormseth et al. 2008). 
 
 
Text in the BiOp concerning spatial overlap of fisheries and the prey field of sea lions was 
limited to local depletion of prey within critical habitat  (see section “4.5.3.3 Overlap: Spatial 
(Evidence for Localized Depletion of Important Prey): [BiOp, 235]).  This is the only decision 
point among the five supported by a written judgment as to whether or not there had been some 
local depletion of prey species in the CH within the BSAI area. For Pacific cod: 
 


“Opportunistic tag release and recovery data collected as part of the FIT experiments 
suggests a high rate of movement through the study area (of Pacific cod). This is a 
compelling explanation for why no localized decreases in cod were observed, despite 
high levels of fishery catch (NMFS 2006).” [BiOp, 236] 
 
“During a 1.5 month fishing period in 2001, cod abundance (as reflected by changes in 
fishery catch per unit effort) in the focal area north of Unimak Island declined 
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significantly and this apparently was not related to large-scale emigration. (see Fritz 
and Brown 2005)”. [BiOp, 236] 
 
“Based on all the available evidence, it is not possible to definitively conclude that the 
fishery north of Unimak Island does not affect foraging efficiency of Steller sea lions 
within their critical habitat by reducing densities of Pacific cod during winter (when the 
frequency of occurrence of cod in their diet is the highest).” [BiOp, 237] 


 
The decision concerning spatial overlap vis-à-vis Pacific cod is given later in the BiOp: 
 


“Exclusion zones are less effective in those areas where zone boundaries cut across 
habitat where fish would be expected to move freely (e.g., Pacific cod; Figure 5.3), thus 
allowing fisheries outside to negatively influence prey populations thought to be 
protected inside the zone (e.g., Amchitka). FIT and other studies of trawl exclusion zone 
effectiveness around Cape Sarichef (Unimak Island) have shown similar results with 
respect to the Pacific cod trawl fishery on the southeastern Bering Sea shelf (Fritz and 
Brown 2005; Conners and Munro 2008).” [BiOp; 292-3, 340] 


  
A decision of “yes” to spatial overlap given in the BiOp is a logical fallacy. The fallacy of the 
argument is that a proposition is true because it has not been proven false.  
 
Concluding there is significant spatial overlap for Atka mackerel is based on limited migration 
by this species and estimates of exploitation rates for specific areas: 
 


“Tagging-based estimates of movement rates show low movement from inside to outside 
the trawl exclusion zone at Seguam Pass, Tanaga Pass and Kiska Island. In contrast, 
the movement rate from inside to outside the trawl exclusion zone at Amchitka Island 
was high.” [BiOp, 235] 
 
“To further examine the potential for localized depletion of Atka mackerel, exploitation 
rates (catch/biomass) were calculated for the Atka mackerel fishery during August 
through October in each of the Atka mackerel tagging areas. Catch data were derived 
from the Norpac database and represent all Atka mackerel catches by observed 
commercial catcher processors in each of the specific study areas. The local 
exploitation rates estimated in this analysis were low for Seguam Pass, Tanaga Pass 
and Kiska Island (<5%) and little danger of localized depletion of prey is expected. 
However, higher exploitation rates at Amchitka (50%) make this area susceptible to 
localized depletion during the time of the fishery in the area outside the trawl exclusion 
zone (NMFS 2006; Ortiz and Logerwell 2010).” [BiOp, 236] 


 
Uncertainty associated with the estimates of exploitation rates is large, but the BiOp did not 
consider uncertainty at all. Table 4.2 has the coefficients of variation for estimates of Atka 
mackerel biomass from the periodic surveys conducted by NMFS. If catch in an area is 
considered known without error as to amount and location, the CVs for estimated exploitation 
rates are the same as those for estimated biomass.  Coefficients of variation ranged from 15% to 
40% even when the western and central Aleutian Islands were taken as a whole (Areas 541−543 
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combined). The estimated exploitation rate of 50% for Amchitka given in Ortiz and Logerwell 
(2010) have a 95% confidence interval from 23% to 77% based on the specified precision for 
Area 542 (median CV of 28% in Table 4.2).  That confidence interval should be larger because 
only a fraction of Area 542 is considered in the estimate.  Dividing the survey into the three areas 
greatly worsens precision. The precision in estimated biomass indicated in Table 4.2 is 
insufficient to detect differences across Areas 541−543 collectively when on average 25% of 
estimated biomass of Atka mackerel is in Area 541, 40% in 542, and 35% in 543 (calculated 
from Table 16.8 in Lowe et al. 2010).  Further dividing each area into RCAs makes the problem 
worse.  
 
Inferences drawn in the BiOp are supposed to be “based on the best scientific information 
available.” [BiOp, 24].  As such, the CVs of the estimated biomass are a crucial part of the “best 
scientific information available”, but were ignored relative to spatial overlap. 


 
Exposure of Habitat to Fishing: Decision Points NOT in the BiOp 
 
As stated above, the range of decision points listed under “EXPOSURE (of) Habitat” in Figure 
4.1 was incomplete. They should have included consideration of fishing power through an 
expression of catch rates. The BiOp touched on this matter, but went no further than stating: 


 
“However, the critical link between fisheries removals (time, rate, location, etc.) and 
the effects on Steller sea lions is poorly understood and we cannot determine the 
relationship between these catch rates and the impacts on prey except that higher catch 
rates would be more likely to result in localized depletions (or prey field effects) as 
described by NMFS (2006b).” [BiOp, 240] 


 
The corollary to this quote is that lower catch rates would be less likely to result in localized 
depletions. Regardless of the extent of overlap in time, space, depth, size of prey, or compression 
of fisheries, a fishery should not be found to “potentially affect SSLs” if catch rates are extremely 
low. This should have been considered in the BiOp. 
 


Table 4.2.−Coefficients of variation for 
estimates of Atka mackerel biomass from 
surveys in the Aleutian Islands (statistics from 
Table 16.8 in Lowe et al. 2010). 


Year 
All 


Areas 
Area 
543 


Area 
542 


Area 
541 


1991 15% 18% 18% 83% 
1994 33% 55% 48% 44% 
1997 29% 56% 34% 68% 
2002 20% 31% 24% 58% 
2004 17% 24% 34% 33% 
2006 28% 35% 24% 55% 
2010 40% 59% 28% 75% 
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Estimated harvest rates of fisheries for pollock and Atka mackerel are small (1% and 8% 
annually, Table 4.3), however the median estimated annual catch rate of Pacific cod in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands is 34%. By any reasonable standard, the estimated catch rate 
for pollock is too low to warrant concern, while the estimated catch rate for Pacific cod is 
sufficiently high to do so.  The catch rate for Atka mackerel is also low.  
 
Uncertainty in biomass estimates for Atka mackerel (Table 4.2) makes it difficult to apportion 
biomass of fish available to sea lions in critical habitat.  However, this uncertainty does not mean 
that catch rates for Atka mackerel must therefore be higher. An 8% catch rate with a CV of 28% 
(the median CV in Table 4.2) produces a 95% confidence interval on the catch rate of 4% to 13%.   
 
A second missing decision point (from Figure 4.1) concerns the biomass of the prey species. 
Biomass was not deemed a decision point, although “Changes in Prey Biomass in AA” is listed 
in the schematic as a HABITAT RESPONSE.  
 
Along with catch rates in fisheries, biomass of prey species relates to the availability of prey.  A 
casual inspection of biomass estimates of prey (Figure 4.6) shows that catch rates for Atka 
mackerel and Pacific cod may not be as troublesome to Steller sea lions as they might first 
appear. Recent biomass estimates indicate there are just over 800 thousand mt of Atka mackerel 
in the western and central Aleutians, which means that a catch rate of 8% would leave a large 
number of fish for sea lions. In contrast, the 34% estimated median catch rate for Pacific cod is 
on a much smaller biomass, meaning that catches of that species would have small effects on the  
 
 


Table 4.3.−Estimated “harvest” rates for 
Areas 541−543 combined calculated as 
catch divided by estimated biomass both in 
mt (data taken from [BiOp, Table 5.2]).  
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Figure 4.6.−Estimated biomass of Atka mackerel, Pacific cod, and pollock in Areas 541 – 543 
combined with 95% confidence intervals from surveys for Atka mackerel. Data taken from 
[BiOp, Table 5.2] and Lowe et al. (2010).  
 
 
prey field for sea lions. Stopping fishing for Pacific cod might double the biomass of Pacific cod 
in the Areas 542−543, but would not appreciably increase the amount of available prey for sea 
lions. In short, sea lions likely eat more Atka mackerel because it is more available than Pacific 
cod or walleye pollock in the western and central Aleutians. 
 
Consideration of area-wide biomass and catch rates of important sea lion prey species should 
have been included in the decision point analysis to provide perspective on whether there is a 
relationship between fisheries and declines in sea lion numbers.  Shortages of prey caused by 
fisheries should have been readily observed in the fish stock assessments, fishery catches and sea 
lion physiology and behaviors if they had indeed occurred.  However, the BiOp never considered 
the possibility that fishing may have had nothing to do with the decline of sea lions.  The BiOp 
also does not recognize the significance of the finding of Fadely et al. (2010) that there is a much 
higher biomass of fish available to Steller sea lions in the Aleutian Islands than in the Gulf of 
Alaska where sea lions are recovering. None of these scientific findings are consistent with a 
hypothesis of fishery-driven nutritional stress. 
 
Food Web Dynamics 
 
Paralleling the pathway labeled “Direct”, Figure 4.1 contains a second pathway labeled 
“Indirect” that passes through a point labeled “Food Web Dynamics ALL TACs”. No decision 
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points are indicated along this second pathway. How this pathway explicitly fits into a 
“nutritional stress” hypothesis is unclear in the schematic, but a hint is contained in the 
following: 
 


“Fisheries can also have indirect biological effects that occur when fisheries remove 
large numbers of target species and non-target species (incidental catch or bycatch) 
from a marine ecosystem. These removals can change the composition of the fish 
community with associated effects on the distribution and abundance of prey organisms. 
Fishery removals compete with other consumers that depend on target organisms for 
food. These biological interactions are generally termed cascade effects and 
competition. The ultimate impact to Steller sea lions from these types of modification to 
their prey resources could potentially include either acute or chronic nutritional stress 
(Trites and Donnelly 2003; see Section 3.1.14).” [BiOp, 198 – 9] 


 
We presume that this pathway represents a more comprehensive, multispecies look at how 
fisheries might affect sea lions through perturbation of the ecosystem. This pathway is the route 
taken using food-web, predator-prey, and ecosystem models. The BiOp does not explain why no 
decision points were involved in this pathway. 
 
The argument that the fishery for Pacific cod has meaningfully reduced the prey field for Steller 
sea lions is undercut by the results of simulations of multispecies models reported in the BiOp. 
Virtual fishing in a virtual GOA was stopped in simulations using an “extended dynamic food-
web model based in part on Ecopath with Ecosim of Christensen et al. (2005)” (Dorn et al. 
2005; NMFS 2006) [BiOp, 252] as described in Sections 4.5.4.6 [BiOp, 249 – 255].  The 
modeling results from the GOA were proffered as a surrogate for the situation in the BSAI area: 
 


“Overall, the clear effects of fishing on the ecosystem are apparent only for top 
predators which are directly exploited, either as target species or as bycatch [species 
such as halibut or Pacific cod]”; [BiOp, 253] 


 
“The effect of ceasing fishing (on all species) on arrowtooth flounder results in a definite 
downward trend for arrowtooth”; [BiOp, 253]  


 
“Under the no fishing scenario, while pollock increase between 5-10% for the first few 
years of the simulation (2006-2009), this is followed by a decrease back to the level of 
the status quo scenario”; [BiOp, 253] and 


 
“For Steller sea lions, the model predicts that the cessation of fishing would cause 
Steller sea lions to increase in biomass (50% confidence intervals [sic] is between 2-
10% increase). It is important to note that this effect, similar to that for pollock, is also 
dampened over time.” [BiOp, 253]  


 
Putting aside the BiOp’s reliance on a 50% confidence interval to indicate an “increase” in the 
biomass of sea lions, results indicate that a cessation of fishing would not affect the prey field 
sufficiently to produce anything but a small and transient increase in sea lion biomass. 
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A similar set of simulations from the food-web model by Aydin (2010) aimed more specifically 
at the fisheries and fish stocks of the western and central Aleutian Islands yielded essentially the 
same results for the effect on Pacific cod—i.e., no meaningful change occurred in the sea lion 
biomass from a reduction in fishing for Pacific cod (Figure 4.7).  This modeling was conducted 
to gauge the effectiveness of RPAs to meet recovery goals, and is shown as a graph [BiOp, 
Figure 8.6] followed by the statement:   
 


“Overall, the model predicts that declines in Atka mackerel fishing throughout the 
Aleutian Islands would lead to increases in prey supply for Steller sea lions and that a 
simulated closure of Area 543 to Atka mackerel fishing would show similar results. 
However, the model predictions are mixed on the effects of reducing Pacific cod fishing 
in Area 543, with limited apparent effects on the total Steller sea lion food supply 
(Aydin et al. 2007; Aydin 2010).” [BiOp, 362]    


 
Figures 4.7 and 4.8 show the effects on other species of reducing all mortality on Pacific cod or 
Atka mackerel by 10 percentage points, and is not confined to just reducing fishing mortality.  
Thus the models show that reducing the median harvest rate for Pacific cod from 34% (Table 
4.3) to 24% would have no meaningful effect on the biomass of Steller sea lions (Figure 4.7).  
The predictions of the models do not support the conclusion of the BiOp that the effect of 
reducing mortality on Pacific cod are “mixed”. 
 
 
 


 
 
Figure 4.7.−”The effects on the Aleutian Islands food web model (percent change of biomass 
from baseline) of reducing Pacific cod mortality by 10% (manipulated species shown by arrow). 
Only selected species are shown. Bar and lines show 50% and 95% of results obtained from 500 
ecosystems drawn from parameter distributions based on uncertainty in input parameters of 
biomass, production rates, consumption rates, and diets, as described in Aydin et al. (2007) 
(Source: Aydin 2010)”. [Figure 4.7 is BiOp, Figure 8.6]  
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Figure 4.8.−”The effects on the Aleutian Islands food web model (percent change of biomass 
from baseline) of reducing Atka mackerel mortality by 10% (manipulated species shown by 
arrow). Only selected species are shown. Bars and lines show 50% and 95% of results obtained 
from 500 ecosystems drawn from parameter distributions based on uncertainty in input 
parameters of biomass, production rates, consumption rates, and diets, as described in Aydin et 
al. (2007).” (Figure 4.8 is Figure 7 in Aydin 2010).  
 
 
No materials other than the simulation results in Figure 4.8 were presented to support the 
statement “that declines in Atka mackerel fishing throughout the Aleutian Islands would lead to 
increases in prey supply for Steller sea lions” [BiOp, 362].  These simulations (Figure 7 from 
Aydin 2010 — our Figure 4.8) were run until the virtual biomasses reached equilibrium, but the 
time to reach equilibrium was not specified (Aydin 2010). 
 
Although the food-web and ecosystem models implied that fishing posed a risk to Steller sea 
lions (at least from fishing for Atka mackerel), the models were essentially rejected in the BiOp: 
 


“… NMFS examined the results of both single-species and multispecies models of 
reduced Atka mackerel and Pacific cod fishing mortality in the Aleutian Islands overall 
and in Area 543. … Trade-offs must be made between the advantage of greater 
biological realism via multispecies information and the disadvantage of increased 
uncertainty due to additional model complexity … . Here we note that uncertainties 
inherent with the assumptions of single-species approaches become magnified in 
multispecies models. Therefore, NMFS believes that given the information available, it 
is premature to add more assumptions to the models predicting predator-prey responses 
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and has relied on the results of the single species models to a greater extent than the 
multispecies models in predicting the effects of the RPA.” [BiOp, 362] 


 
Using food-web and ecosystem models in this way bypassed the decision points in the second 
schematic in Figure 4.2 of the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis.  
 
Results of Nutritional Stress  
 
The process of how NMFS determined if sea lion populations exposed to the effects of fishing 
were suffering nutritional stress contained many decision points as described in Figure 4.2.  The 
first decision point in the process (schematic) concerned an increase in foraging effort by Steller 
sea lions, and appears to end in a finding of nutritional stress regardless of the decision.  This 
decision point is also unanswerable, at least for adult sea lions: 
 


“Given that no measurements have been made for adult Steller sea lions in the Alaska 
portion of the western DPS since the 1990s (other than numbers of individuals from 
population counts), changes in body condition, reproductive success, and foraging 
parameters that would be direct indicators of acute or chronic nutritional stress are 
currently unknown for adults, except for those estimated (predicted, our addition) by 
demographic models (York 2003, Fay 2004; Fay and Punt 2006; Holmes et al. 2007).” 
[BiOp, 118]  


 
The second decision point asks whether there are “Sufficient (prey) Resources for Survival?” or 
Sufficient “Resources for All Functions?”.   A decision of “no” to either or both decision points 
leads to the conclusion that sea lion populations are suffering from nutritional stress, either 
chronic alone, or acute and chronic nutritional stress at the same time.  The 17 conditions in the 
box with the heading NUTRITIONAL STRESS comprise a catalogue of expected observations if 
the sea lion populations are suffering from chronic nutritional stress.   
 
Central to assessing whether prey resources are sufficient for sea lions to survive or complete all 
of their functions is knowing what are the nutritional needs of sea lions and how much prey is 
available to them. This ultimately requires calculating the ratio of forage fish available per sea 
lion.  
 
Forage Ratios 
 
The BiOp provides considerable discussion about the importance of prey abundance and 
distribution to the reproduction and survival of Steller sea lions [BiOp, 291-292]. However, 
NMFS found no shortage of prey when the amount of prey within RCAs was compared with the 
amount of food that sea lions required (Fadely et al. 2010). The BiOp notes that there was more 
than 40 times more prey available than sea lions required in RCA 1.  The BiOp also notes that 
 


 “Ortiz and Logerwell (2010) reported Atka mackerel production alone was sufficient to 
meet SSL consumption requirements at Seguam, Tanaga and Kiska trawl exclusion 
zones, yet these are areas where the numbers of sea lions in the last decade have 
declined.”  [BiOp, 291] 
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These and other findings contained in Fadely et al. (2010) and Ortiz and Logerwell (2010) are 
inconsistent with the view that the density of prey was reduced by fishing and is insufficient to 
meet the needs of sea lions (i.e., fishery-driven nutritional stress).  However, the BiOp does not 
appear to give these findings any credence.  Nor does the BiOp consider that the high abundance 
of groundfish relative to the needs of sea lions is consistent with the “junk food” hypothesis (i.e., 
environmentally-driven nutritional stress addressed in our Chapter 5).   
 
Failure to find any indication of fishery-driven nutritional stress in the forage ratio assessments 
leads the BiOp to conclude that 
 


“Given the long-standing decline in abundance of SSL in RCA 1 (Area 543, western 
Aleutian Islands), it is clear that a high forage ratio alone is not sufficient for 
understanding trends in abundance”. [BiOp, 291]  


 
This statement in the context of a finding of JAM is evidence of a willingness of the BiOp to 
reject observations that did not support a finding of jeopardy, and a reluctance of the BiOp to use 
the available data and scientific findings to test the hypothesis that fishing negatively affected 
Steller sea lions.  
 
The BiOp presents updated forage ratio estimates for Steller sea lions (i.e., the biomass of 
groundfish available to sea lions divided by the annual amount consumed by sea lions) (Table 
4.4). Two things stand out from these comparisons of forage ratios.  The first is that there is an 
inverse relationship between forage ratios and rates of sea lion declines (i.e., forage ratios 
dropped as sea lion declines stopped or reversed in the Gulf of Alaska and Eastern Bering Sea 
while forage ratios increased in the Aleutians where sea lions have been declining).  The second 
notable thing about the comparisons across regions is that the forage ratio in the Aleutian Islands 
(i.e., where there is 8 times more groundfish than sea lions need) is now double that of the 
Eastern Bering Sea (4 times more groundfish) and is even higher compared to the ratio of fish 
available to sea lions in the Gulf of Alaska (which only has 3 times more groundfish than needed 
by the sea lions).  The BiOp nevertheless states that 
 
 


Table 4.4.−Forage ratios (forage biomass available divided by annual consumption by sea lions) 
as reported in NMFS 2001 and 2003 (see Fadely et al. 2010). Forage biomass was based on 
survey estimates of all groundfish species, as reported in Fadely et al. (2010). Past forage ratios 
are based on data from surveys between 1997 and 2002; current forage ratios are based on from 
surveys between 2004 and 2010). [BiOp, 298, in-text table] 


 Areas 543, 542, 541 Eastern Bering Sea Gulf of Alaska 
Past (all areas) 19 322 26 
Current (all areas) 26 201 24 
Past (CH only) 5 14 4 
Current (CH only) 8 4 3 
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“… the amount of forage biomass in critical habitat alone in Areas 543, 542, and 541 
appears to be insufficient by itself to support efficient foraging (i.e., relative to forage 
ratios of 20-50; see above)” [BiOp, 299], 


 
but fails to recognize that critical habitat forage ratios are much lower than 20-50 in the Eastern 
Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska where sea lions are recovering and prey abundance is presumed 
to be sufficient to support efficient foraging.   
 
The estimates of forage ratios (Fadely et al. 2010) suggest that sea lion populations have been 
doing poorest where the relative abundance of groundfish has been the highest.  The regional 
comparisons of forage ratios do not support the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis, but 
are consistent with environmentally-driven nutritional stress (see our Chapter 5). 
 
Sigler et al. (2009) compared the amounts of prey available to the numbers of Steller sea lions 
present and concluded that a standing biomass of 500 to 1700 t of prey in a non-breeding area 
can attract and sustain about 500 sea lions.  These estimates (reported and discussed on [BiOp, 
297]) apply to Southeast Alaska where the sea lion population grew and has been considered 
healthy.  Sigler et al. (2009) estimated that the biomass needed by 500 sea lions ranged from 
500-1700 t because of the energetic difference between species of fish.  In other words, 500 sea 
lions could be supported by as little as 500 t of high energy fish such as herring and eulachon 
(500 t at 10 kJg-1) or by as much as 1700 t of low energy fish such as pollock and hake (1700 t at 
3 kJg-1).  Assuming the average sea lion requires 79,464 kJ per day, the 500 t of high energy fish 
would provide 500 sea lions with 63,000 daily rations, and the 1700 t of low energy fish could 
provide 500 sea lions with about 19,000 daily rations.  This translates into an average daily 
density of 1 ton of high-energy forage fish or 3.4 tons of low-energy fish per sea lion to support 
the healthy and growing population of sea lions.  The BiOp converted these daily estimates from 
Sigler et al. (2009) into a daily forage ratio of 126 (i.e., the biomass of groundfish available to 
sea lions divided by the daily amount consumed by sea lions). The BiOp thus concluded there 
was 126 times more prey available than sea lions needed in Southeast Alaska, but did not 
recognize that this translates into a annual forage ratio of just 0.35, which is significantly lower 
than any of the forage ratios calculated for the western population (see Page 298 and Fadely et al. 
2010). 
 
The BiOp also contains estimates of the ratio of biomass of pollock, Pacific cod, and Atka 
mackerel present relative to sea lion needs by fishery management areas in the central and 
western Aleutian Islands (Table 4.5). Comparing these estimates (by Areas 541, 542 and 543) 
with the rates of decline contained in the accompanying text shows the same relationship seen at 
the broader regional scale for all species of groundfish (Table 4.4). This relationship is not 
discussed in the BiOp and shows that management areas with the highest forage fish ratios had 
the highest rates of sea lion decline (i.e., non-pups in Area 543 declined at 6.83% per year in the 
presence of 26.1 times more groundfish than needed to meet their needs; while sea lions in Area 
542 declined more slowly at 2.33% annually with the forage ratio was only 5.4; and Area 541 
declined at 0.39% with a ratio of just 4.5).  These data suggest that population declines of Steller  
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Table 4.5.−Forage ratios for the Steller sea lions based solely on estimated biomass of 
pollock, Pacific cod, and Atka mackerel (from Fadely et al. 2010). [BiOp, 299] 


 All  
groundfish 


(kt) 


Consumption
(kt/yr) Ratio


Pollock, Pacific cod, 
Atka mackerel 


(kt) 


Ratio


543 721.7 17.8 40.6 465.5 26.1
542 702.3 53.0 13.2 285.3 5.4
541 900.0 59.5 15.1 267.2 4.5


 
 
 
sea lions were associated with high relative abundances of pollock, Pacific cod and Atka 
mackerel.   
 
Lack of Evidence for Fishery-driven Nutritional Stress 
 
A list of conditions (emaciated pups, reduced body size, etc.) that should occur and be observed 
when Steller sea lions are undergoing acute and especially chronic stress are provided in Figure 
4.2 in the box labeled NUTRITIONAL STRESS. The BiOp also contains, but does not reference 
its own table of observations from the WDPS [BiOp, Table 3.17] that concern most of the 
conditions in Figure 4.2.  Our Table 4.6 melds the conditions listed in Figure 4.2 into the BiOp’s 
Table 3.17. Thus the 17 conditions identified by the BiOp (see box in Figure 4.2) can be 
combined and reduced to 8 general conditions that indicate nutritional stress (i.e., reduced body 
size, reduced reproduction, reduced survival, etc.).  
 
The data compiled by NMFS and shown in Table 4.6 lead to the conclusion that sea lions in the 
WDPS are not currently suffering from nutritional stress caused by fishing reducing the quantity 
of food.  Of the four general conditions for which there is any information for the years 2000–
2004, three (emaciation, reduced body size, and reduced survival) can be answered with “no” in 
the “Quantity” column in Table 4.6 meaning: 


• pups were not emaciated, 
• body size of pups was not reduced; 
• pup were not underweight; 
• body growth rates were not lower 
• survival of pups, juveniles and adults had increased compared to past decades; 
• numbers of juveniles and adults had increased; and 
• numbers of pups born had also risen. 


 
Evidence was lacking on four other conditions for 2000−2004 (changes in physiology, changes 
in behavior, increased disease, and increased predation) because data on each effect were not 
available or had not been analyzed.   
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Table 4.6.−Predicted and observed changes in vital rates and body conditions of western DPS Steller sea lions if 
quantity of prey is reduced (overfishing hypothesis) or quality of prey is lower but abundance is high (junk-food 
hypothesis).  Changes observed are in comparison with the previous decade (H=historical) or with the eastern DPS 
(G=geographic). Y = Yes, data are available to make a comparison and the effect was indicated; N=No, data are 
available to make a comparison but the effect was opposite to that indicated; U=Unknown, no data are available; 
U*=Unknown, data available but not analyzed.” [BiOp, Table 3.17]. A “Y”  or “N” in the Changes Predicted 
columns mean the biological effect is consistent or inconsistent with hypotheses of fishery-driven (quantity of prey) 
or of environmentally driven (quality of prey) nutritional stress (see next our next chapter). Some cells are boxed 
and others shaded to further contrast different outcomes. 


General 
Conditions of 


Nutritional Stress 


Potential Biological Effects 
[BiOp, Table 3.17] 


Changes Predicted if 
Prey Reduced in Changes Observed During 


Quantity Quality 1980s 1990s 2000-2004 


Emaciation 
 
 


More emaciated pups (< 4 wks) Y N U U* N(H) 
More emaciated pups (> 4 wks) Y N U U U 
More emaciated juveniles Y N U N(H,G) U 
More emaciated adults Y N U N(H,G) U 


Reduced body size 
 


Reduced adult body size Y N YN(H) U U 
Reduced juvenile body size Y N YN(H) U* U 
Reduced pup body size Y N U N(G),U*(H) N(H) 
Reduced birth weight Y N N or U? U U 
Reduced pup weight  Y N ? N(G),U*(H) N(H)
Reduced growth rate Y N YN(H) N(G) N(H)
Decreased weaning size Y N U U U 
Traditional ecological 
knowledge re. body size ? ? ? U* U* 


Reduced survival 
due to mal 
nutrition 


Reduced pup survival Y N ? or U U* N(H)
Reduced pup survival (to 4 wks) Y N U* U* U 
Reduced juvenile survival Y N Y(H) Y N(H)
Reduced adult survival Y N Y(H) N N(H)
Reduced overall survival Y N Y(H) Y(H,G) N(H)
Reduced non-pup counts Y N Y(H) Y(H) N(H) 


Reduced 
reproduction 


Reduced birth rates Y Y Y(H) Y(H) Y(H)
Reduced pup counts Y Y Y(H) Y(H) N(H)
Increased abortion rates Y Y Y(H) U U 
Delayed sexual maturity Y N U U U 


Changes in 
physiology 


Change in pup blood chemistry 
(increased fasting) Y N U N(G) U 


Change in juvenile blood 
chemistry (increased fasting) Y N U U* U 


Change in metabolic rate Y N U U U 
Decreased body condition (adult 
females on rookeries) Y Y U U*(N(G)) U 


Increased maternal investment Y Y ? ? ?
Changes in 
behavior 


Altered age of weaning Y Y U U*(G) U* 
Reduced adult perinatal fast Y N U N(G) U 
Longer foraging trip duration Y N U N(G) U* 


Increased disease 
Increased incidence of disease 
(haptoglobin) Y N U U* U 


Increased incidence of disease Y N U N(G) N(G) 
Increased predation Increased susceptibility to 


predation Y Y U U U 
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The only question answered by “yes” for years 2000–2004 was associated with “reduced 
reproduction”.  Although the increase in total numbers of pups born in the WDPS suggests that 
reproduction is no longer reduced, estimated birth rates (based on the mathematical models of 
Holmes et al. 2007 – see following discussion) suggest that a smaller proportion of females were 
giving birth than in past decades.   
 
Birth Rates 
 
The BiOp concludes that the decline of the western population of Steller sea lions was due to 
poor survival of juvenile sea lions in the 1980s and later by reproductive failure during the 1990s 
and 2000s.  In support of this conclusion, the BiOp notes that  
 


“an examination of reproduction and growth yields considerable evidence which 
suggests that while declines in the western Steller sea lion population in the 1980s were 
associated with decreased juvenile survival, the slower declines of the 1990s and the 
lack of a robust rate of increase in abundance in the 2000s in this population are 
associated with decreased reproductive success at least in some areas”. [BiOp, 92]  


 
Similarly, the BiOp reports that  
 


“In this last decade, the available information on birth and death rates indicates that 
adult and juvenile survival rates are similar to those pre-decline, but that natality has 
declined on the order of 30% relative to the predecline era.”  [BiOp; xxvii, 341]   


 
The BiOp further states that the central Aleutian Islands sub-region “experienced a 36% 
decrease in natality over the past three decades” [BiOp; xxix, 341] and that  
 


“the 1990s data suggest that … pregnant females with and without pups may have 
experienced chronic nutritional stress after leaving the rookery, as evidenced by 
decreased pregnancy rates of lactating females and decreased natality rates overall.” 
[BiOp, 118−119]  


 
The BiOp also notes that “pup to non-pup ratios based on data collected in 2009 suggest that 
natality rates of the western DPS are lower than those in southeast Alaska (DeMaster 2009)” 
[BiOp, xxix] with the lowest ratios occurring in the western Aleutian Island (Table 3.6 pup to 
adult female ratios in BiOp, and Figure 8 in DeMaster 2009).  According to the BiOp,  
 


“the most reasonable explanation for the pattern of natality in the western DPS relative 
to the eastern DPS is that portions of the western DPS may be nutritionally stressed.” 
[BiOp, xxix] 


 
In many respects, the BiOp overstates its confidence in the NMFS interpretation of the pup ratio 
data and their readiness to inappropriately extrapolate model results to regions where natality 
estimates have never been estimated.  For example, there are no data to support the assertion that 
the central Aleutian Islands “experienced a 36% decrease in natality over the past three 
decades” [BiOp, xxix].  This value (36%) appears to be taken out of context from the 
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mathematical models produced by Holmes et al. (2007) for the Central Gulf of Alaska.  The 
model predictions for the Central Gulf cannot be assumed to apply to all regions of Alaska. 
There are also no data to support the claim that “pup to non-pup ratios are an indicator of 
reproductive rates (or natality) in sea lion populations.” [BiOp; xxviii, 341].   
 
Wildly different pup ratios can be generated for populations that have equal birth rates by simple 
virtue of there being regional or interannual differences in the forage base and time that adult 
females spend foraging.  For example, longer feeding trips were recorded in Southeast Alaska 
compared to the Gulf of Alaska in the 1990s (Andrews et al. 2002; Milette and Trites 2003).  
Longer feeding trips will result in fewer adult females being on shore when counted, which 
would yield a higher ratio of pups to adult females.  Such a difference in feeding trips would lead 
to the conclusion that birth rates were higher in Southeast Alaska even if birth rates were 
identical in both regions.  Equally meaningless pup ratios can be obtained by comparing pups 
born in one year (e.g., 2009) with adults present in different breeding season (e.g., 2008)—as 
done by NMFS in their Table 3.6 [BiOp, Table 3.6]. 
 
Overall, there are relatively few data to infer natality rates of Steller sea lions in Alaska.  The 
ratios of pups to adult females [BiOp, Table 3.6] or non-pups (DeMaster 2009) are not reliable 
indicators of reproductive rates because the variables that affect the number of juveniles and 
adult sea lions onshore are a function of too many variables besides birth rates that are unlikely 
to stay constant between years or across sites (i.e., weather conditions, foraging conditions, 
length of feeding trips, availability of alternative resting sites for non-reproducing animals, age at 
weaning, time of day, tide height, duration of the perinatal period, and day counted relative to the 
mean date of birth).  Thus the ratios of pups to counts of other age classes as presented in the 
BiOp are likely meaningless measures. This is not to say that natality was not lower where sea 
lion populations declined—only that the differences in ratios are unlikely to identify areas with 
higher or lower natality rates relative to one another. 
 
The little natality data that are available for Steller sea lions comes largely from the Central Gulf 
of Alaska.  Reproductive tracts taken from small numbers of female sea lions shot in the 1970s 
(n=46) and 1980s (n=62) showed that pregnancy rates were lower in late gestation than in early 
gestation (when 95-100% started out pregnant), and that the near-term pregnancy rate was just 
67% in the 1970s, and 55% in the 1980s (Pitcher et al. 1998).  This difference in effective birth 
rates was not statistically significant (P=0.34), but was consistent with the population trends in 
this region (Pitcher et al. 1998).  Pitcher et al. (1998) also reported that late gestation pregnancy 
rates of females still nursing pups or juveniles were only 30% in the 1980s compared to 63% in 
the 1970s.  Again, these differences were not statistically significant (P=0.06), but imply that 
females may have been keeping their pups for an extra year rather than weaning them and having 
a new pup if feeding conditions were not optimal for juvenile survival.  No other shot samples 
have been collected since the 1980s to estimate the natality rates of Steller sea lions. 
 
The BiOp reports that  
 


“Comparatively low birth rates for females from the western DPS from mid-1970s to 
mid-1980s coupled with elevated embryonic and fetal mortality appear to have 
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contributed to decreased reproductive performance during the period of early decline.” 
[BiOp, 339]  


 
This confusing sentence suggests that the BiOp has confounded birth rates with pregnancy rates, 
and does not recognize that the drop in pregnancy rates from early gestation to late gestation 
reflects the loss of fetuses (Pitcher et al. 1998).  The low birth rates reported by Pitcher et al. 
(1998) during the 1980s reflected elevated fetal mortality. 
 
Natality rates in the Central Gulf of Alaska during the 1990s and 2000s have been inferred from 
mathematical models that attempted to find the best combination of birth and death rates that 
could explain the numbers of pups, non-pups and ratios of juveniles to adult counts in the Central 
Gulf of Alaska (Holmes and York 2003; Holmes et al. 2007).  The models fit the data best when 
birth rates decreased steadily from 0.67 (during the 1970s) to 0.55 (during the 1980s) and to 0.43 
by 2004 (Holmes et al. 2007).  The model predicted that birth rates would have had to have 
fallen by 36% since the 1970s to explain the pattern of observed counts.  Holmes et al. (2007) 
noted that the patterns of counts and ratios observed in the Central Gulf of Alaska were similar 
elsewhere in the western population, and therefore postulated that declining birth rates might also 
be a problem across the Gulf of Alaska and into the Aleutian Islands.  However, natality rates 
were not estimated for these other regions. 
 
All of the available estimates of natality (1970s, 1980s, and 1990s & 2000s) are for the Central 
Gulf of Alaska—with the exception of a single estimate of natality in Kenai Fjords (eastern Gulf 
of Alaska).  Maniscalco et al. (2010) estimated that the birth rate at Chiswell Island was 69% 
from 2003-2009 based on direct observations of individually recognized sea lions.  Attempts to 
correct for potential biases associated with direct observations suggest that the actual birth rate 
was lower and in the range of 52%, 54% and 62% (AFSC (Alaska Fisheries Science Center) 
2009; Holmes 2009; Johnson 2009). All of these revised estimates of natality are higher than the 
43% derived by the model for 1997-2004 (Holmes et al. 2007), and suggest the possibility that 
birth rates either improved in the Gulf of Alaska or may have remained at the 1980s level 
estimated by Pitcher et al. (1998) from shot samples of adult females in the Central Gulf of 
Alaska. The observations of Maniscalco et al. (2010) and subsequent re-analyses of their data do 
not support the BiOp’s contention that birth rates are continuing to fall in the WDPS. 
 
The BiOp correctly acknowledges that 
 


“A series of critical data gaps remain regarding the determination of 1) in which parts 
of the range have rates of natality continued to decline, 2) whether this decline is due to 
reduced prey biomass, abundance, and nutritional stress, and 3) how females respond 
to nutritional stress in their relative energy expenditures on lactation, pregnancy and 
their own maintenance.” [BiOp, 118]   


 
However, the BiOp overlooks this sober acknowledgement when making bold and sometimes 
incorrect statements about natality that are not supported by data or statistical significance.  For 
example, the BiOp has a tendency to imply statistical significance when none exists — e.g., “late 
season pregnancy rates in lactating females declined between the 1970s (63%) and the 1980s 
(30%), indicating a decreased ability in females to support a fetus and successfully complete 
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consecutive pregnancies (Pitcher et al. 1998).” [BiOp, 92]. Similarly, the BiOp assumes that 
findings from one region can be applied with no justification to other regions of Alaska — e.g., 
the central Aleutian Islands sub-region “has experienced a 36% decrease in natality over the 
past three decades” [BiOp, xxvii].  And at other times the BiOp introduces new numbers with no 
explanation as to their source—“In this last decade, [sic] natality has declined on the order of 
30% relative to the predecline era.”  [BiOp, 341] which differs from the 36% estimated by 
Holmes et al. (2007).  Thus, the certitude with which the BiOp concludes that “a three-decade 
long decline in natality in the central GOA began” (in the 1980s) [BiOp, 278] should have been 
tempered with the concession that was only recognized twice in the BiOp that the decline in 
modeled natality may only be “a possible decline in natality” [BiOp, 173 and 260]. 
 
Despite the uneven way in which the BiOp treats the natality data, there is good reason to believe 
that a drop in birth rates is a credible explanation for the decline of Steller sea lions given that 
there are direct observations of lower birth rates in the 1980s and 2000s in the Gulf of Alaska 
compared to the 1970s (Pitcher et al. 1998; AFSC (Alaska Fisheries Science Center) 2009; 
Holmes 2009; Johnson 2009; Maniscalco et al. 2010).  As for a mechanism that would have 
caused pregnancy rates to fall, the BiOp discusses how reduction in prey availability can reduce 
natality of pinnipeds (see [BiOp; 199, 256 and 257]), which leads by extension to the implicit 
conclusion that declining birth rates of sea lions must reflect a reduction in prey caused by 
fishing.  However, a reduction in quantity of prey is not supported by any of the metrics in sea 
lion behavior and maternal care that are consistent with starvation-like food shortages.  This 
appears to be recognized in the BiOp when stating that  
 


“Age-structured models fit to pup and non-pup counts suggest that this decline in 
reproductive success continued through the 1990s and into the 2000s (Holmes et al. 
2007), but there is no comparable direct evidence that acute nutritional stress was 
responsible for the continued decline of the western DPS during the 1990s.” [BiOp, 
339] 


 
As for an alternative to the fishing explanation for the reduced birth rates, the BiOp does not 
discuss the possibility that a change in the quality of diet could also reduce birth rates by 
reducing the blubber layer and condition of females (i.e., blubber layers would be reduced if 
mothers consumed more high-protein fish such as pollock and ate less high-lipid fish such as 
sand lance as is believed to have occurred since the 1970s).  The BiOp appeared to be cognizant 
that quality could be as important as quantity of prey when they wrote 
 


“There is evidence that natality has decreased by 36% in the past three decades in at 
least part of the central GOA, possibly due to nutritional stress from a reduction in 
quality or quantity of available prey (Holmes et al. 2007).” [BiOp, 375] 


 
However, the BiOp gave no further consideration to how a change in quality of diet could 
explain the decline of birth rates.  Thus the BiOp was not thorough in examining the mechanisms 
that could explain a drop in natality rates. 
 
The more uncertain the links in a chain of reasoning, the greater the cumulative uncertainty 
associated with the entire chain. The BiOp presents a long chain of reasoning for the fisheries-
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driven nutritional stress hypothesis. As discussed above, many of the links in this chain are weak.   
The full chain of reasoning is weaker than any of the individual links. 
 
Summary 
 
In our judgment, the fishery-driven, nutritional stress hypothesis proffered by NMFS as an 
explanation for population declines of Steller sea lions in the western and central Aleutian 
Islands should be scientifically rejected. We base our conclusion using the process and 
conditions specified in the BiOp for determining the risk of exposure and subsequent nutritional 
stress.   
 
The available data and analyses indicate that harvest rates of Atka mackerel were too low and the 
reliance on a small population of Pacific cod was too small for the fishery to cause nutritional 
stress in sea lions under current conditions. Modeling efforts by NMFS support this observation, 
especially the lack of effect of the fishery for Pacific cod on sea lion biomass.  The BiOp failed 
to show spatial overlap between catches in fisheries and diets of sea lions, and hence local 
depletion of prey. A cursory overview of available information on the body size of prey and the 
body of size of fishery catch is consistent with Steller sea lions actually having a competitive 
advantage over fisheries for the same species. Other dimensions of overlap (depth and time of 
fishing) were described, but not investigated in the BiOp. 
 
Arguments presented in the BiOp in favor of sea lions experiencing nutritional stress caused by a 
lack of groundfish are not convincing. Forage ratios of groundfish to sea lions present were 
higher in the western and central Aleutians than in regions where sea lions are recovering—
thereby indicating a quantity of food area-wide sufficient for sea lions to avoid nutritional stress.  
To conclude otherwise would require explaining how sea lions in the eastern Bering Sea and the 
GOA show no signs of nutritional stress with forage ratios in critical habitat smaller than those in 
the western and central Aleutian Islands. 
 
Considering the compelling evidence that the amounts of prey are sufficient to support sea lions 
in the western and central Aleutian Islands specifically, and for the WDPS in general, it should 
not be surprising that direct evidence for nutritional stress could not be found as posited.   Two 
“yes” decisions at the only two operable decision points of the process laid out in Figure 4.2 
should have ended in a decision of “No Nutritional Stress”.  
 
The lack of scientific evidence in support of the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis in the 
BiOp is consistent with the meta-analysis of statistical studies of fisheries and sea lion data 
described in our Chapter 3. No statistically significant negative associations between fisheries 
statistics and sea lion demographics occurred in the last 10–20 years suggest there is also 
unlikely to be other scientific evidence to support the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis.   
And indeed, little evidence has been found.    
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5.  ALTERNATIVE HYPOTHESES FOR CAUSES OF THE STELLER SEA 
LION DECLINE 
 
The fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis posited in the BiOp in which groundfish fisheries 
in the BSAI management area negatively affect recovery of Steller sea lions of the WDPS is not 
the only hypothesis that has been proposed to explain a decline in sea lion numbers. Our analyses 
in Chapters 3 and 4 show that a fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis, or any hypothesis 
that involves fishing as an explanation for recent declines in sea lion numbers is highly 
improbable. Alternative explanations for the perceived lack of recovery given in the BiOp [p. 
100–111] involve: 
 


• Disease 
• Parasites 
• Toxins 
• Fishing: Direct Mortality 
• Competition (trophic) 
• Poor Diet 
• Predation 


 
Information on the first four explanations is sparse because few dead Steller sea lions have been 
recovered for necropsy. The importance of trophic competition with other mammals and fish is 
not analyzed directly in the BiOp, even though the food-web models described in the BiOp 
would have been an obvious means of analysis (see our Chapters 4 and 6). The two alternative 
explanations for which there is the most scientific information are what the BiOp refers to as the 
“Junk Food Hypothesis” [BiOp, 115] and “killer whale predation”.  The former involves poor 
diet and the latter transient killer whales. 
 
The “Junk Food” Hypothesis  
 
Change in the climate or a switch in environmental regimes in the BSAI area would affect the 
recovery of sea lions according to the “junk-food” hypothesis without any need to involve 
fisheries. This hypothesis can be paraphrased as: 
 


(1)   an oceanic climate regime shift changed the composition of species available for sea 
lions to eat; 


(2)  this shifted the prey field from one dominated by high-energy species to one dominated 
by low-energy species;  


(3)  weaned pups cannot survive on low-energy prey, and stay with their mothers for an 
extra one or two years until they are big enough to eat low-energy prey on their own; 
and 


(4)   because pups suckle longer, fewer pups are born and the sea lion population declines.  
 


Plenty of food would be available under the “junk-food” hypothesis, just the wrong kind of food. 
Fewer and shorter foraging trips would be needed to fill stomachs, but some segments of the 
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population would still be undernourished. Adult sea lions, with their lower per capita metabolic 
demands and relatively larger stomachs, would be adequately nourished.  But pups and young 
juveniles have much higher relative metabolic demands for growth and have smaller stomachs 
than adults who no longer need energy to grow. As compensation, pups would suckle years 
longer on a diet of energy-rich milk.  During this extended period of suckling, mothers would 
forgo or abort pregnancy with the result that fewer pups would be born (see Rosen and Trites 
2000, 2004; Trites et al. 2006).   
 
Considerable text (Sections 4.1.1-6, 4.2, 3.1.1.4.3) is presented in the BiOp supporting the 
possibility that regime changes in the BSAI ecosystem could have affected nutrition of sea lions. 
However, most of the discussion presented background information relative to alternative 
hypotheses concerning vital rates, and was not used to judge whether the “junk-food” hypothesis 
can be excluded as the cause of the current situation in the western and central Aleutian Islands. 
 
One test for the “junk food” hypothesis is to forgo consideration of past ocean-climate regime 
change and contrast the recent situation in the western and central Aleutians  (Areas 541 – 543) 
against the situation in the eastern Aleutian Islands (Area 610).  Table 5.1 provides stark contrast 
in the observed diets of sea lions between the two areas. Atka mackerel dominate the diet in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands, but in the eastern Aleutian Islands, the diet is more diverse 
and contains more energy-richer species such as salmon, herring, and sand lance.  Based on lipid 
and protein contents, Logerwell and Schaufler (2005) ranked the following prey species from 
highest to lowest nutrition:  Pacific herring, sand lance, rockfish, Atka mackerel, surf smelt, 
capelin, salmon, sandfish, adult pollock, yellow Irish lord, juvenile pollock, Pacific cod, squid, 
skate, rock sole, smooth lumpsucker, and snailfish (cited on [BiOp, 116]). Sea lions eat more 
nutritious prey (herring, sand lance, and salmon) along with less nutritious prey (pollock, Pacific 
cod, and Atka mackerel) in the eastern Aleutian Islands.  
 
Necessary conditions for accepting the “junk food” hypothesis would be based on circumstances 
across the Aleutian Islands.  Acceptance would be warranted if: 
 


a) condition (relative size and weight) of adult sea lions is similar across the Aleutian 
Islands areas; 


b) condition of pups is as good as or better in the western and central Aleutians Islands; 
c) birth rate is lower in the western and central Aleutian Islands; 
d) pups/juveniles suckle to an older age in the western and central Aleutian Islands: and 
e) foraging trips by sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands are shorter and 


more time is spent resting on shore. 
 


Statements in the BiOp and Table 4.6 (see the column Changes Predicted—Quality) indicate that 
conditions (a) and (e) cannot be tested due to a lack of data:  
 


“Given that no measurements have been made for adult Steller sea lions in the Alaska 
portion of the western DPS since the 1990s (other than numbers of individuals from 
population counts), changes in body condition, reproductive success, and foraging 
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Table 5.1.−Frequency of occurrence of prey in 
percent of scats collected from 1999 − 2005 at 
rookeries and haul outs used by sea lions in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands (Areas 541 – 
543) and in the eastern Aleutian Islands ([BiOp, 
Table 3.16]; NMFS 2006) 


 
 
 


 
 
 


parameters that would be direct indicators of acute or chronic nutritional stress are 
currently unknown for adults, except for those estimated [predicted, our addition] by 
demographic models (York 2003; Fay 2004; Fay and Punt 2006; Holmes et al. 2007).” 
[BiOp, 118]  
 


More information is available on pups (Table 4.6), and is consistent with condition (b) above: 
 


“Body condition of SSLs in the western DPS is relatively good (i.e., compared to body 
condition in animals from the eastern DPS), particularly for pups. Data recently 
collected on pups in the Aleutian Islands, Gulf of Alaska, Prince William Sound, and 
Southeast Alaska show that they are generally healthy and in good condition 
throughout their range in Alaska (Rea et al. 2010) indicating nutrition is sufficient to 
produce healthy young and sustain healthy juveniles and adults. Another indicator of 
SSL condition, skull size, hasn’t changed as it likely would have if nutritional stress 
were the primary issue over the last 2-3 decades (Trites et al. 2008).” [BiOp, xxx] 
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“Contrary to what would be expected for animals experiencing acute nutritional stress, 
Steller sea lion pups in the early 1990s were heavier in the areas of population decline 
(i.e., the western DPS) than in rookeries where the population was increasing (Merrick 
et al. 1995). Pups at two rookeries within the area of decline were heavier in 1992-93 
than prior to the decline in 1965 and 1975. Similar results were reported by Davis et al. 
(1996; 2006) who found no significant differences in pup birth sizes between declining 
and stable populations in the 1990s; nor were there differences in adult female body 
mass or composition.” [BiOp, 114] 
 


Other parts of the BiOp with evidence for and against the “junk food” hypothesis relative to 
survival rates and body condition of juvenile sea lions are confusing: 
 


(R)esult(s) from captive feeding experiments suggests that in areas with a high 
proportion of gadid(s) in the diet (e.g., central Gulf of Alaska, eastern Aleutian Islands), 
juvenile survival and condition should also be low. However, survival of juvenile sea 
lions in the 2000s in the eastern Aleutian Islands and central Gulf of Alaska has 
improved considerably since the 1980s (Figure 3.16), while juvenile condition based on 
animals captured and instrumented at-sea has been high (Fadely et al. 2005; Lander et 
al. 2009, NMML unpublished); both of these findings are contrary to the results 
predicted by the juvenile nutritional stress hypothesis (the “junk food” hypothesis) 
proposed Trites and Rosen (2003) and summarized by Rosen (2009).” [BiOp, 117] 
 


This quote shows a lack of understanding in the BiOp about the “junk food” hypothesis, and a 
failure to recognize that the diet of sea lions in the eastern Aleutian Islands consists of much 
more than gadids (Table 5.1).  Captive studies have not shown poor survival of juveniles.  
Instead, they have shown that young sea lions get full on a low-energy diet and are unable to 
acquire sufficient energy on their own to maintain normal growth and activity (Rosen and Trites 
2004; Rosen 2009).  Females that keep their pups for an extra one or two years should enhance 
the survival and condition of their juveniles. Thus, what is claimed in the BiOp as evidence for 
rejection is the very piece of evidence (robust juveniles) that meets a necessary condition for 
acceptance of the “junk-food” hypothesis.  
 
These are not the only misinterpretations found in the BiOp concerning the “junk-food” 
hypothesis. Conclusions in Rosen (2009) were misinterpreted [BiOp, 285], the wrong test 
subjects (juveniles instead of adults) were reported for Calkins et al. (2005) [BiOp, 156], 
conclusions were attributed to Pitcher et al. (2000) [BiOp, 111] and to Rosen (2009) [BiOp, 285] 
that they did not make, and papers by Merrick et al. (1997) and Trites et al. (2007a) linking 
diversity in diets to rates of change in population abundance of sea lions were omitted entirely.  
 
Information on trends in pup counts in the western, central, and eastern Aleutian Islands shows 
that the necessary condition (c) might be met for the “junk-food” hypothesis (Table 5.2, Figure 
5.1, Figure 5.2, Table 4.6).  Counts trend higher from west to east in recent years, and trend 
higher as the diet of sea lions changes from a reliance of moderately nutritious Atka mackerel in 
the western and central Aleutian Islands to a more diverse diet containing more nutritious species 
(herring and sand lance) in the eastern Aleutian Islands (Table 5.1). Although trends in pup  
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Table 5.2.−Counts of sea lions by area and percentage trends of pups and non-pups in the 
Aleutian Islands along with FOs (frequency of occurrence) for prey of sea lions as determined 
from scats (see Table 5.1). [Segment of BiOp, Table 5.8]   


 
 
 
 
 
counts are not the same as birth rates (see our Chapter 4), a decline in birth rates would cause a 
decline in the counts of pups.  The difficulty in obtaining direct estimates of birth rates with 
counts only is explained in the BiOp: 
 


“While rookery pup to non-pup ratios are not estimates of actual female natality (since 
they include juveniles and males in the denominator), they provide insight into the 
relative birth rates of females within each region since females dominate rookery 
populations. For example, pup to non-pup ratios can be reduced because there are few 
pups per female, and because dependent juveniles from births in previous years are 
present with their mothers on the rookery. Both of these factors, however, would 
suggest reduced birth rates compared with rookeries with higher ratios. The extent to 
which sub-adult males and other weaned juveniles haul out on rookeries will also affect 
pup to non-pup ratios and can vary between rookeries independent of differences in 
natality.”[BiOp, 85]  


 
Age at weaning has been estimated in Southeast Alaska (Marcotte 2006; Trites et al. 2006), but 
is not discussed in the BiOp.  We are unaware of studies in which the age of weaning has been 
estimated for the eastern, central, and western Aleutian Islands.  Until such estimates are 
available, condition (d) must remain untested. 
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Figure 5.1.−Change in pup count by rookery between 2005 and 2009 across the range of the 
western DPS in Alaska. Red bars indicate decline in rookery production, while green bars 
indicate an increase. W, C, and E Aleu = western, central (Areas 541-543), and eastern Aleutian 
Islands (Area 610); W, C, E Gulf = western, central, and eastern Gulf of Alaska. [Figure 3.10 
from the BiOp] 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Figure 5.2.−Steller sea lion pup counts at trend rookeries in the range of the western stock in 
Alaska by region from the late 1970s to 2009 in the …. Aleutian Islands (B). [BiOp, Figure 3.9, 
Panel B] 
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We conclude that the condition (b) and perhaps (c) (pup condition and “birth rate”) have been 
met for the “junk-food” hypothesis while conditions (a), (d), and (e) (adult condition, time to 
wean, and foraging frequency) remain untested due to a lack of pertinent information.  Note that 
our conclusions do not confirm the “junk-food” hypothesis, only establish that this hypothesis is 
consistent with the available sea lion data, and can not be rejected as impeding recovery of sea 
lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands at this time. 
 
Consideration of the “junk food” hypothesis in the BiOp did not end with a definitive conclusion 
as to its relevance.  Instead, the BiOp concludes that it is highly unlikely that that large 
population declines could be caused by natural changes: 
 


 “Given an 80% reduction in the western DPS of Steller sea lions, a general lack of 
robust population growth, and the lack of evidence suggesting sustained high levels of 
anthropogenic removals, it is likely that the environmental carrying capacity has been 
reduced either through natural environmental changes or human induced changes. 
Given the equivocal data surrounding the dietary needs of Steller sea lions, the 
consequences of climate regime shifts, and massive population declines, it is highly 
unlikely that natural environmental change has been the sole underlying cause for the 
decline of Steller sea lions. Therefore, this consultation looks to this and other possible 
causes of the decline recognizing that environmental change is an important component 
in this equation, and may combine with other factors to contribute to the past decline in 
abundance of the western population of Steller sea lion and the current lack of 
recovery.” [BiOp, 162] 
  


However, the anthropological record shows that significant declines of sea lions have occurred 
repeatedly in the past before the arrival of industrial fisheries (Maschner et al. 2010).  
 
The “junk food” hypothesis is not named as such in the Executive Summary of the BiOp, but is 
mentioned briefly: 
 


“The importance of nutritional stress (here the junk food hypothesis) in explaining the 
dynamics of the western DPS of Steller sea lions has been debated for decades. The 
current conclusion is that pollock in adequate availability can sustain healthy 
populations of SSLs, although it is equivocal how long sea lions can consume only 
pollock and continue to gain weight. For optimal foraging, SSLs require a diversity of 
prey species. SSLs have adapted to seasonal sources of high energy prey and to the mix 
of prey species present in their foraging areas (Trites et al. 2007a; Rosen 2009; Sigler 
et al. 2009; Winter et al. 2009; Womble et al. 2009).” [BiOp; xxx, 342] 
 


Sea lions in the western and central Aleutians eat few pollock and do not have the “diversity of 
prey species” in their diets found east of Areas 541 – 543 (Figure 5.1).  Nine paragraphs later in 
the executive summary, on the next page, the conclusion is given that fisheries jeopardize 
recovery. 
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Killer Whale Predation  
 
The significance of predation on Steller sea lions by killer whales continues to be a complex 
issue that is identified as one of the important threats to recovery of the Steller sea lion WDPS by 
the National Research Council, NMFS, the Steller sea lion recovery team, and others. 
 
The NRC (2003) report which examined causes for the decline of Steller sea lion in Alaska 
waters states,  
 


 “The possibility that killer whale predation is a major factor in the decline of the 
Steller sea lion population is not easily dismissed.  Killer whales are abundant, 
intelligent, behaviorally flexible, and known to be rapacious consumers of large marine 
mammals. The predation of killer whales on Steller sea lions was previously thought to 
be minor, but recent reevaluations of their abundance suggest that killer whales could 
be a major source of sea lion mortality”. 


 
The revised Steller Sea Lion Recovery Plan (NMFS 2008) ranks predation by transient killer 
whales potentially high and states, 
 


“Thus, as noted previously, due to the uncertainty and the need to be precautionary in 
our assessment of possible threats to the recovery of this endangered DPS, NMFS has 
categorized the relative potential impact of this threat as “potentially high”. Due to 
competing theories about the likely importance of killer whale predation on Steller sea 
lions, but limited data, the potentially high ranking was assigned to ensure we further 
evaluate the potential for predation to affect sea lion recovery.”  


 
NMFS, in their most recent Alaska marine mammal stock assessments (Allen and Angliss 2010), 
citing the revised Steller sea lion recovery plan (NMFS 2008) and a number of studies that 
examined the role of transient killer whales in the North Pacific ecosystem and impacts on 
Steller sea lions (Springer et al. 2003; Williams et al. 2004; DeMaster et al. 2006; Trites et al. 
2007b), identified predation by killer whale predation as one of the potentially high threats to 
recovery of the WDPS. 
 
In the BiOp’s Status of Species and critical habitat section, NMFS states:  
 


“Mammal-eating killer whales and/or predation from other sources can have 
considerable impact on SSL populations, particularly when a sub-region is comprised 
of only small numbers of SSLs. Williams et al. (2004) examined the energy needs of 
killer whales and the potential caloric energy provided by various prey. Using 
bioenergetics and demographic modeling, Williams et al. (2004) reported that fewer 
than 40 killer whales could have caused the recent Steller sea lion decline in the 
Aleutian archipelago, and a pod of five could suppress a low population. Springer et al. 
(2003) similarly noted the impact of small numbers of killer whales on a depressed SSL 
population. Durban et al. (2010) surmised that currently a small number of killer 
whales has the potential to limit recovery of the depressed SSL population in the central 
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AI region. Guenette et al. (2007) similarly noted the significant source of SSL mortality 
from killer whales during the 1990s when SSL numbers were low. These observations, 
modeling efforts, and energetics research collectively point to the imposing potential 
impact of killer whale or other sources of predation on SSLs when SSL abundance is 
low, often called the predator pit concept. These studies give some insights into 
predator impacts on SSLs, but are based on limited observation or are based on 
calculations or modeling.”[BiOp, 111] 


 
In the BiOp’s Environmental Baseline section, NMFS states:  
 


“Nonetheless, there is ample literature to suggest that in some areas, particularly areas 
of low Steller sea lion abundance (e.g., the central Aleutian Islands), killer whale 
predation can be an important factor in either causing continued declines or 
contributing to a lack of a robust recovery (see Heise et al. 2003; Williams et al. 2004; 
Williams 2006; Guénette et al. 2007; Durban et al. 2010).” [BiOp, 173] 


 
Additionally in the BiOp’s Synthesis and Conclusion section, NMFS states, 
 


“Killer whale predation may be locally high and could be suppressing Steller sea lion 
recovery in some parts of the Aleutian Islands (e.g., Durban et al. [2010] reported very 
high numbers of killer whales in the central and eastern Aleutians) and are thought by 
some to be the single greatest source of mortality for juvenile SSLs in the eastern GOA 
region (Horning and Mellish 2010).” [BiOp, 342] 


 
Based on the discussion in the BiOp of the  bioenergetics requirements for transient killer whales 
estimated by Williams et al. (2004), just a small proportion of the transient killer whale 
population estimated to minimally contain 552 individuals in the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian 
Islands / Bering Sea eating sea lions would account for a sufficient amount of mortality to 
continue the declines in sea lion numbers at rookery and haulout sites in the areas of concern in 
BSAI.   
 
Predation by transient killer whales related to recovery efforts for Steller sea lions needs further 
study to confirm or refute the influence of transient killer whales in the continued declines of the 
western BSAI Steller sea lion.  However, the limited information collected on numbers and diets 
of killer whales in Alaska, the data obtained from mortality tags implanted in sea lions, and the 
results of energetics and ecosystem models indicate that a few killer whales can have a large 
effect on sea lion survival rates, particularly when sea lion numbers are low.  
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Summary 
 
Of the two, most likely alternate hypotheses concerning the reduced numbers of Steller sea lions 
in the western and central Aleutian Islands, we conclude that neither the “junk food” hypothesis 
nor the “killer whale predation” hypothesis can be scientifically rejected with available data at 
this time.  Both remain viable explanations of sea lion demographics. Of the five necessary 
conditions for acceptance of the “junk food” hypothesis, there is evidence supporting one (good 
pup condition) and perhaps another if low pup to non-pup ratios in the western and central 
Aleutian Islands have been related to low birth rates.  Unfortunately there is no information on 
the other three necessary conditions (normal adult body condition, short foraging trips, and older 
age at weaning for pups).   
 
While the BiOp contained no conclusion as to rejecting or not rejecting the “junk food” 
hypothesis, the BiOp did state “killer whale predation can be an important factor in either 
causing continued declines or contributing to a robust recovery (of sea lions).” While this 
statement is not an endorsement of the killer whale predation hypothesis (“is” would have been 
the verb of choice, not “can”), we interpret this statement to be an admission by NMFS that the 
“killer whale predation” hypothesis cannot be rejected at this time. We concur. 
 
It is not clear why the BiOp excluded viable alternative hypotheses (which cannot be rejected at 
this time) from consideration in their Chapter 8 [Reasonable and Prudent Alternative(s)].  We 
found no evidence that killer whales or diets and satiation of sea lions were part of the multi-
species modeling cited in the BiOp; and killer whales and diets could not be part of single-
species models used to gauge effectiveness of RPAs. Nor did the BiOp provide an analysis of the 
combined effects of potentially poor diet and potentially frequent predation by killer whales. 
Instead, Chapter 8 of the BiOp dealt with only one hypothesis—fishery-driven nutritional 
stress—a hypothesis that is not supported by statistical associations or by scientific evidence.   
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6. THE BI-OP’S ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS OF RPA’S 
 
In their Summary and Conclusions, Chapter 7 in the BiOp, NMFS writes: 
 


“After reviewing the current status of critical habitat that has been designated for the 
western population of Steller sea lions, the environmental baseline for the action area, 
the proposed action for Alaska Groundfish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and 
Gulf of Alaska, and the cumulative effects, it is NMFS’ Biological Opinion that the 
action, as proposed, is likely to adversely modify the designated critical habitat for the 
western DPS of Steller sea lion.”[BiOp, 348] 


 
This conclusion resulted in the development of reasonable and prudent alternative (RPAs) to the 
action, that is, modifications to the FMP for groundfish fisheries in the BSAI management area.  
 
The RPAs for Area 543 are to prohibit the retention of Pacific cod and Atka mackerel in directed 
fisheries in the entire area and to establish a total allowable catch (TAC) for Atka mackerel in 
fisheries in which they are incidentally caught [BiOp, 361]).  The expressed biological 
expectations for this RPA are an increase in biomass in the area by 2020 of 42% for Atka 
mackerel and 119% for Pacific cod resulting in a 17% increase in overall groundfish biomass in 
the area (Table 6.1). 
 
The RPAs for Area 542 involve groundfish in general and specifically Pacific cod and Atka 
mackerel. Fisheries directed at Pacific cod are prohibited during November and December 
throughout the area, and are prohibited for trawl or long-line fisheries during the rest of the year 
in part or in all of the critical habitat in the area.  For Atka mackerel fisheries, RPAs involve a 
reduction in the total allowable catch in the entire area, complete or partial prohibitions of fishing 
in the critical habitat, a limit for catches in those parts of critical habitat in which fishing is still 
allowed, and an allocation among users. The RPA for groundfish fisheries in general involves a 
prohibition of part of a specific critical habitat [BiOp, 364-5]. The expressed biological 
expectations for these RPAs is an increase in biomass by 2020 of 7% for Atka mackerel and 22% 
for Pacific cod  resulting in a 4% increase in overall groundfish biomass (Table 6.2). 
 
 
 


Table 6.1.−“Summary of results from projection model regarding closure of Area 543 to 
fishing for Pacific cod and Atka mackerel (from Ianelli et al. 2010b).” [BiOp, 363, in-text 
table] 


Groundfish Species Year 1 (biomass – kt) Year 11 (biomass – kt) (% change) 


Atka mackerel 244.1 374.3 +42% 


Pacific cod 17.7 38.8 +119% 


All Groundfish Species 721.7 846.0 +17% 
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Table 6.2.−“Summary of results from projection model regarding closure of Area 542 to 
fishing for Pacific cod and Atka mackerel (from Ianelli et al. 2010b).” [BiOp, 369, in-text 
table] 


Groundfish Species Year 1 (biomass – kt) Year 11 (biomass – kt) (% change) 


Atka mackerel 290.0 311.4 +7% 


Pacific cod 22.4 27.4 +22% 


All Groundfish Species 702.3 728.7 +4% 


 
   
The RPAs for Area 541 involve only fisheries for Pacific cod.  Directed fishing for this species is 
prohibited in all near-shore portions of critical habitat at all times for fisheries, prohibited in all 
offshore portions of critical habitat for parts of the year according to the type of gear used, and 
prohibited during November and December everywhere across Area 541 [BiOp, 370-1).  No 
biological expectations were presented in the BiOp other than a reduction in the spatial overlap 
between fishing and foraging sea lions. 
 
Expectations for the WDPS of Steller Sea Lions from RPAs 
 
Collectively, the RPAs for Areas 542 and 543 are expected to result in an annual rate of increase 
of 2.5% per year in abundance of Steller sea lions for the entire WDPS, that is, a 31% increase 
(our calculation) in the size of the WDPS by the end of 2018: 
 


“If measures for the western and central Aleutian Islands implemented in the RPA 
described above are approximately as effective in reducing fishing effects on Steller sea 
lion populations in the western and central Aleutian Islands as the measures 
implemented as a result of the prior two Biological Opinions appear to be at reducing 
fishing effects on Steller sea lion populations in the eastern Aleutian Islands, and 
western and eastern GOA, the western DPS would be expected to be increasing at a 
robust rate (i.e., approaching 3% per year) with no additional conservation measures”. 
[BiOp, 375]  
 
“… if the number of sea lions in the western Aleutian Islands sub-region increased by 
6.0 percentage points per year by closing the western Aleutian Islands sub-region to 
commercial fishing and if the number of sea lions in the central Aleutian Islands sub-
region increased by 1.5 percentage points per year by adding additional restrictions to 
commercial groundfish fisheries in the central Aleutian Islands, and if all other trends 
by subregions remained constant through 2018, the resulting rate of increase for the 
entire western DPS of Steller sea lion would be approximately 2.5% per year, no two 
juxtaposed areas would be in significant decline, and no single area would have a 
realized a decline of 50% or more.” [BiOp, 375]  
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The expectations for sea lions comes from assuming that what happened following earlier RPAs 
from prior BiOps concerning the WDPS in the eastern Aleutian Islands and the GOA will be 
repeated with the current RPAs for the western and central Aleutians.  
 
Predicting Responses to RPAs 
 
Two ways of predicting the effects of RPAs on sea lion recovery were investigated in the BiOp: 
 


• a multi-species, scientific approach, and  
• a single-species, empirical approach (our labels).  


 
In the multi-species approach, food webs of known predator-prey relationships, including sea 
lions, were modeled. Randomly selected sets of parameter values represented different versions 
of reality so that simulated results followed a probability distribution. Simulated fisheries were 
restricted, and responses of the species, including sea lions, were directly predicted. Advantages 
of this approach are that it encapsulated what is known of the structure of the food web, and 
directly predicts the response of sea lions to fishery restrictions. The disadvantage is that the 
relative strengths of connections in the food web are not well known despite knowing the form of 
the food web. 
 
Results from multi-species modeling described in the BiOp generally show that restricting 
fisheries does not appreciably increase sea lion biomass. We discussed two such modeling 
efforts in our Chapter 4, one for the Gulf of Alaska (Dorn et al. 2005; NMFS 2006), and the 
other for the western and central Aleutian Islands (Aydin 2010).  Summarizing the results from 
the study on the Gulf of Alaska: 
 


“For Steller sea lions, the model predicts that the cessation of fishing would cause 
Steller sea lions to increase in biomass (50% confidence intervals [sic] is between 2-
10% increase). It is important to note that this effect, similar to that for pollock, is 
also dampened over time.” [BiOp, 253] 
 


As stated in Chapter 4, reliance on a 50% confidence interval to indicate an “increase” in the 
biomass of sea lions is lamentable, especially since that simulated increase is temporary. The 
convention in statistical analysis is a 1-in-20 chance of error in judgment (α = 0.05), not the 1-in-
2 chance implied with the 50% confidence interval (α = 0.50). In short, no long-term effects 
were predicted in sea lion biomass in the GOA from restrictions on fishing in the two previous 
BiOps. These results indicate that any increases in sea lion biomass in the GOA due to restricting 
fisheries will be short-lived at best. 
 
Results from modeling the western and central Aleutian food web are marginally better, at least 
from closing fisheries on Atka mackerel (Aydin 2010). An expected increase of 6% (our 
interpolations from Figure 4.8) in sea lion biomass was predicted with restrictions on the Atka 
mackerel fishery in the area, but how many years were needed to realize that increase in the 
simulations was not specified. No effect on sea lion biomass was predicted for restricting the 
fisheries for Pacific cod (Figure 4.7). 
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The second approach was to use single-species empirical models to predict the consequences of 
RPAs in the current BiOp instead of multi-species models. The “single-species” part of this 
approach is characterized in the BiOp as: 
 


“It is recognized that the projections reported in Ianelli et al. (2010b) are based on 
single species models, which do not take into account multispecies interactions (e.g., 
predation).” [BiOp,  362] 
 
“… the single-species stock assessment model draws projected recruitment from 
density-independent past recruitment rather than assuming a stock-recruitment 
relationship.” [BiOp, 255] 


 
The “empirical part” of the approach is the inference that similar RPAs in two previous BiOps 
were associated with increases in sea lion biomass in the eastern Aleutian Islands and the GOA 
in the last decade. This approach is not based on science, but is based on experience. The 
inference was explained in a series of bulleted points in [BiOp, 375], the core of which are: 
 


“Overall population trends for non-pups were stable (i.e., trend in abundance was -
0.1%) from 2000-2008 in this sub-region.”(the GOA and the eastern Aleutian Islands) 
[BiOp, 375] 


 
“Overall population trends for pups were increasing (i.e., increase in number of pups 
born between 2001/2002 and 20009 [sic] was 6%) in this sub-region.” [BiOp, 375] 


 
“… For example, if the number of sea lions in the western Aleutian Islands sub-region 
increased by 6.0 percentage points per year by closing the western Aleutian Islands 
sub-region to commercial fishing and if the number of sea lions in the central Aleutian 
Islands sub-region increased by 1.5 percentage points per year by adding additional 
restrictions to commercial groundfish fisheries in the central Aleutian Islands, and if all 
other trends by subregions remained constant through 2018, the resulting rate of 
increase for the entire western DPS of Steller sea lion would be approximately 2.5% 
per year, no two juxtaposed areas would be in significant decline, and no single area 
would have a realized a decline of 50% or more.”[BiOp, 375]  


 
These quotes can be distilled down to the phrase “what worked there and then, will work here 
and now” with “what” being fishery restrictions, “there” being the GOA and eastern Aleutian 
Islands, “then” representing the previous decade, and “here” being the western and central 
Aleutian Islands. This empirical link is needed because there is no model for sea lions in the suite 
of independent single-species models.  Such a link is an integral part of the multi-species models. 
 
The rationale given as to why the single-species, empirical approach was chosen over the 
approach based on multi-species models is the uncertainty associated with the latter models: 
 


“Thus, NMFS examined the results of both single-species and multispecies models of 
reduced Atka mackerel and Pacific cod fishing mortality in the Aleutian Islands overall 
and in Area 543. As noted in Van Kirk et al. (2010), the decision of which approach to 
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use depends on the objectives. Trade-offs must be made between the advantage of 
greater biological realism via multispecies information and the disadvantage of 
increased uncertainty due to additional model complexity (Van Kirk et al. 2010). Here 
we note that uncertainties inherent with the assumptions of single-species approaches 
become magnified in multispecies models. Therefore, NMFS believes that given the 
information available, it is premature to add more assumptions to the models predicting 
predator-prey responses and has relied on the results of the single species models to a 
greater extent than the multispecies models in predicting the effects of the RPA.” [BiOp, 
362] 


 
This rationale is flawed. By rejecting food-web models in favor of single-species models, NMFS 
has not reduced uncertainty so much as hidden it.  With this choice of approach, NMFS has 
disregarded the facts that Pacific cod eat Atka mackerel, that fisheries take both species, that 
there is a background of prey for sea lions that is not fished, and that by their own admission: 
 


“Mammal-eating killer whales and/or predation from other sources can have 
considerable impact on SSL populations, particularly when a sub-region is comprised 
of only small numbers of SSLs.”[BiOp, 111] 
 


It is true that food-web models will have more parameters than single-species models and are 
more complex. However, using single-species models in this instance ignores the strongest 
scientific information available—the knowledge that the dynamics of these species are linked.  
Using single-species models as was done in evaluating the effectiveness of RPAs ignores best 
science in favor of methods that have a guaranteed outcome.  The advice in Van Kirk et al. 
(2010) is to pick the simplest model that meets objectives, not just pick the simplest model. 
Single-species modeling of biomass for Atka mackerel and for Pacific cod may be sufficient to 
set a target reference point for groundfish fisheries, but establishing an optimal harvest rate is not 
the objective of a Section 7 consultation.  
 
By using independent, single-species models without a stock-recruit relationship, NMFS 
guaranteed that virtual fish biomass would rise with virtual restrictions. The exact methods used 
in the single-species modeling were not described in Ianelli et al. (2010a), so we do not know the 
exact methods they used. However, the modeling is simple in concept. We therefore constructed 
a single-species model for our review. We selected the simple single-species model Bt+1 = 
(Rt+Bt)SMSF where B is biomass, SM the survival rate from “natural” causes and SF a survival 
rate from fishing. Simulations were independently conducted by randomly and independently 
drawing recruitment (Rt) from a normal probability distribution with mean and SD arbitrarily 
chosen (19, 5).  Serial correlation among recruitments and density-dependent effects were not 
modeled. Other parameters were Bo ← 80, SM ← 0.9, and SF ← 0.9 for ten years, then SF ← 1 
thereafter. We found (Figure 6.1) that the arbitrary choice of parameters we used appeared to 
have been fortuitous, in that a beginning and stable biomass increased 120% in the 
demonstration, almost exactly the projected 119% increase of Pacific cod in Area 543 from 
Ianelli et al. (2010b) as reported in the BiOp (see Table 6.1).   
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Figure 6.1.−Demonstration of a single-species biomass model before and after virtual fishing 
ceased. Six trajectories are displayed. Model is described in text. 
 
 
 
The irony here is that use of single-species models in the second approach is moot. The inference 
at the heart of the “empirical” part of this single-species, empirical approach associates fisheries 
with sea lions without the need to reference prey biomass at all.  
 
NMFS is faced with a dilemma in that their own multi-species modeling shows that previous 
restrictions on fisheries from two previous BiOps were inconsequential to sea lion recovery in 
the eastern Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska. Nominal increases in sea lion biomass were 
not statistically significant in simulations, and then waned with time: 
 


“For Steller sea lions, the model predicts that the cessation of (all) fishing would 
cause Steller sea lions to increase in biomass (50% confidence intervals [sic] is 
between 2-10% increase). It is important to note that this effect, similar to that for 
pollock, is also dampened over time.” [BiOp, 253] 


 
Results from NMFS multi-species models for the Gulf of Alaska and the eastern Aleutian Islands 
are consistent with the only statistical investigation (Calkins 2008) that covers the period after  
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Table 6.3.−Estimated catch rates, estimated biomass, and catch of Pacific 
cod in the western and central Gulf of Alaska (GOA) from 1999 through 
2009. Averages are for the shaded years and are to be compared back to 
statistics for 1999. [From parts of BiOp, Tables 5.5, 5.6] 


 Est. Catch Rates Estimated Biomass Catch 


Year 
Western 


GOA 
Central 
GOA 


Western 
GOA 


Central 
GOA 


Western 
GOA 


Central 
GOA 


1999 17% 17% 140,108 259,755 23,150 45,132 
2000 15% 14% 142,290 235,612 21,867 32,440 


       


2001 10% 13% 144,473 211,469 14,161 27,366 


2002 14% 13% 125,723 189,751 17,177 25,201 


2003 20% 18% 106,974 168,033 21,801 30,675 


2004 20% 21% 110,631 165,950 21,798 34,625 


2005 16% 18% 114,288 163,866 18,078 29,428 


2006 18% 17% 111,120 161,534 20,091 27,612 


2007 18% 20% 107,952 159,202 19,220 32,006 


2008 16% 17% 128,512 214,601 20,973 37,532 


2009 12% 11% 149,072 270,000 17,248 30,151 


       
Average 16% 16% 124,104 194,002 19,241 30,704 


       
 
 
 
 
application of the first set of RPAs (2001). Calkins (2008) found 13 statistically non-significant 
associations, 7 significant positive ones, and 0 significant negative ones between fishing for 
Pacific cod and sea lion numbers (our Chapter 3, Tables 3.1, 3.2). Another interpretation of the 
results in Calkins (2008) is that restrictions in the RPAs for the earlier BiOps were sufficient to 
make fishing an inconsequential source of mortality for Pacific cod, essentially turning the 
fishery into a means of indexing abundance of Pacific cod (and an explanation for significant, 
positive associations). However, a perusal of estimated harvest rates for the eastern Aleutian 
Islands/Gulf of Alaska indicate that harvest rates changed little before and after restrictions in 
2001 (Table 6.3).  If fishing was an inconsequential source of mortality of Pacific cod after 2001, 
then it must have also been an inconsequential source before.  
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Summary 
 
NMFS chose to demonstrate the effectiveness of RPAs in the BiOp using single-species 
modeling, rather than the multispecies modeling of Aydin (2010). This choice required NMFS to 
embrace the assumption that restricting fisheries worked in the Gulf of Alaska, and should 
therefore work to the same degree in the western and central Aleutian Islands. Unfortunately, this 
assumption is contrary to results from multi-species modeling for the western and central 
Aleutian Islands, and contrary to multi-species modeling for earlier restrictions in the Gulf of 
Alaska.  Ironically, using this empirical argument makes the results of single-species modeling 
of prey populations reported in the BiOp irrelevant to justifying the effectiveness of RPAs.   The 
correct approach to gauging the effectiveness of RPAs in this BiOp would have been to include 
ecosystem considerations that rely on multi-species, food-web models that directly include sea 
lions. 
 
Evidence presented in the BiOp from multispecies modeling indicates unequivocally that any 
future increase or stabilization in sea lion biomass in the western and central Aleutian Islands 
will not be due to restricting fisheries for Pacific cod.  Multispecies modeling by Aydin (2010)  
predicted no effect on sea lion biomass from lowering harvest rates in Pacific cod fisheries.  
Multispecies modeling to test the efficacy of past RPAs on Pacific cod for the Gulf of Alaska 
and Eastern Aleutian Islands from past BiOps indicate those RPAs to have been ineffective as 
well.  These latter results undercut the proposition central to the empirical argument in the BiOp 
that restricting fisheries worked in the Gulf of Alaska, and are in line with statistical studies 
involving Pacific cod (see our Chapter 3) and scientific evidence we discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
In contrast, some modeling evidence presented in this BiOp indicates that halting fishing for 
Atka mackerel in the western and central Aleutian Islands might cause sea lion biomass to 
increase.  Aydin (2010) predicted a 6% increase (our interpolations from their Figure 4.8) in sea 
lion biomass with a 10% percentage point reduction in the mortality rate for Atka mackerel.   
Because the harvest rate in the Atka mackerel fishery is 8%, the virtual 10 percentage point 
reduction represents closure of the fishery plus an additional two percentage point reduction in 
the mortality rate for this species. Unfortunately certain critical bits of information relative to 
evaluating this finding were not in the BiOp. Most notably, the BiOp does not explain or discuss: 
 


• How would mortality be reduced the two extra percentage points beyond the closure of 
the virtual fishery?  


• How many years are needed to realize virtual increases in sea lion biomass?  
• Will these virtual increases persist? and 
• What would the virtual effect of closing cod and mackerel fisheries be on sea lion 


biomass? 
 
Without providing information to answer such questions, the relevance of these simulations 
cannot be evaluated.  However, this evaluation is probably of marginal value, considering that a 
meta-analysis of statistical studies described in our Chapter 3 showed no negative effects of 
fishing for Atka mackerel in the western and central Aleutian Islands on sea lion demographics 
in at least the last 20 years—or considering scientific evidence is inconsistent with fishery-driven 
nutritional stress affecting sea lions (our Chapter 4).    
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7. ECONOMIC ANALYSIS IN THE REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 
 
Economic analysis related to the BiOp is found in the Regulatory Impact Review (Chapter 10 of  
Revisions to the Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures for the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Management Area Groundfish Fisheries: Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review, 
November 2010, which we refer to as the EA/RIR).  
 
We considered the overall conclusions of the economic impact analysis as well as details of the 
analysis.  We also addressed the question of whether the Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives 
(RPAs) are, as asked by our terms of reference, 
 


…likely to minimize economic and social impacts compared with potential 
alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for SSL recovery?  


 
We focused solely on a scientific review of the economic analysis, and neither offer nor intend 
any opinions on the legal questions of what economic analysis NMFS was required to conduct in 
its design or choice of RPAs or in writing the RIR, or whether it met these requirements.   
 
Conclusions of the Regulatory Impact Review 
 
The most important conclusions of the economic analysis are stated clearly and unequivocally in 
the Executive Summary of the EA/RIR: 
 


“This action will impose relatively heavy costs on the fishing and processing 
industry that targets Atka mackerel and Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands. The 
reduction in industry gross revenues—even after taking account of actions by 
firms to minimize their losses, shifting target fisheries, and potential increases in 
prices of species whose production has declined—are likely to be measured in 
millions of dollars. The analysis identified, for the preferred action, potential job 
losses of from about 250 to about 750 positions, depending on the success of the 
industry in finding new target fisheries. The preferred alternative is likely to have 
a substantial impact on the community of Adak, and to adversely affect Unalaska, 
and, to a greater or lesser extent, other communities in coastal Alaska. Some 
communities in Western Alaska participating in the CDQ program are also likely 
to be adversely impacted, depending upon their CDQ group’s allocation of Atka 
mackerel and Pacific cod TACs” [EA/RIR, xv] 


 
We agree with this conclusion, and believe that it is supported by the analysis in the RIR (except 
that the projected reduction in industry gross revenues is better characterized as “measured in the 
tens of millions of dollars annually” [EA/RIR, 10-134]).  Below we offer several comments 
about the analysis.  However, addressing these comments would not have changed, but rather 
strengthened, the conclusion that the action “will impose relatively heavy costs on the fishing and 
processing industry”. 
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A second important conclusion of the economic analysis, also stated in the Executive Summary, 
is the following: 
  


“As discussed in the analysis, the preferred alternative disrupts fishing and 
reduces fishery gross revenues the least, reduces the number of jobs the least, and, 
consequently, imposes the least adverse impact on affected communities, all else 
equal.” [EA/RIR, xv]  


 
This statement is technically true but is also misleading.  As we discuss in the final part of this 
chapter, it is true that the “preferred alternative” has the least impacts of the alternatives analyzed 
in the RIR.  But this does not imply that the preferred alternative has the least adverse impact of 
all of the potential alternatives that might have had the same level of benefit for Steller sea lion 
recovery.  Such an implication would be justified only if the process for development of the 
alternatives had described a necessary level of benefit for Steller sea lion recovery and had 
sought to identify an alternative which minimized economic impacts while achieving the 
necessary level of benefit.   
  
General Comments on the Economic Analysis 
 
This RIR characterizes the approach followed for the economic analysis as follows: 
 


• “First, the impacts of the alternative actions on the directly regulated vessels 
are evaluated. These alternatives restrict harvesting activity and lead to 
reductions in Atka mackerel and Pacific cod catches in the Aleutian Islands. 
The impacts are identified and described, and estimates of catch reductions 
are made, to the extent practicable.  


 
• Second, the potential responses of the directly regulated vessels are evaluated. 


When vessel operators lose fishing opportunities for species in a given area, 
they will respond in one of several ways in an effort to minimize their losses. 
The most likely alternative opportunities are identified and described. 
Possible alternative species catch weights are estimated.  


 
• Third, the impacts of the redeployment of the directly regulated vessels on the 


vessels already operating in the fisheries to which they redeploy, or in related 
fisheries, are evaluated.” [EA/RIR 10-46] 


 
This characterization of the analysis is correct. The approach was logical and reasonable given 
the available scientific and economic data, confidentiality limitations, and the ability of 
economics to model fleet responses to changes in fishing opportunities. 
 
In general, the RIR’s analysis of economic impacts is reasonably complete, scientifically valid 
and adequate.   It addresses the questions it should address objectively and reasonably, given the 
limits of available data and confidentiality restrictions.  
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It is impossible to predict precisely how the vessels and companies directly affected by the RPAs 
would respond over time to changes in their fishing opportunities, or the resulting indirect effects 
upon other fishing vessels and companies, support businesses, and communities.  The RIR made 
a good-faith effort to identify and describe these responses and effects, while acknowledging the 
inherent limitations of the analysis.  
 
Specific Comments on the Economic Analysis 
 
As noted above, the most important conclusion of the economic analysis is that “this action will 
impose relatively heavy costs on the fishing and processing industry that targets Atka mackerel 
and Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands . . .”  It would have been helpful to emphasize in the 
conclusions the additional important point that these heavy costs would fall disproportionately on 
certain companies and communities.  
 
The RIR appropriately discusses the limitations of “revenues at risk” as a measure of economic 
impacts [EA/RIR, 10-107 through 10-109].  It would have been useful to include in this 
discussion the point that changes in fishing opportunities might have “tipping point” effects for 
some companies disproportionate to changes in fishing opportunities.  As a simple example, if 
reducing a vessel’s catch by 10% causes the vessel’s operation to become unprofitable and the 
vessel to stop fishing, it could cause a 100% rather than 10% loss in employment on the vessel.   
 
A similar “tipping point” argument applies to the potential effects of the RPAs on the community 
of Adak.  Adak is a community struggling to become economically viable.  Additional 
restrictions on Aleutian Islands fisheries could make the difference in whether it succeeds.  This 
point was not clear in the analysis of potential impacts upon Adak (EA/RIR: 10-135, 10-136).  
The Executive Summary notes that Adak’s economic vulnerability stems in part from 
“fundamental structural difficulties with the community’s economic base” [EA/RIR, xiv].  
Although we assume that the intended interpretation of this statement was that the potential 
impacts on Adak shouldn’t be attributed entirely to the RPAs, an alternative interpretation could 
be that the potential impacts of the RPAs could be multiplied by the fundamental structural 
difficulties with the community’s economic base. 
 
The RIR includes an extensive discussion (Section 10.4, pages 10-86 through 10-105) of a study 
of potential non-market economic benefits of Steller sea lion recovery (Lew et al. 2010). It 
reports estimates that the non-market value of recovery of the western distinct population of 
Seller sea lions would have a present discounted value of many tens of billions of dollars (with 
the total amount varying depending on assumptions about the population growth rate and the 
discount rate. 
 
The RIR notes that “this survey-based evidence suggests that an improvement in the stock 
population growth has a large value.”  However, it also correctly notes that “the element of 
uncertainty about the impact of the proposed action on Steller sea lion population trajectories 
makes it impossible to apply the survey results to this action to estimate its benefits to persons 
with non-consumptive motives for valuing the health of the population”. [EA/RIR, 10-88]   
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Put differently and more simply, the study by Lew et al. (2010) analyzed the total non-market 
value of known and certain recovery of the western distinct population.  Their study said nothing 
about the marginal non-market value of the uncertain and un-estimated contribution to Steller sea 
lion recovery of the proposed alternative.  As a result, Lew et al. (2010) is irrelevant to an 
analysis of the economic impacts and benefits of the alternatives. 
 
The analysis by Lew et al. (2010) is no more relevant than, for example, an analysis showing that 
eliminating all the fisheries regulated by the NPFMC would cost the nation billions of dollars in 
revenue and destroy billions of dollars in investment.  While true, such an analysis would be 
irrelevant since the proposed alternatives would not eliminate all fisheries regulated by the 
NPFMC—or even come close to doing so.  
 
The inclusion of this non-market analysis in the RIR is potentially misleading because of the 
potential implication—despite clearly stated caveats—that the high non-market benefits reported 
by the study are in some way relevant.   
 
It is revealing how this section of the RIR characterizes the scientific understanding of the 
benefits of the proposed actions for Steller sea lions: 
 


“The RPA . . . notes that the ‘…effects of the RPA on the response of the Steller 
sea lion population cannot be projected with any amount of certainty with the 
available information …’ (NMFS 2010:xxxvi.) The element of uncertainty about 
the impact of the proposed action on Steller sea lion population trajectories, 
makes it impossible to apply the survey results to this action to estimate its 
benefits to persons with non-consumptive motives for valuing the health of the 
population.”[EA/RIR 10-88]  


 
The NMFS economists, in attempting to analyze economic benefits of the action, acknowledge 
that “the element of uncertainty about the impact of the proposed action” makes it impossible to 
say anything about what the benefits might be.  It is therefore not surprising that members of the 
affected industry and communities, who face “relatively heavy costs,” should question the 
benefits of and justification for the action. 
 
The methodology used by Lew et al. (2010) to estimate willingness-to-pay with household 
surveys is widely used by economists, and the analysis is reported in a peer-reviewed article.  
However, there is controversy associated with the reliability of this methodology to estimate 
non-market benefits of environmental benefits that are difficult to describe and of which most 
people have little direct understanding.  There is also controversy associated with the potential 
biases of surveys in which respondents are asked about their willingness to pay without actually 
being required to pay, as well as other potential biases associated with all types of survey 
research.  Our point here is not to debate these issues, but rather to point out that estimates of 
potential non-market benefits, such as the figures ranging from $73 billion to $119 billion 
(reported in [EA/RIR, 10-87]) have little meaning unless accompanied by a discussion of the 
level of uncertainty associated with them and the potential magnitudes of different types of 
biases.   
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The RIR notes “the accuracy of the WTP estimates is likely to be viewed with a critical eye.”  It 
argues that various studies have demonstrated that “SP surveys can generate reliable estimates 
of WTP,” that the analysis used “state-of-the-practice” methods, and that “steps were taken to 
minimize the potential for biases,” but concedes that “it is possible the estimates may reflect 
some level of introduced bias” [EA/RIR, 10-105].  However, it does not offer any discussion of 
what this level of bias might be, or how reliable estimates may reasonably be considered to be. 
 
The RIR states, appropriately, “because of the difficulty of identifying an appropriate time frame 
for this action, this analysis does not include an estimate of the present value of the revenue at 
risk for this action” [EA/RIR, 10-125].  Particularly for non-economist readers, it is confusing 
and potentially misleading to present annual estimates of foregone revenues by industry while 
presenting estimates of the total present value over many years of the benefits of Steller sea lion 
recovery.  
 
Statement that the RIR Provides a Cost-Benefit Analysis 
 
The beginning of the RIR states that it provides a “cost-benefit analysis”: 
 


 “This regulatory impact review (RIR) provides a cost-benefit analysis of 
proposed changes to groundfish management required by the RPA. The analysis 
in this document addresses the statutory requirements of Presidential Executive 
Order (E.O.) 12866.” [EA/RIR, 10-1] 


 
It is misleading to characterize the analysis in the RIR as a cost-benefit analysis, as it does not 
estimate the economic benefits attributable to the proposed changes to management.   
 
Conclusion that the Preferred Alternative has the “Least Adverse Effect” 
 
The Executive Summary of the EA/RIR includes the statement: 
  


“As discussed in the analysis, the preferred alternative disrupts fishing and 
reduces fishery gross revenues the least, reduces the number of jobs the least, and, 
consequently, imposes the least adverse impact on affected communities, all else 
equal.” [EA/RIR, xv]  


 
This statement is technically true but is also misleading.  It is correct that the preferred 
alternative has the least impacts of the three alternatives analyzed by the RIR (Alternative 2: 
Enhanced Conservation Approach; Alternative 3:  July 2010 Draft RPA Specific Approach; and 
Alternative 4: Preferred Alternative – Final RPA).  But this conclusion does not necessarily 
imply that the preferred alternative has the least adverse impact of all of the potential alternatives 
that might have had the same level of benefit for Steller sea lion recovery.   
 
Whether an alternative should be characterized as “least adverse” depends on how the 
alternatives were developed, and in particular how economics was used to develop the 
alternatives.  Suppose two alternatives (A and B) are compared for any type of action, such as 
their economic impacts.  One (A) will have higher impacts and the other (B) will have lower  
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Why the Claim that the Preferred Alternative 
Imposes the “Least Adverse Affect” is Misleading:  An Analogy 


 
Suppose you are planning a move to a new city.  You contact a realtor and ask him to assist you 
in finding a home for your family of four.  As a “draft” proposal, the realtor suggests three 
homes for your consideration, priced at $2 million, $1.5 million, and $1 million. The realtor 
recommends that you purchase the $1 million home.  
 
You express consternation at the cost of this alternative. You look in the real estate ads and note 
that there are a variety of homes selling in the $200-$400 thousand price range.  You suggest that 
the realtor consider one of these homes as an alternative.   
 
In response, the realtor produces his “final” proposal that ignores your suggestion but adds a 
fourth home priced at $900 thousand for your consideration.  He argues that this home is the 
“preferred alternative,” and he notes that it is the “least expensive alternative,” as there are no 
other alternatives which meet your needs.    
 
But clearly this argument is not valid unless the realtor can explain what he is assuming about 
your needs, and show he has made a reasonable attempt to look for homes which would satisfy 
these needs.  Yet if the realtor will not define what he assumes your needs to be, it will be 
impossible for you to argue that the home he says you should buy is unnecessarily large or 
overpriced.  
 
This is the essential flaw in the claim of the RIR that “the preferred alternative disrupts fishing 
and reduces fishery gross revenues the least, reduces the number of jobs the least, and, 
consequently, imposes the least adverse impact on affected communities, all else equal.”  The 
BiOp and the RIR never defined what standard an alternative was required to meet to provide an 
acceptable level of benefit for Steller sea lion recovery.  Under the rationale of the fishery-driven 
nutritional stress hypothesis, this criterion should have been defined in terms of necessary prey-
field conditions, with analysis to support how the alternative would bring about these prey-field 
conditions. 
 
Since NMFS did not provide such a standard in the draft BiOp, in drafting the Council’s 
alternative, the fishing industry and the NPFMC were forced to guess at what kinds of lower-
impact restrictions NMFS might consider acceptable.  Just as the realtor rejected the suggestion 
of lower-priced homes, NMFS rejected the Council’s alternative in proposing a final preferred 
alternative with economic impacts almost as great as that of the draft BiOp.  Without having 
defined the criterion for an acceptable alternative, or showing that it sought to identify lower-
impact alternatives—and considered economic impacts in doing so—the claim by NMFS that the 
preferred alternative imposes the “least adverse impact” is misleading.   
 
The claim is also misleading because there is no evidence that NMFS considered any economic 
analysis in developing RPAs.  This is as if the realtor had selected the homes in his proposals 
without consideration of the prices—and then argued that the $1 million house was the “least 
expensive option” because it was cheaper than the $2 million or $1.5 million houses. 
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impacts.  Alternative B therefore has the least impact of these two alternatives.  But it would be 
misleading to imply that B therefore has the least impact of all potential alternatives for this 
action.   
 
A claim that an alternative has the least economic impact of the alternatives that would achieve a 
certain level of benefit is reasonable only if both of the following conditions are met: 
 


• The level of benefit provided by the alternative can be characterized, so that it is possible 
to know the benefit standard that other potential alternatives must meet. 


 
• An attempt was made to identify an alternative meeting the benefit standard with the least 


economic impact. 
 
Neither of these conditions was met in the development of the BiOp.   
 
The benefit of an alternative is its effect on Steller sea lion populations.  Ideally, the  benefit 
standard would be characterized in terms of projected changes in rates of recovery of population 
segments.  The BiOp does not do this.  It specifically states that it cannot do this: 
 


“. . . . The best available science does not allow NMFS to quantify incremental 
increases in Steller sea lion population responses with the expected increases in 
prey biomass from foregone fishery harvests.” [BiOp, 362] 
 


Instead, as we discussed in Chapter 6, it uses a single-species model which ignores known 
interspecies interactions to estimate the effects of the RPAs on fisheries biomass, and non-
scientific comparisons with changes in growth rates in other areas following the imposition of 
fishery restrictions to argue that the RPAs will improve sea lion population growth rates 
sufficiently.   
 
In rejecting the Council’s motion from August, 2010, NMFS implied that the benefit of an 
alternative can be measured in terms of either harvest reductions or projected changes in biomass 
of Atka mackerel, Pacific cod, and all groundfish species, as summarized in the tables on 363 
and 369 of the BiOp:  
 


“The remaining features of the Council recommendations were found to not meet 
the performance standards of the final FMP biop…  The primary reasons for not 
meeting the performance standards is that the Council recommendation would 
allow amounts of Atka mackerel and Pacific cod harvests in a manner similar to 
historical practices or at amounts greater than allowed by the performance 
standards…” [EA/RIR, 2-37, 2-38] 


 
“. . . The prey field in 543 is expected to improve by approximately 50% under 
draft revised RPA; in 542 an 8% improvement is expected. Council’s motion led 
to 3% improvement in prey field in both areas.” (NMFS 2010b) 
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But harvest reductions are not a measure of benefit to Steller sea lions.  Neither are the NMFS’ 
projected changes in biomass resulting from the harvest reductions.  First, as we discussed in 
Chapter 6, the single species models used to project changes in biomass are not a realistic way to 
project changes in biomass.  Secondly, changes in biomass are not a valid indicator of benefit to 
Steller sea lions.  NMFS presents no way to estimate what the response of sea lions might be to 
changes in biomass.  The assumption that more biomass necessarily implies more benefit is not 
justified. 
 
Without a clearer and more defensible definition of benefit, the claim that no lower-impact 
alternative could achieve the same benefit is not valid. 
 
Similarly, there is no evidence that any economic analysis was undertaken in development of the 
BiOp RPA to achieve a benefit standard with the least economic impact.  At best, presumably an 
assumption was made that economic impacts would be higher, the greater the extent of 
restrictions on fishing.  But such an assumption is different from systematic comparison of the 
economic impacts of different kinds of restrictions which might achieve the same level of benefit 
for Steller sea lion recovery. 
 
Are the RPAs Likely to Minimize Economic and Social Impacts? 
 
It is impossible to know whether the RPA’s are likely to minimize economic and social impacts 
compared with potential alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for Steller sea lion 
recovery. This is because the BiOp does not provide any way to understand what the benefits of 
an alternative—either the RPAs or potential alternatives—might be for sea lion recovery.  
However, we can conclude that the BiOp and RIR do not demonstrate that the RPA’s minimize 
economic and social impacts compared with potential alternatives which would achieve the same 
benefit for sea lion recovery.  The BiOp and RIR do not demonstrate what the benefits of the 
RPAs are for the recovery of Steller sea lions, nor did they provide evidence of seeking to 
identify alternatives that might have the same level of benefit but lower economic and social 
impact. 
 
In its motion of August, 2010, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council attempted to draft 
an alternative that might have the same level of benefit for Steller sea lion recovery, but which 
would have lower economic and social impacts.  In drafting an alternative, the fishing industry 
and the NPFMC had to guess what kinds of lower-impact restrictions NMFS might consider 
acceptable because the draft BiOp provided no clear indication of what standards (if any) had 
been set by NMFS for meeting the necessary level of benefit.  Most of the suggestions made by 
industry and the Council were not included in the final BiOp. 
 
The following discussion at our public meeting in Anchorage on 22 August, 2011 is instructive 
in considering whether the RPAs are likely to minimize economic and social impacts, and what 
could have been done to develop RPAs with lower economic and social impacts: 
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Dr.  Douglas DeMaster (Science and Research Director, NMFS Alaska 
Fisheries Science Center): [1:09:05 at the website noted in the Introduction for 
audio recording of testimony on 22 August, 2011] 
 
“Bernard et al. conclude that the RPA in the interim final rule and BiOp do not 
minimize economic and social impacts compared with the RPA proposed by the 
Council.  I would just add that NMFS determined that the RPA proposed by the 
council did not remove the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse modification.  
Therefore it would not have been appropriate to implement that RPA.  Somehow 
your report has to capture the fact that the agency is required to remove the 
likelihood of jeopardy and adverse mod.  It did not find, after careful analysis, 
that the Council’s proposed RPA met that standard.  Therefore it could not 
consider the economic and social impacts of that proposed RPA by the Council in 
this biological opinion.”   
 
Dr. Gunnar Knapp (review panel member): 
 
“. . . There’s a sort of theoretical question of, if you’re going to achieve a given 
biological goal, what’s a cost-minimizing way to do that? You’ve said, well we 
found that the Council proposal isn’t a cost-minimizing way to do it because it 
didn’t remove JAM.  So you’ve said, of all the potential ways of removing 
jeopardy, this one that they put forward didn’t do it.  But would you agree that’s a 
different statement than saying that the one [NMFS recommended] is the cost 
minimizing way?”   
 
Dr. DeMaster: 
 
“I’m very likely to agree with you.   
 
Dr. Knapp: 
 
“Where, if at all, in that determination and the development of RPA’s does 
economics come in, in terms of ‘what’s a cost-minimizing way to do this’?” 
 
Dr. DeMaster: 
 
“I can give you a biologist’s simplistic view. . . My understanding is that the 
agency is required to modify the action such that it removes the likelihood of 
jeopardy and adverse mod.  We believe we did that with the RPA and the 
Biological Opinion.  If more than one RPA is developed by the agency in a 
Biological Opinion, and they all are found or believed to have removed the 
likelihood of jeopardy and adverse modification, then the agency would by law be 
required to select the one that minimized social and economic impacts.” 
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Dr. Knapp:   
 
“But what if you only develop one?” 
 
“Dr. DeMaster:” 
 
“That’s the situation we’re in.  We only developed the one RPA at this point.” 
 
Dr. Knapp: 
 
“So there is no process to think about are there several ways we could do this, 
and now, let’s pick the one that’s lower . . .?” 
 
Dr. DeMaster: 
 
“Well, in the past the Council when it created the Mitigation Committee in 2000 
and 2001 actually went through a whole suite of potential modifying actions, and 
looked to try to find which ones best protected Steller sea lions with least 
disruption.  It was a long process.  It took over a year and a half, as I recall.  So 
that process is one way.  And I certainly believe in that process.  I’d love to see 
the Council again form a Mitigation Committee and consider some of the new 
information, and move forward with this type of consultation.” 
 
Dr. Knapp: 
 
“But no such process happened in the development of this BiOp?” 
 
Dr. DeMaster: 
 
“That’s correct.” 
 


As this testimony makes clear, it would have been possible to work with industry to find a less 
economically disruptive RPA to remove the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse modification.  
The work of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council’s Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternative Committee, referenced in Dr. DeMaster’s testimony, provided a clear precedent.1 
                                                 
1 The Council’s RPA Committee was described on page 12 of the Biological Opinion dated October, 2001 as 
follows: 
 


“The RPA committee was established by the Council in January 2001 to review scientific and commercial  
data and provide the Council with recommendations for Steller sea lion protection measures for the  
second half of 2001 and develop an alternative approach to the RPA (from the FMP biological opinion)  
to be implemented by January 1, 2002. The RPA Committee was composed of twenty-one members from 
fishing groups, processor groups, Alaska communities, environmental advocacy groups, and NMFS 
representatives.  The RPA Committee met numerous times to review Steller sea lion biology, new 
information gathered on telemetry and food habits, and fishery and survey information. Meetings were 
held on February 10, February 20, March 6-7, March 26-29, April 9, May 9-11, May 21-24, and August 
23-24. The RPA Committee reported to the Council in April with recommendations for 2001 fishery 
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The difference between that earlier process and this process—which provided for almost no 
consultation with industry in the development of RPAs—is striking. 
 
More generally, given the lack of evidence in the BiOp for the fishery-driven nutritional stress 
hypothesis, there is little evidence that the RPAs will have any benefit for Steller sea lion 
recovery.  Thus it is very unlikely that RPAs, which impose “relatively heavy costs on the on the 
fishing and processing industry that targets Atka mackerel and Pacific cod in the Aleutian 
Islands,” would minimize economic and social impacts compared with potential alternatives that 
would achieve the same benefit for sea lion recovery.  


 
Summary 
 
In general, the analysis described in the Environmental Assessment and Regulatory Impact 
Review (RIR) of economic impacts of the chosen set of RPAs is reasonably complete, 
scientifically valid and adequate.   It addresses most of the questions it should address 
objectively and reasonably, given the limits of available data and confidentiality restrictions. It 
supports the conclusion that “…this action will impose relatively heavy costs on the fishing and 
processing industry that targets Atka mackerel and Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands.”  More 
detailed analysis might have strengthened, but would not have changed this fundamental 
conclusion. 
 
The RIR includes an analysis of the economic benefits of full Steller sea lion recovery.  This is 
not an analysis of the economic benefits attributable to the uncertain effects of the alternatives.  
The RIR does not provide a cost-benefit analysis of the alternatives. 
 
The BiOp and RIR failed to demonstrate that the RPAs minimize economic and social impacts 
compared with potential alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for Steller sea lion 
recovery.  Neither document could demonstrate this because neither demonstrated what the 
benefits of the RPAs would be for sea lion recovery, or demonstrated an effort to identify 
alternatives that would have the same level of benefit but lower economic and social impact.  


                                                                                                                                                             
management measures. Then in June, the Committee provided recommendations to the Council for a 
draft proposed action to be analyzed as one alternative in a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS).  Following the release of the draft SEIS and draft biological opinion in August 2001, 
the RPA committee  met again to discuss the proposed action, and made changes based on Steller sea 
lion concerns raised in  the draft opinion, which were then presented to the Council in September. 
Minutes from all meetings have been distributed at Council meetings and are available on the Council’s 
web site at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/default.htm. During its October meeting, the Council further 
reviewed changes to the SEIS, and had extensive debate on the issues which included reports from the 
RPA  committee, NMFS, and the public. The Council then moved to adopt Alternative 4 from the SEIS 
with a few technical refinements and 3 substantive changes. “ 
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8. CONSIDERATION OF PEER AND PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
Our Terms of Reference asked: 
 


Is there evidence that the relevant peer and public comments concerning 
economic and scientific issues were considered when developing the BiOp—
including comments on the draft BiOp? 


 
Answering this question requires addressing related issues pertaining to interaction with other 
scientists and industry during the preparation of the BiOp, the time provided for peer and public 
comment, and the formal peer review process. 
 
Interaction with Other Scientists and Industry in Preparation of the BiOp 
 
A wide range of scientific issues is addressed in the BiOp, and a wide range of scientific studies 
are referenced—studies based on both published and unpublished data. Understanding these 
issues is difficult without actively interacting with people who are experienced with the issues 
and data.  
 
In particular, it is difficult to understand fisheries—and what fisheries data do and do not mean—
without actively interacting with people involved in fisheries.  It is clear from a review of the 
public comments on the BiOp that people involved with the fisheries had thoughtful insights to 
offer about important scientific issues addressed in the BiOp, including in particular how 
fisheries and the RPAs may affect the availability of prey for Steller Sea lions. 
 
The process for preparing the BiOp did not provide for active interaction with scientists outside 
the agency or with people in the fishing industry who could have provided useful insights.  We 
believe that the science in the BiOp would have been improved markedly had NMFS actively 
sought such interaction. 
 
Period for Review of the Draft BiOp and NMFS’ Response to Review Comments 
 
A first step in serious consideration of peer and public comment on a scientific document is 
allowing adequate time for preparation of peer and public comments, and for subsequent 
consideration of those comments in revising the document. 
 
NOAA Fisheries released the draft BiOp on 2 August, 2010, initially providing a period of only 
25 days for comment, then subsequently adding an additional week to the period. The draft BiOp 
and attendant reports and materials ran over 1000 pages.  As was noted at the NPFMC meeting 
in late August, 2010, and by many persons wishing to comment, the time allowed was simply not 
enough time to cover the required reading, study, and response.  We believe that the period of 
time provided by NMFS for comment on the draft BiOp was insufficient for serious peer and 
public review. 
 


EXHIBIT A, Page 97


Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134-1    Filed 02/08/12   Page 97 of 128







Scientific Review of the Biological Opinion (2010) 
 
 


8 October, 2011  Page 81 
 


NMFS subsequently released the final BiOp on November 24, 2010.  We believe that the period 
of time between the receipt of review comments and NMFS’s self-imposed deadline for release 
of the final document was again insufficient for adequate consideration of review comments or 
any substantial revision by NMFS of the draft BiOp in response to comments. 
 
Consideration of Relevant Peer and Public Comments  
 
In a letter to North Pacific Fishery Management Council Director Eric Olson dated August 13, 
2010, NMFS Alaska Region Administrator Dr. James Balsiger wrote  
 


“The agency will consider Council input, as well as other public comments 
received on the draft BiOp, to determine whether changes to the draft RPA can be 
made consistent with the principles and objectives of the draft BiOp . . . We plan 
to summarize and address comments received on the draft BiOp through August 
27, 2010, in a separate document that likely will be appended to the final BiOp.” 


 
No such document was appended to the final BiOp or been otherwise provided.  Below we 
review the discussion of and response to public comment that we were able to find in the BiOp 
and RIR.  First we discuss comments on and responses to the finding of jeopardy.  Subsequently 
we discuss comments on and responses to the draft Biop RPA. 
 
The only discussion we were able to find in the BiOp relating to comments received on the 
finding of jeopardy and how they were addressed is the following: 


 
“This Biological Opinion was released as a draft document on August 2, 2010. 
NMFS requested that the public provide comments on the analyses contained in 
this Biological Opinion and on the conclusions reached. The Council and its 
Scientific and Statistical Committee and its Advisory Panel convened a special 
meeting in August 2010 to review the draft Biological Opinion. Over 10,000 
comments were submitted to NMFS including extensive scientific reviews of the 
draft and fairly rigorous critiques of the scientific underpinnings of the 
conclusions reached. NMFS also requested an internal Agency review of the 
scientific information contained in the Biological Opinion by a NMFS scientist 
familiar with Steller sea lions, the North Pacific Ocean ecosystem, and the 
commercial fisheries prosecuted in this region. NMFS considered the comments 
and reviews when developing this final Biological Opinion. The comments and 
reviews pointed to a variety of concerns with the scientific information used to 
derive the conclusions reached, and NMFS reexamined these issues and made 
changes in the document to better reflect current scientific consensus. The 
document was updated, minor errors and omissions were corrected, and the 
conclusions based on the available data were re-examined. After that re-
examination, NMFS continues to conclude that fishery removals of important prey 
items for Steller sea lions remains a large concern, as described below.” [BiOp, 
343] 
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The absence of any more detailed discussion of comments or how they were addressed makes it 
difficult to assess the extent to which NMFS considered comments or adopted or rejected 
suggestions with respect to the finding of jeopardy and the reasons why.   
  
Clearly, some sections of the final BiOp were modified from the draft BiOp.  In some cases it 
appears that modifications were made in response to particular comments.  However, it is 
difficult to assess the extent to which any comments submitted to NMFS resulted in meaningful 
changes in the final BiOp.   
 
Some additional citations were added to the final BiOp that did not change any of the original 
conclusions (e.g., Gregr and Trites 2008), while others publications were not cited in any 
meaningful way (e.g., Merrick et al. 1997; Dillingham et al. 2006; Trites et al. 2010).  The list of 
literature cited thus contains a number of papers with findings that are not discussed or properly 
considered despite their direct relevance to the conclusions drawn by the BiOp.  
 
Some parts of the draft BiOp were moved to different sections. Some calculations contained in 
the draft BiOp were also redone and reported in the final BiOp (e.g., forage ratios) based on 
errors noted by public comments.  However, no consideration appears to have been given to the 
implications of the new calculations, which should have altered the original conclusions.  Other 
incorrect analyses (e.g., the footprint analysis – AFSC 2010) were not changed and continue to 
be used to support the original conclusions of the draft BiOp.  
 
Much or most of the substantive public comments received by NMFS with respect to the finding 
of jeopardy appear to have been completely ignored and dismissed, as shown by AFSC (2010) 
which NMFS continues to use and distribute to show a negative relationship between fisheries 
and sea lions after being told that the analysis was wrong and scientifically unsound (see SSC 
2010).  This dismissal of peer review comments suggests that NMFS did not seriously consider 
the comments they received and were not open to reconsidering whether they had correctly 
interpreted the available data and drawn the right conclusions. 
 
In the end, it appears that only cosmetic changes were made to the draft BiOp’s analysis of 
jeopardy and that no attempt was made to re-consider any of the original BiOp conclusions in 
light of the errors and missing information that the public brought to the attention of NMFS.  No 
reply or explanation was issued in response to the considerable comments and criticisms 
received by NMFS about the errors and shortcomings of the draft and final BiOps.   
 
Discussion in the BiOp and the EA/RIR shows that NMFS did consider and respond to 
recommendations for changes to the draft BiOp RPAs. Most of the responses were very brief, 
and most suggestions for change were rejected—but it is clear that comments were considered.   
The BiOp contains the following references to comments received on the draft BiOp RPA: 
 


“The draft Biological Opinion released for public review and comment in August, 
2010 contained an RPA based on the performance standards above. During the 
comment period, NMFS received many comments on the draft RPA which 
generally fell into one of three categories: support for the RPA in the draft 
Biological Opinion; support for the motion adopted by the Council at their August, 


EXHIBIT A, Page 99


Case 3:10-cv-00271-TMB   Document 134-1    Filed 02/08/12   Page 99 of 128







Scientific Review of the Biological Opinion (2010) 
 
 


8 October, 2011  Page 83 
 


2010 special meeting; or suggestions for alternate RPAs to the draft Biological 
Opinion or Council motion. NMFS reviewed these comments and suggestions, 
and reanalyzed available data in light of the alternative RPA measures suggested 
by the public, including the Council’s motion. NMFS analyzed alternate 
suggestions to the RPA in the August 2, 2010 draft Biological Opinion to 
determine if the alternate measures conformed to the performance standards and 
would be likely to remove the likelihood that the fisheries would jeopardize the 
continued existence of the western DPS of Steller sea lions or adversely modify 
their designated critical habitat. While the resulting RPA is similar to the RPA in 
the draft Biological Opinion, several adjustments were made to the RPA in 
response to public comment where NMFS determined adjustments would not 
unacceptably compromise the conservation value likely to be achieved by the RPA 
in the draft Biological Opinion.” [BiOp, 358] 


 
“Because the Pacific cod TAC is established for the entire BSAI and because 
Pacific cod are migratory, there is concern that harvest historically taken in Area 
543 may be concentrated within critical habitat in Area 542 if no additional 
measures were instituted in this area. . .  The RPA in the August 2, 2010 draft 
Biological Opinion (draft Biological Opinion RPA) would have closed critical 
habitat within the 0-10 nm zone to directed fishing for Pacific cod for all gear 
types. . . This aspect of the RPA was modified based on public comment received 
on the draft Biological Opinion. In their August, 2010 motion (Appendix VII) for 
Area 542, the Council proposed that no additional restrictions beyond the status-
quo regime be placed on vessels under 60' in length using nontrawl gear to fish 
for Pacific cod. . .” [BiOp, 365-366] 
 
“A modification was made to the RPA for trawl gear vessels directed fishing for 
Pacific cod in Area 542 in consideration of comments received on the August 2, 
2010 draft . . .” [BiOp, 366] 
 
“The RPA in the draft Biological Opinion would have closed 0-20 nm of critical 
habitat to Atka mackerel trawling in Area 542. The Council’s motion for Atka 
mackerel in Area 542 would have permitted 50% of the TAC to be taken inside 
critical habitat from 177 E to 178 E longitude and from 180 to 178 W 
longitude . . . NMFS reviewed the available harvest information and modified the 
RPA to allow trawling for Atka mackerel within the 10-20 nm zone of critical 
habitat within a one degree longitude zone in the eastern portion of Area 542. . .” 
[BiOp, 368] 


 
Section 2.3 of the EA/RIR (Alternatives Considered and Not Further Analyzed, pages 2-37 
through 2-40) provides a brief discussion of, and responses to the Council’s and other public 
recommendations for changes to RPAs in the draft BiOp.  Most of the responses are very brief.  
For example, this was the response with regard to those portions of the Council 
recommendations which NMFS did not adopt: 
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“The remaining features of the Council recommendations were found to not meet 
the performance standards of the final FMP biop (NMFS 2010a). The primary 
reasons for not meeting the performance standards is that the Council 
recommendation would allow amounts of Atka mackerel and Pacific cod harvests 
in a manner similar to historical practices or at amounts greater than allowed by 
the performance standards (NMFS 2010a).” [EA/RIR, 2-37, 2-38] 


 
 
A NMFS presentation at the October 2010 meeting of the North Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council summarized public comment on the draft BiOP, NMFS’ response, and NMFS’s 
conclusions as follows: 
 


“NMFS received ~ 10,600 public comments on Aug. 2nd draft Biop; > 10,000 
were form letters in support of the RPA in the draft Biop. NMFS received 
numerous, substantive comments on scientific, legal, and policy issues pertaining 
to the draft Biop and EA/RIR; Comments varied as to the science and the 
stringency of measures required to remove the likelihood of JAM. NMFS received 
8 alternate RPA suggestions in addition to the Council’s August 2010 Motion.  
NMFS equally considered all comments in evaluating proposed adjustments to 
RPA in the draft Biop. A summary of comments and responses is expected with 
completion of final Biop.” [(NMFS 2010b)]  


 
 At his presentation at on 22 August, 2011 meeting, NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center 
Science and Research Director Dr.  DeMaster noted that “NMFS will summarize or address 
comments received on the interim final rule when it publishes a final rule” (DeMaster 2011).  
This will be helpful in understanding NMFS’s scientific reasoning related to issues raised by the 
comments. However, such delayed attention to comments will come far too late for summarizing 
and addressing comments on the draft BiOp as part of the process of preparing the final BiOp--as 
NMFS had originally promised.  Summarizing and addressing comments as part of the 
preparation of the final BiOp would have assured that comments were thoroughly considered at 
the time it was most important to consider them—before implementing policies with significant 
impacts based on the conclusions of the final BiOp. 
 
Formal Scientific Review 
 
Good science actively seeks formal review.  No scientist or group of scientists is smart or good 
enough that their work could not benefit from independent scientific review.  Even the best 
scientists can make mistakes, ranging from simple miscalculations to serious errors in reasoning.  
Good scientists recognize this.  That is one of the reasons why peer review is a standard for 
publication in scientific journals.   
 
A Bi-Op is not a scientific journal article.  But it aspires to be good science, and like all good 
science could benefit from formal independent peer review. 
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In his letter to North Pacific Fishery Management Council Director Eric Olson dated August 13, 
2010, NMFS Alaska Region Administrator Dr. James Balsiger indicated that such a formal peer 
review would be undertaken “as soon as is practicable in 2011”: 
 


“The final BiOp will be scheduled for peer review by the Center for Independent 
Experts (CIE) as soon as is practicable in 2011.  Following completion of this 
review, NOAA Fisheries will determine how best to proceed in light of CIE’s 
recommendations.  Possible outcomes include reinitiation of formal consultation 
if new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or 
critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered.” 


 
We are unaware of the initiation of any such formal peer review by NMFS to date.  Although we 
hope that our review will provide useful insights, the agency declined to participate in or assist 
our review. We believe that the scientific analysis in the BiOp would benefit from NMFS’ active 
engagement with a formal peer review process. 
 
Consideration of Relevant Peer and Public Comments on the RIR 
 
As with the BiOp, there was inadequate interaction with industry in the preparation of the draft 
RIR.  Of more serious concern, the draft RIR was incomplete at the time it was initially released, 
making a full process of peer and public comment impossible. 
 
However, in contrast to the BiOp, the final RIR clearly addressed and responded to public 
comments.  [EA/RIR; 10-149 and 10-150] specifically incorporates SSC comments on the draft 
RIR, and describes how the revised final analysis responded to the comments.  It is clear that the 
economic analysis in the final RIR was improved and strengthened by a good-faith attempt to 
respond to these and other comments. 
 
Summary 
 
The BiOp was prepared without active interaction with scientists outside the agency or with 
people in the fishing industry that could have provided useful insights.  The period of time 
provided by NMFS for comment on the draft BiOp was insufficient for serious peer and public 
review.  The period of time between the receipt of review comments and NMFS’s self-imposed 
deadline for release of the final document was insufficient for adequate consideration of review 
comments or any substantial revision of the BiOp in response to comments.  There is little 
evidence that comments on the draft BiOp’s finding of jeopardy were considered when 
developing the final BiOp.  There is evidence that comments on the draft BiOp RPAs were 
considered in developing RPAs for the final BiOp, although responses to these comments were 
very brief and most suggested changes were rejected.  NMFS did not summarize or address 
comments received on the draft BiOp as had been promised, nor has it scheduled a formal review 
as promised. In contrast, the RIR clearly addressed and was strengthened by consideration of 
public and peer comments on the economic analysis. 
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9. COMMENTS ON FOUR PIECES OF INFORMATION HIGHLIGHTED 
BY NMFS IN PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Dr. Douglas DeMaster (Science and Research Director of the NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science 
Center) presented NMFS comments on our draft report at a public meeting in Anchorage on 22 
August 2011 (DeMaster 2011).  In his testimony, Dr. DeMaster highlighted four pieces of 
information that NMFS believes are “very important in terms of the agency not being able to 
conclude that the action—in this case commercial fishing—was unlikely to cause jeopardy and 
adverse modification of critical habitat.”  
 
Our comments on the four pieces of information highlighted by NMFS are organized around the 
testimony and slides given by Dr. DeMaster to our review panel. We have slightly reorganized a 
few parts of the testimony to present the discussion of each piece of information together and in 
a consistent order with five slides from Dr. DeMaster’s accompanying presentation.  This portion 
of Dr. DeMaster’s testimony begins at [34:28] on the audio recording of the meeting, which is 
available at the website noted at the end of the Introduction.  All the italicized quotes in this 
chapter are from Dr. DeMaster’s testimony. The testimony begins with a summary of the four 
pieces of information: 
   


“NMFS believes that the information reported in the Biological Opinion is 
compelling regarding the JAM determination.  In particular I’d like to highlight 
some of the information that’s in the biological opinion.” 
 
“The first is that after the implementation of management measures between 1998 
and 2002 there was a statistically significant improvement in trends and 
abundance.  That is, it went from about 4% decline per year in the 1990s to an 
increase of about 1.4 % between 2000 and 2008 . . .  Another point that we think 
is very important is that pup non-pup ratios for the western DPS are consistent 
with the nutritional stress hypothesis.  Where management strategy changed 
between 1998 and 2002, again this 178 degrees west sea lion pup production is 
dramatically different.  We believe that is a compelling pattern that has to be 
addressed in terms of the Biological Opinion.  And finally, there is this significant 
decline in abundance of Steller sea lions in the western Aleutians subregion.   It’s 
about a 45% decline between 2000 and 2008.” 
 
“So at least those four pieces of information we believe are very important in 
terms of the agency not being able to conclude that the action—in this case 
commercial fishing—was unlikely to cause jeopardy and adverse modification of 
critical habitat.” 
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Later in his testimony, Dr. DeMaster recommended that we address these pieces of information: 
 


“NMFS recommends Bernard et al. address available data on the following in 
their report:  Trends in pup production on either side of 178 degrees W; 
Statistically significant change in trend in abundance of wSSL before and after 
2000; Change in trend in abundance of wSSL before and after 1989.” 


 
We did address these pieces of information at length in different parts of our report. Here we 
summarize why we do not consider them to be “very important in terms of . . . not being able to 
conclude that . . . commercial fishing was unlikely to cause jeopardy and adverse modification of 
critical habitat.”   
 
We begin our discussion of each piece of information with a bracketed summary of the relevant 
piece of information. The bracketed summaries were taken from the ninth slide in Dr. 
DeMaster’s prefacing presentation (DeMaster 2011), the same slide as reproduced above. 
 
First Piece of Information: Implementation followed by Improvement 
 
[“After the implementation of management measures between 1998 and 2002, there was a 
significant improvement in trends in abundance of western Steller sea lions.”] 
 


“. . . This is that pattern of decline that occurred.  The red line is for the entire 
western stock through 2008, the decline of about 4%.  About 2000 there was a 
statistically significant improvement.  The increase from 2000 to 2008 is not 
statistically significant—that rate of increase—but the change from the -4% to the 
+1.4% is.  There’s no adaptive management experiment that can actually clearly 
identify that management actions caused that improvement.  It’s coincidental that 
management was put in place between 1998 and 2002 and the decline in Stellers 
in the western stock changed and started to increase. 
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In presenting this slide for this piece of information, Dr. DeMaster implied that the change in 
trends of abundance after 2000 can be attributed to the implementation of management measures.  
This argument exhibits the classic post hoc, ergo propter hoc fallacy — that what came after was 
caused by what came before.  The implied argument has no more validity than the following 
statements: 


 
 “I was feeling sicker every day until I took the medicine.  Then I started to feel 
better.  Therefore the medicine cured me.” 
 
“Employment was declining until the president’s economic policy was enacted.  
Then it started to increase.  Therefore the economic policy caused employment to 
rise.” 


 
What NMFS’ implied argument has in common with these statements is that 
 


• the hypothesized relationship is theoretically plausible; 
 


• the system is extremely complex, with numerous potential other variables that could be 
affecting the system and driving the observed result; and 


 
• the observed coincidence has no statistical significance and is in no sense “very 


important” or “compelling” evidence for the relationship. 
 
In his testimony, Dr. DeMaster correctly qualified NMFS’ implicit argument by pointing out that 
“there’s no adaptive management experiment that can actually clearly identify that management 
actions caused that improvement.  It’s coincidental that management was put in place between 
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1998 and 2002 and the decline in Stellers in the western stock changed and started to increase.” 
However, there is other information that can be used to show that management did not cause the 
improvement, or at least show that management is a highly unlikely cause.   
 
We addressed such disconfirming information in our Chapters 3, 4, and 6. In Chapter 3 we 
described statistical analyses from previous studies going back to 1989 which failed to show a 
detrimental association between fisheries and sea lion demographics, even though these studies 
had the statistical power to do so. We pointed out that NMFS’ own efforts  at modeling food-web 
dynamics (our Chapter 4: Food Web Dynamics) indicated that management measures taken in 
1998 and 2002 were an unlikely cause of an increase in Steller sea lion numbers in the Western 
Gulf of Alaska. Also in Chapter 4 we presented results from studies that sea lions consume 
smaller and younger Atka mackerel and Pacific cod than do fisheries (our Figures 4.4 and 4.5). 
This preference for younger fish by sea lions means that fisheries could only affect sea lions 
through recruitment of Pacific cod and Atka mackerel, yet recruitment was considered to be 
independent of population size for these two fish species in the BiOp (see our section reporting 
on single-species modeling used to support of RPAs in our Chapter 6). We also showed that 
RPAs would not be effective in the western and central Aleutian Islands (our Figures 4.7 and 4.8; 
Chapter 6) based on modeling by NMFS.  In our Chapter 6, we dubbed the argument based on 
this first piece of information as “what worked there and then, will work here and now”. The 
summary for Chapter 6 lays out specifically why we believe this argument is not supportable 
logically or scientifically.  
 
 
Second Piece of Information: Consistency with Nutritional Stress 
 
[“Pup to non-pup ratios for the western Distinct Population Segment (wDPS) are consistent with 
nutritional stress.”] 
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Dr. DeMaster testified: 
 


“These are the pup to non-pup ratios that are presented in the BiOp.  Again, if 
you look overall at the western Steller sea lion it is about .57.  In southeast Alaska 
a similar metric is over .8.  The lowest of this metric is in the western Aleutian 
subregion where we believe is the area of greatest concern.”   


 
This argument made by Dr. DeMaster is not explicitly made in the BiOp.  What is written is that:  
 


“ … the ratio of pups to non-pups is lower than any other sub-region (western and 
central Aleutian Islands).” [BiOp, 373].  


 
The BiOp never explicitly states a link between nutritional stress and the ratio of pups to non-
pups exists. Table 3.17 in the BiOp (our Table 4.6) contains over 30 possible effects on Steller 
sea lions from nutritional stress; the ratio of pups to non-pups is not mentioned. The implicit 
argument in the BiOp is that reduced birth rates are consistent with nutritional stress, and that 
the ratio of pups to non-pups reflects birth rates.  The term “ratio of pups to non-pups” occurs  
four times in the BiOp, one of which is the tepid endorsement “The ratio of pups to non-pups is a 
proxy of sorts for natality rates.” [BiOp, 84] 
 
We disagree with using the ratio of pups to non-pups as an unambiguous surrogate for birth rates. 
We expressed our disagreement and reasoning in Chapter 4 in the section entitled Birth Rates 
where we wrote: 
 


“The ratios of pups to adult females [BiOp, Table 3.6] or non-pups (DeMaster 
2009) are not reliable indicators of reproductive rates because the variables that 
affect the number of juveniles and adult sea lions onshore are a function of too 
many variables besides birth rates that are unlikely to stay constant between years 
or across sites (i.e., weather conditions, foraging conditions, length of feeding 
trips, availability of alternative resting sites for non-reproducing animals, age at 
weaning, time of day, tide height, duration of the perinatal period, and day 
counted relative to the mean date of birth).  Thus the ratios of pups to counts of 
other age classes as presented in the BiOp are likely meaningless measures.”  


 
The confusion that can be caused by using ratios of pups to non-pups as birth rates is evident in 
Table 3.17 (our Table 4.6). From 2000 – 2004 there has been a supposed reduction in birth rates 
from previous years [the entry is Y(H)], but no reduction in pup counts [N(H)] or in non-pup 
counts [N(H)].   Perhaps both pup counts and non-pup counts increased from previous years, but 
the non-pup counts increased faster? If so, how could this situation be consistent with nutritional 
stress? How could these data be compelling as an argument for the population being stressed 
with the population growing? 
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Third Piece of Information: Pups West and East of 178o Longitude 
 
[“Where fishery management strategy changed between 1998 and 2002 (i.e., 178° W), sea lion 
pup production is dramatically different.”] 
 


 


 
 


 
 
Dr. DeMaster commented: 


 
“And then there is this pattern--which you report in your report as well—that’s 
very important in terms of NMFS trying to make a determination that it’s removed 
the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse mod.  If you recall in the last BiOp, 178 
west was the cutoff for a different management strategy.  East of 178, where all 
the green bars occur, we generally pushed the fisheries offshore to either 10 
nautical miles or in some cases 20.  West of 178 there was a different 
management regime that’s referred to as the “platooning” approach.  It was 
quite different in concept.  It was meant to be a “low and slow” fishing effort 
without pushing the fishery offshore.  And in part that was done because the 
bathymetry in that area is so steep that if you push boats offshore you basically 
preclude the fishery.  But this pattern is very difficult to explain because both the 
position of the line—the 178 degree west—and the timing of the change is 
coincidental with the management action in the early 2000s that we’ve been 
referring to in the BiOp.  So I think this is a really important pattern that has to 
be understood and explained. 
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Graph as shown in presentation Graph without SE Alaska 


 
 
Clearly the difference in trends between east and west of 178° W is visually striking (although 
less so when the irrelevant Eastern Stock data are removed from the graph).   
 
Here, NMFS implies that a different (less restrictive) management strategy east of 178° W 
(“pushing the fisheries offshore”) could have accounted for the more favorable Steller sea lion 
population trends east of 178° W between 2001-02 and 2009-10. This argument, like that 
associated with the first piece of information above, exhibits the classic post hoc, ergo propter 
hoc fallacy: that what came after was caused by what came before.   
 
As we noted in our Chapter 5 when referencing the same data (the figures above are updated 
versions of Figure 3.10 in the BiOp and our Figure 5.1), other factors differ across 178o W as do 
fishing regulations. Dr. DeMaster noted the difference in bathymetries on different sides of the 
178o W.  In Chapter 5, we noted the narrowing of diet (our Table 5.1) in the western and central 
Aleutian Islands ostensibly resulting from a different prey field in Areas 541 – 543 than in the 
Eastern Aleutians — and as pointed out in Chapter 5, this shift along with the low pup counts is 
at least consistent with nutritional stress in the population due to factors other than fishing.   
 
Fourth Piece of Information: Few Steller Sea Lions 
 
[“There has been a significant decline in Steller sea lion abundance in the western Aleutian 
Island sub-region.”] 


 
 “These are the data that we present in the BiOp in terms of the trends in 
abundance by subregion.  The subregions were identified in the recovery plan.  
There are a number of criteria that address what criteria have to be met for 
downlisting and delisting. We have a number of concerns with these data in terms 
of those criteria.  For example one of the criteria is that no subregion can decline 
by more than 50%.  As you can see between 2000 and 2008 that western Aleutian 
Islands has declined by 45%.  The most recent evidence suggests—although we 
don’t have the numbers finalized yet—that this decline is continuing and it is 
likely that we  will  achieve that 50%  reduction.   We also have a non-statistically  
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significant decline in the central Aleutians.  We have a statistically significant 
increase in the eastern Gulf.  And overall the 1.4% per year rate of change is not 
statistically significant. So then, in particular, that decline in the western 
Aleutians of 6½ % per year was of significant or great concern to the agency.” 


 
 
Numbers of Steller sea lions have declined in the western sub-regions, but is the decline 
significant for the WDPS? Given the overall positive population trends of the WDPS 
(emphasized by NMFS in their slide above), whether a decline in the population of the sub-
region with the smallest population in the WDPS, at the extreme edge of the range of the WDPS, 
is of concern for the survival and recovery of the entire population segment remains a matter for 
scientific debate. 
 
The fact that there has been a decline in Steller sea lion abundance in the western sub-regions 
says nothing whatsoever about whether fishing contributed to the decline.  The decline provides 
no evidence about the likelihood that commercial fishing might cause jeopardy and adverse 
modification of critical habitat. 
   
Summary 
 
In his presentation and public testimony given in August 2011 (DeMaster 2011), Dr.  Douglas 
DeMaster, Science and Research Director of the NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center, asked 
that we pay particular attention to four pieces of information that NMFS believes are “very 
important in terms of the agency not being able to conclude that the action—in this case 
commercial fishing—was unlikely to cause jeopardy and adverse modification of critical 
habitat.” We therefore gave further consideration to these pieces of information as requested, 
and concluded that they do not represent important or compelling evidence for a conclusion of 
jeopardy.  
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First, the decline in numbers of sea lions, in and of itself is not evidence for or against the 
commercial fishery or any other factor being a cause of the effect.   Second, the ratio of pups to 
non-pups is not a proxy for birth rates and does not indicate that sea lions were nutritionally 
stressed in the western Aleutian Islands.  Finally, improvement in numbers of pups counted west 
and east of 178o W longitude following implementation of fishery management actions does not 
mean that curtailing fishing had a positive effect on Steller sea lions.  Correlation does not imply 
causation. Management actions were never implemented such that their effectiveness on sea lion 
numbers could ever be evaluated.    
 
Science consists of systematically examining whether the preponderance of available evidence, 
not just four pieces of information, is consistent with a proposition or refutes it.  As discussed at 
length elsewhere in our report, the preponderance of scientific evidence does not support the 
proposition of fishery-driven nutritional stress in Steller sea lions. 
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10.  CONCLUSIONS 
 
Our responses to the questions posed in the Terms of Reference for our review of the BiOp (see 
Appendix A) can be summarized as follows:  
 
1.  Do the conclusions in the BiOp regarding the finding of jeopardy and its posited cause 
(nutritional stress from food competition with fisheries) follow logically from scientific, 
economic, and social information presented in the BiOp and attendant documents?  
 
The conclusions in the BiOp regarding the finding of jeopardy and its posited cause 
(nutritional stress from food competition with fisheries) do not follow logically from 
scientific, economic, and social information presented in the BiOp and attendant 
documents. 
 
As discussed in our Chapter 3, the finding of jeopardy and its posited causes is inconsistent with 
the lack of evidence for a statistically significant negative relationship between fishing and 
Steller sea lion populations over the past ten years. 
 
As we discussed in Chapter 4, evidence from the BiOp and elsewhere does not support the 
“fishery-driven nutritional stress” hypothesis which is the posited cause of jeopardy. 
 
2.  Are the conclusions contradicted by any scientific, economic, and social information not 
presented in the BiOp?    
 
The conclusions are contradicted both by information presented in the BiOp as well as 
information not presented in the BiOp. 
 
Although we found far more conclusions were contradicted by information in the BiOp, we 
found that information not in the BiOp also contradicted conclusions in the BiOp. For instance, 
as we discussed in Chapter 3, a statistical study by Sampson (1995) with results consistent with 
rejecting a negative association between fisheries and sea lions was not found in the BiOp. As 
discussed in our Chapter 4, measurements of uncertainty (CVs) on estimated biomass of Atka 
mackerel from periodic groundfish surveys (Lowe et al. 2010) in the Aleutian Islands not cited 
or considered in the BiOp compromised conclusions based on assigning biomass to RCAs 
(rookery cluster area).  As discussed in our Chapter 5, assuming that a lack of a conclusion 
relative to the scientific merits of the “junk food” hypothesis is a conclusion of no confidence, 
then that conclusion was contradicted by studies not referenced in the BiOp, such as Merrick et 
al. (1997) and Trites et al. (2007a), which linked diversity in diets to rates of change in 
population abundance of Steller sea lions.   
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3. Do the conclusions represent the most likely scientific explanation for apparent population 
dynamics of the WDPS of Steller sea lions given the current state of knowledge? 


 
The conclusions cannot be characterized as “the most likely scientific explanation” given 
the current state of knowledge, because they are not supported by the scientific evidence. 
 
Although considerable research has been undertaken to determine why Steller sea lions declined 
in the WDPS and why they continue to decline in the central and western Aleutian Islands, there 
is not yet a consensus among the research community about a “most likely scientific 
explanation.” 
 
As we discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the data and analyses contained in the BiOp, as well as in 
publications that are not cited or seriously considered in the BiOp, do not support the conclusions 
drawn by the BiOp that  
 


“an adverse relationship between Steller sea lions and the commercial fisheries may 
exist in the western Aleutian Islands sub-region and portions of the central Aleutian 
Islands sub-region where two specific fisheries, for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod, 
target important Steller sea lion prey.” [BiOp, 345]   


 
Nor does the scientific record support the conclusion that  
 


“the relative intensity of groundfish fisheries as currently prosecuted within critical 
habitat is negatively associated with Steller sea lion population response since 2000”. 
[BiOp, 348] 


 
As discussed in our Chapter 5, the scientific record of data and analyses is consistent with the 
alternative hypotheses that the current decline of Steller sea lions could be driven by a 
combination of predation on sea lions by killer whales, and the consumption by sea lions of 
abundant, but low-quality prey species.  These alternative hypotheses cannot be rejected.  
 
4.  Were alternative scientific explanations to the apparent population dynamics of the WDPS 
of Steller sea lions thoroughly considered, such as explanations involving but not limited to 
predation, disease, ecosystem/carrying capacity, or emigration? 
 
Two leading alternative scientific explanations for the apparent population dynamics of the 
WDPS of Steller sea lions were not thoroughly considered. 
 
As discussed in our Chapter 5, the “environmentally-driven nutritional stress” (“junk food”) 
hypothesis was not adequately presented or tested. References were incorrectly cited, concepts 
misunderstood, and authors misquoted. Unlike the discussion of the “fishery-driven nutritional 
stress” hypothesis, there was no schematic for the environmentally-driven nutritional stress 
hypothesis, no list of conditions that could be compared with data to judge the merits of the 
alternative, no decision points, and no lines linking the quality or diversity of diet to sea lion 
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abundance.  Most importantly, there was no clear discussion or conclusion as to whether this 
alternative hypothesis was viable. 
 
As we noted in our Chapter 5, the “killer whale” hypothesis, was discussed in detail in the BiOp. 
The BiOp concluded that “. . . there is ample literature to suggest that in some areas, 
particularly areas of low Steller sea lion abundance (e.g., the central Aleutian Islands), killer 
whale predation can be an important factor in either causing continued declines or contributing 
to a lack of a robust recovery.” [BiOp, 173].  This conclusion was not given adequate 
consideration in developing RPAs. We found no evidence that killer whales were part of the 
multi-species modeling cited in the BiOp even though they are a known source of significant 
mortality in sea lions.   
 
5.  Do the Reasonable and Prudent Actions (RPA) imposed on the fishery follow logically 
from the conclusions regarding jeopardy?   
 
Although the Reasonable and Prudent Actions are consistent with the hypothesis 
underlying the conclusion of jeopardy, modeling results reported in the BiOp suggest they 
will have little effect on Steller sea lion numbers. 
 
As we discussed in Chapter 6, restrictions on the Atka mackerel and Pacific cod fisheries in the 
western and central Aleutian Islands are a logical consequence of finding of JAM for the federal 
action. However, multi-species modeling  (Aydin 2010) indicates that the RPAs will have little 
effect on sea lion numbers by restricting fishing for Pacific cod and perhaps little effect from 
closing Atka mackerel fisheries.  
 
6.  Are the RPA’s sufficient to mitigate jeopardy?  
 
The RPAs are not relevant to the recovery of Steller sea lions.  
 
As discussed in our Chapter 6, the RPAs are based on the premise that fisheries are inhibiting the 
recovery of sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands, and thus impose restrictions of 
those fisheries. The statistical and scientific evidence in and outside the BiOp shows something 
other than fisheries is causing the decline in sea lion numbers.  The evidence shows that RPAs 
based on restricting fisheries are incapable of causing recovery of sea lion populations. 
 
7. Are the RPA’s likely to minimize economic and social impacts compared with potential 
alternatives which would achieve the same benefit for Steller sea lion recovery?  
 
The BiOp and RIR do not demonstrate that the RPAs are likely to minimize economic and 
social impacts compared with potential alternatives which would achieve the same benefit 
for Steller sea lion recovery. 
 
As discussed in our Chapter 8, the BiOp and RIR do not demonstrate what the benefits of the 
RPAs are for the recovery of Steller sea lions, nor did they seek to identify alternatives that 
might have the same level of benefit but lower economic and social impact.  Given the lack of 
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evidence in the BiOp for the fishery-driven nutritional stress hypothesis, there is little evidence 
that the RPAs will have any benefit for Steller sea lion recovery.  Thus it is very unlikely that 
RPAs, which impose “relatively heavy costs on the on the fishing and processing industry that 
targets Atka mackerel and Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands,” would minimize economic and 
social impacts compared with potential alternatives that would achieve the same benefit for sea 
lion recovery. 
 
8.  Are the RPAs likely to effectively meet recovery goals for the WDPS of Steller sea lions? 


 
The RPAs are unlikely to meet recovery goals for the WDPS of Steller sea lions. 
 
As we discussed in Chapter 6, the RPAs are based on the premise that fisheries are inhibiting the 
recovery of sea lions in the western and central Aleutian Islands, and thus impose restrictions on 
those fisheries. The statistical and scientific evidence in and outside the BiOp shows something 
other than fisheries is causing the decline in sea lion numbers, and that the RPAs will not affect 
the progress towards recovery goals. 


  
9.  Is the scientific record reported in the BiOp reasonably complete?  


 


The scientific record reported in the BiOp is extensive and cites most of the relevant 
literature.  However, the BiOp does not accurately reflect the scientific evidence in the 
literature it reports.  
 
The BiOp cites most of the scientific documents pertaining to Steller sea lions and groundfish in 
Alaska.  But simply citing a document and putting it among a long list of literature cited does not 
mean that the BiOp reflected upon the findings or gave them any serious consideration.  A 
number of studies (e.g., Merrick et al. 1997; Dillingham et al. 2006; Trites et al. 2010) were 
referenced, but the significance of their findings was never mentioned or discussed in the BiOp.  
There are also a number of citations cited in the BiOp  (e.g., Trites and Rosen 2003; York 2003; 
Rea et al. 2010) that are not contained in the list of literature cited and do not appear to be actual 
documents; and then there are citations (e.g., AFSC 2010a) that correspond to more than one 
paper in the list of papers cited. All in all, the BiOp did not meet the basic academic standards in 
checking the accuracy and completeness of their citations. Thus, the scientific record as reflected 
by the literature cited and by manner in which the BiOp referenced the published literature 
contains a number of errors and some significant omissions of factual information that are at 
odds with the major conclusions of the BiOp. 


 
 


10. Is there evidence that the relevant peer and public comments concerning economic and 
scientific issues were considered when developing the BiOp—including comments on the draft 
BiOp? 
 
There is little evidence that relevant peer and public comments were considered in 
developing the BiOp, particularly in its analysis of jeopardy. 
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As discussed in our Chapter 8, no opportunity was provided for peer or public comment on 
economic and scientific issues prior to release of the draft BiOp.  There is little evidence that 
comments on the draft BiOp’s finding of jeopardy were considered when developing the final 
BiOp.  Although some sections of the final BiOp were modified from the draft BiOp, it is 
difficult to assess the extent to which any comments submitted to NMFS resulted in meaningful 
changes in the final BiOp’s analysis of jeopardy.  There is evidence that comments on the draft 
BiOp RPAs were considered in developing the final BiOp RPAs, although responses to these 
comments were very brief and most suggested changes were rejected.  In contrast, the RIR 
clearly addressed and was strengthened by consideration of public and peer comments on the 
economic analysis. 
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APPENDICES 
 
A.  Terms of Reference for the Review Panel 
 
 
Independent Scientific Review of the Final Biological Opinion of the Fishery Management 
Plan for Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island Management Areas 


 
4 May, 2011 


 
The Terms of Reference (TOR) for this review of the 2010 Biological Opinion (BiOp) arising 
from a Section 7 consultation required under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) are: 
 


a)  Four scientists will be impaneled to review the BiOp and produce a report of that review. 
The panel will consist of two co-chairs, one selected by the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game (ADFG) and the other by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW).  The co-chairs will select two other members. All four will be experienced 
scientists in one or more fields of fisheries management, animal population dynamics, 
marine mammal biology, and resource economics. None of the four will be federal 
employees, or have any direct connection with development of this BiOp.  Conclusions 
of the four-member panel will be by consensus. At their discretion the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the North Pacific Management Council may each select a 
member of their staff to serve as a liaison with the panel.  The Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game and the WDFW will arrange administrative support for the panel and will 
cover costs of meetings and publications. 


 
b) The panel will focus, but not necessarily limit, their review on the conclusions in the 


BiOp regarding the Western Distinct Population Segment (WDPS) of Steller sea lions 
(SSL).  The panel will judge and report on how well the BiOp met the following: 


 
• Do the conclusions in the BiOp regarding the finding of jeopardy and its posited 


cause (nutritional stress from food competition with fisheries) follow logically from 
scientific, economic, and social information presented in the BiOp and attendant 
documents?  
 


• Are the conclusions contradicted by any scientific, economic, and social 
information not presented in the BiOp?   
 


• Do the conclusions represent the most likely scientific explanation for apparent 
population dynamics of the WDPS of SSL given the current state of knowledge?  
 


• Were alternative scientific explanations to the apparent population dynamics of the 
WDPS of SSL thoroughly considered, such as explanations involving but not 
limited to predation, disease, ecosystem/carrying capacity, or emigration? 
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• Do the Reasonable and Prudent Actions (RPA) imposed on the fishery follow 
logically from the conclusions regarding jeopardy?  
 


• Are the RPA’s sufficient to mitigate jeopardy, and are they likely to minimize 
economic and social impacts compared with potential alternatives which would 
achieve the same benefit for SSL recovery?  
 


• Are the RPAs likely to effectively meet recovery goals for the WDPS of SSL? 
 


• Is the scientific record reported in the BiOp reasonably complete? and 
 


• Is there evidence that the relevant peer and public comments concerning economic 
and scientific issues were considered when developing the BiOp—including 
comments on the draft BiOp? 


 
The panel will use their experience, knowledge of the relevant scientific literature, and 
relevant public comments in their judgments. Knowledge will include, but will not be 
limited to, recently published scientific papers, recent stock assessments, and recent 
population surveys. Relevant public comments will include, but will not be limited to, 
comments submitted by industry, scientists and the North Pacific Management Council 
through their Science and Statistical Committee concerning the BiOp in general and 
concerning specific modifications to RPAs. During their deliberations the panel will note 
any potential investigations that could likely provide new information critical to eliminating 
or possibly confirming a scientific explanation of the apparent slow recovery of the WDPS 
of SSL.  


 
c) The panel will entertain public and scientific comment on issues concerning the BiOp 


during an open, one-day meeting scheduled for 2 June in Seattle. The ADFG and/or 
WDFW will arrange and announce the specific time and specific place of the meeting. 


 
d) The panel will produce a draft report of their findings by 30 June of this year. The ADFG 


and WDFW will release the draft to the public and relevant agencies for their review and 
comment. Any forthcoming comments can be sent to the panel through ADFG and 
WDFW, or presented to the panel during a second one-day meeting on 1 August in 
Anchorage. Again, ADFG and WDFW will arrange and announce the specific time and 
specific place for the meeting. 


 
e) The panel will present a final report to ADFG and WDFW on their review of the BiOp on 


the fishery management plan for the groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea and Western 
Aleutian Islands. The report will have an executive summary based on consensus 
judgments by the panel on those issues outlined in item b) above.  The body of the report 
will contain explanations for those consensus judgments along with any issues over 
which the panel did not attain consensus and why.  The panel will identify in the report 
any new research it believes critical to resolving any lack of consensus or disagreement 
with conclusions in the BiOp. The report will be submitted to ADFG and WDFW by 
COB 30 September of this year. 
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B.  Biographies for the Review Panel Members 
 
The two Panel co-chairs were chosen by the States of Alaska and Washington: 
 
Dr. David Bernard is the co-chair of the panel representing Alaska and is the sole proprietor of D. 
R. Bernard Consulting of Anchorage, Alaska.  He is a fisheries scientist, biometrician, and 
consultant with over 33 years post-graduate experience involving management of commercial 
and recreational fisheries for salmon and non-salmon species in the Pacific Northwest.  His post-
graduate work has involved population dynamics and stock assessment resulting in over 75 
papers and reports; his graduate research involved modeling predator-prey relationships among 
fish populations.  A former faculty member at Oregon State University and a former employee of 
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Dr. Bernard retired in 2007 as the scientist in charge 
of the Research and Technical Services Section of the Department.  In that capacity Dr. Bernard 
was responsible for the scientific and biometric quality of the research program involving all 
recreational and some commercial fisheries in Alaska. He currently is a member of the Chinook 
Technical Committee and is a co-chair of the Sentinel Stocks Committee for the Pacific Salmon 
Commission. He has served on the Technical Review Committee for the Office of Subsistence 
Management in the U.S. Department of the Interior and as an adjunct professor at the University 
of Alaska.  Dr. Bernard has been involved with expert panels involving salmon issues on the 
Columbia River and on rating the sustainability of salmon fisheries for the Marine Stewardship 
Council. He is also involved with teaching, notably on the biometrics of stock assessment and on  
escapement goal management for salmon fisheries.  
 
Steven Jeffries, the Washington co-chair, is a Research Scientist and marine mammal specialist 
for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  He has worked on a variety of Northwest 
marine mammal issues for over 30 years with a focus on harbor seals, California sea lions, 
Steller sea lions and sea otters.  His research efforts on these species have included studies to 
address their general biology, distribution, abundance, status, trends, diet, foraging ecology, and 
contaminant pathways.  He is a member of NOAA’s Pacific Scientific Review Group and 
represents the Department in efforts to mitigate regional marine mammal fishery interaction 
issues. 
 
Two additional Panel members were chosen by the co-chairs. 
 
Dr. Andrew Trites is a Professor and Director of the Marine Mammal Research Unit in the 
Fisheries Centre at the University of British Columbia. His main area of research is the 
interaction between marine mammals and fisheries. His research encompasses the ecology, 
population biology and bioenergetics of seals, sea lions and whales, and involves a combination 
of field, captive and computer studies.  He directs the North Pacific Universities Marine 
Mammal Research Consortium and holds a BSc from McGill University, and an MSc and a PhD 
from UBC. 
 
Dr. Gunnar Knapp is a Professor of Economics at the University of Alaska Anchorage Institute 
of Social and Economic Research, where he has worked since receiving his Ph.D. in Economics 
from Yale University in 1981.  For the past thirty years Dr. Knapp has been continuously 
engaged in research on fisheries management, seafood markets, and the Alaska economy.  Dr. 
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Knapp teaches courses at the University of Alaska Anchorage on fisheries economics and the 
Alaska economy.  He is currently writing a book on “An Introduction to the Economics of Fish.” 
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Memorandum For: The Record 
 
From: Lowell Fritz and Thomas Gelatt, NMML 
        
Subject: Surveys of Steller Sea Lions in Alaska, June-July 2010 
 
SUMMARY:  NMFS conducted surveys in summer 2010 to assess abundance, trends, 
and distribution of Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus) in Alaska.  An aerial 
photographic survey to assess adult and juvenile (non-pup) sea lions was conducted from 
southeast Alaska through Amchitka Pass in the Aleutian Islands from 7 June to 3 July 
2010 using a NOAA Twin Otter aircraft.  A second aerial survey was conducted from 10-
13 July 2010 from the southwestern tip of the Kenai Peninsula through southeast Alaska 
to obtain a replicate, ‘late’ non-pup count to assess movement between the threatened 
eastern and endangered western distinct population segments (DPSs, or stocks) during the 
breeding season. An additional objective during the aerial surveys was to estimate pup 
production at sites surveyed at least 10 days after the mean sea lion birth date (which 
ranges between 4-14 June in Alaska).  NMFS also counted pups and non-pups (on-site 
counts) at five rookeries and haulouts in the western Aleutian Islands on 22-24 June and 
counted pups at the Walrus Island rookery (near the Pribilof Islands in the Bering Sea) on 
16 July using the USFWS RV Tiĝlâx. 
 
It is not possible to provide an updated estimate of non-pup population trend for the 
entire western DPS in Alaska using the 2010 survey results due to the large number of 
trend sites missed because of weather and the closure of the runway at Eareckson Air 
Force Base on Shemya Island.  However, even if we had surveyed all western DPS trend 
sites, determination of overall western DPS trend would have been affected, as it has 
been since 2008, by the apparent movement of animals during the breeding season 
between the eastern Gulf of Alaska and southeast Alaska.  For the western DPS in 
Alaska, there continues to be considerable regional variability in non-pup abundance and 
pup production.  Counts of pups and non-pups continue to decline in the western Aleutian 
(172°-177°E) and part of the central Aleutian Islands (177°W-180°).  One site in the 
western Aleutians (Buldir) has ceased to function as a rookery and another (Attu/Cape 
Wrangell) will likely revert to a haulout within 5 years if the current rate of decline in 
pup production continues.  By contrast, between 174°-177°W in the central Aleutian 
Islands, pup production at Kanaga, Adak, and Kasatochi rookeries has almost tripled 
since the early 1990s, and in the eastern Aleutians between 165°-170°W, trends in counts 
of both pups and non-pups are positive.  But in between these increasing areas (from 
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170°-174°W), pup and non-pup counts have been stable since the mid-1990s.  Similarly, 
the stable sea lion population in the central Gulf of Alaska is bordered by increasing 
populations in the western and eastern Gulf of Alaska.  This pattern of regional 
population trends suggests that sea lions are responding less to ecosystem-wide 
environmental or anthropogenic forces, and more to forces that vary longitudinally and at 
meso-scales (~100-150 nm, or ~3-5° longitude). 
 
METHODS 
 
Aerial Photographic Survey 
 
Aerial surveys for non-pup Steller sea lions are conducted in June and early July, when 
the greatest proportion of adults is onshore to give birth and breed.  Both the threatened 
eastern DPS and endangered western DPS inhabit Alaska, with the former breeding on 5 
rookeries east of 144°W in southeast Alaska (SEAK) and the latter on 39 rookeries 
between 144°W and 172°E.  NMML estimates regional and stock-wide population trends 
by monitoring abundance at a group of ‘trend’ sites that have been consistently monitored 
and have had the majority (between 62-72% in SEAK, and between 88-96% in the 
western DPS) of all animals counted since 1991.   
 
NMML divides the Alaska Steller sea lion range into various geographic regions and 
areas for the purpose of trend analysis (Figure 1).  The original scheme (and that used in 
the Steller sea lion recovery plan; NMFS 2008) has 7 regions in Alaska: SEAK (part of 
the eastern DPS), plus 6 regions in the range of the western DPS: eastern, central and 
western Gulf of Alaska (E GULF, C GULF, and W GULF, respectively) and the eastern, 
central and western Aleutian Islands (E ALEU, C ALEU and W ALEU, respectively).  
Because of variation in trend that exists at finer scales than the traditional 7 regions, 
particularly in the Aleutian Islands, NMML developed an 11-area scheme, each 
composed of at least 2 rookeries and various numbers of trend haulouts; these areas are 
called rookery cluster areas, or RCAs.   
 
The primary objective in 2010 was to survey all terrestrial rookery and haulout sites 
(N=366), plus each trend site (N=194) in Alaska from Dixon Entrance in SEAK (134°W) 
to Attu Island (172°E) at the western end of the Aleutian Islands during the initial non-
pup survey (7 June – 3 July; Table 1; Figure 1). We successfully surveyed 137 trend sites 
(71%) and 259 sites overall (71%; Figure 1, Table 1).  All trend sites and most of the sites 
overall were surveyed in RCAs 3-5 (from Amchitka Pass through the Islands of Four 
Mountains in the C ALEU) and RCAs 9-11 (Kodiak Island east through SEAK, which is 
the eastern half of the C GULF and all of the E GULF and SEAK).  RCAs 6 (~E ALEU) 
and 8 (western half of the C GULF) were incompletely surveyed, and we were unable to 
survey any sites in RCAs 1 (W ALEU), 2 (Kiska Island to Amchitka Pass in the C 
ALEU), and 7 (~W GULF).  Sites in RCAs 1 and 2 (42 sites overall and 28 trend sites) 
were missed because the airport at Eareckson Air Force Base on Shemya Island was 
unavailable to us while the runway was being resurfaced.  Five trend sites in RCA 1 were 
surveyed from the ground during the RV Tiĝlâx trip on 22-24 June.  Overall, 68 sites, 
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which includes 34 trend sites, were missed in RCAs 6-8 due to bad weather (e.g., fog, 
low ceilings, wind) and because of time lost for aircraft repair.  
 
A secondary objective in 2010 was to re-survey all terrestrial rookery and haulout sites 
near the eastern DPS-western DPS boundary (RCAs 10 and 11) in early July to assess 
movement between the stocks during the breeding season.  We successfully surveyed 69 
of 106 sites overall (65%) and 34 of 36 trend sites (94%) during the movement survey on 
10-13 July (Table 1; Figure 1), which is approximately 2.5 weeks later than the ‘late’ 
survey conducted in 2009 (24-27 June).  During the initial non-pup survey, RCAs 10 and 
11 were surveyed during 7-9 June, which is identical to the survey dates in this area in 
2008.  On 10-11 July 2010, all trend sites and all but two haulouts (which have had a total 
of only 13 sea lions counted in all surveys conducted from 2000-2010) were re-surveyed 
in RCA 10.  Because of time constraints at the end of the contract time window, 29 sites 
in RCA 11 were not surveyed during the movement survey; these 29 sites had no animals 
during the initial 2010 non-pup survey and have had very low numbers during all 
breeding season surveys conducted since 2000.  However, due to weather (fog) on the 
last survey day available, we were unable to survey 6 sites (including 2 trend rookeries at 
White Sisters and Graves Rock) that had a total of 4,592 non-pups (2,614 at the trend 
sites) during the initial survey.   
 
A third objective in 2010 was to assess pup production at sites surveyed at least 10 days 
after the mean sea lion birth date in Alaska.  From east to west in Alaska, mean birth 
dates are 4 June in SEAK, 14 June in the E GULF, and 11 June in the C GULF, W GULF 
and Aleutian Islands (Pitcher et al. 2001).  A total of 33 sites with pup counts >0 were 
surveyed at least 10 days after the regional mean sea lion birth date. 
 
We used a NOAA Twin Otter aircraft to conduct the survey.  Sites with very low 
numbers of animals hauled out (< 10) were counted by observers on the aircraft.  This 
occurred at 129 sites during the initial non-pup survey and at 30 sites during the 
movement survey.  Sites with ten or more non-pups hauled out were photographed using 
three Canon EOS-1Ds Mark III digital cameras equipped with 85 mm manual focus Zeiss 
telephoto lenses mounted in the belly of the plane.  The center camera was mounted 
vertically while the port and starboard cameras were mounted obliquely at a 21° angle, 
pointing inward towards the center camera.  The cameras were mounted in a forward 
motion compensator (FMC) to minimize blur.  The optimum survey altitude is 750 ft 
(which provided an approximate 1000 ft wide swath with the three cameras), but due to 
low ceilings, wind speeds, and topography some sites were photographed at altitudes 
ranging from 600-1300 ft.  The desired ground speed was 90 kts, but ranged from 85-110 
kts depending on wind speed and direction.  Cameras were set to aperture priority (f5.6) 
and ISO to 800.  Lenses were focused manually and set to near infinity. 


   
Four researchers working independently counted all adult, juvenile and newborn Steller 
sea lions on land at each terrestrial site photographed during the 2010 survey.  Sites were 
distributed among researchers to ensure a replicate count at each site.  Sea lions were 
counted off digital photographs using high resolution monitors and Adobe Photoshop 
software (mention of specific products does not serve as an endorsement).  Initial total 
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counts of non-pups (juveniles, adult females, sub-adult males and adult males) at each 
site by each researcher were compared; if the difference in total non-pup counts at a site 
was greater than 5%, counted photographs were compared to reconcile the discrepancies.  
A similar comparison and reconciliation occurred for all pup counts.  If sea lions were 
disturbed into the water by the survey aircraft, every effort was made to count them, but 
animals that were in the water near undisturbed sites were not counted.  Total counts of 
non-pups by the two teams of researchers at all sites surveyed in 2010 (~ 52,000 non-
pups) differed by 0.7%.  Total counts of pups (within the appropriate time frame) by the 
two teams in 2010 (~8,400 pups) differed by 1.6%.  All pup and non-pup counts reported 
here are means of the replicate counts (rounded to the nearest whole pup) for each 
photographed site or the visual count recorded by the observer for those sites with few 
sea lions. 
 
On-Site Pup and Non-Pup Counts 
 
Sea lion haulout and rookery sites were visited in the W ALEU during 22-24 June 2010 
(Table 1), and at Walrus Island, one of the Pribilof Islands in the Bering Sea on 16 July 
2010.  Transport of the scientific gear and party was aboard the RV Tiĝlâx, a 121' United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service research vessel used to support the Alaska Maritime 
Wildlife Refuge.  When ashore, observers searched for dead pups and adults, and counted 
the numbers of non-pups and pups on land.  Observations were conducted from a 
distance, usually downwind and with a good view of the rookery.  Additionally, the 
scientific party made a general assessment of how to gain access to the rookery in a 
manner that was safe for the scientific party and minimized the level of disturbance 
associated with moving adult sea lions to the intertidal regions of the rookery – all the 
while keeping pups safe on the rookery.         
  
RESULTS 
 
Counts of Steller sea lion non-pups from 2004-2010 at all western DPS trend sites are 
listed in Table 2 and at all western DPS non-trend (other) sites are listed in Table 3.   
Non-pup counts from 2002-2010 at all eastern DPS sites in SE AK are listed in Table 4.  
Surveys during each of these years employed high resolution, vertical photography.  Pup 
counts at all rookeries in Alaska between 1990 and 2010, and at a small number of 
haulouts with >0 pups in 2010, are listed in Table 5. 
 
Non-pup Counts by Recovery Plan Regions W ALEU through the C GULF 
 
We were unable to survey numerous trend sites in the W ALEU, C ALEU, E ALEU, and 
W GULF in 2010, and as a result, there is no new trend site total for the entire western 
DPS in Alaska.  All trend sites were surveyed in the C GULF in 2010 resulting in a total 
slightly lower than in 2008 (Table 6A), and the trend in the C GULF region since 2000 
remains stable (P>0.1). 
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Non-Pup Counts in RCAs 1-9 
 
We were unable to survey numerous trend sites in RCAs 2 and 7 in 2010.  However, 
there are enough data from the complete surveys in RCAs 3-5 and 9, and the partial 
surveys in RCAs 1, 6 and 8 to update many regional trends (Figure 2).  From west to east 
by RCA: 


• RCA 1: Counts in 2010 at all 4 rookeries and 1 haulout (the largest 5 of the 10 
trend sites) indicate that the population is declining at -9% per year (P<0.001) 
since 1991. 


• RCA 2 (Kiska through Amchitka): No new data for 2010; population declined at  
-6% per year (P<0.001) from 1991-2008. 


• RCA 3 (Delarof Islands): Continued decline in trend site counts through 2010.  
Rate of decline from 2000 to 2010 has increased to -1.6% per year (P=0.050); it 
was -1% per year (stable; P=0.243) through 2008. 


• RCA 4 (Tanaga through Atka): Counts were greater in 2010 than in 2008 (+438), 
but have been highly variable since 2000 and the trend is stable (P>0.1). 


• RCA 5 (Amlia through Yunaska): Counts in 2010 were similar to 2008 (-65), and 
the trend since 2000 is stable (P>0.1). 


• RCA 6 (similar to the E ALEU): Counts in 2010 in the western portion of RCA 6 
from Samalga Pass through Unalaska Island are consistent with an increasing 
trend in this area.  Counts in the central portion of RCA 6 (the Krenitzen Islands) 
increased faster from 2000 to 2008 than in the western portion of RCA 6.  Counts 
have largely been stable in the Bering Sea portion of RCA 6 since the mid-1990s. 


• RCA 7 (similar to the W GULF): No new data for 2010; population increased at 
4.5% per year (P=0.011) from 2000-2008. 


• RCA 8 (western half of the C GULF): Counts in 2010 at both rookeries and 4 of 
the 6 largest trend haulouts were greater than in 2008 (+194) but the trend since 
2000 is stable (P>0.1).  


• RCA 9 (eastern half of the C GULF): Counts in 2010 were 332 less than in 2008, 
but the trend since 2000 is stable (P>0.1). 


 
Non-Pup Counts in RCAs 10-11 (E GULF and SE AK): Movement Survey 
 
In 2010, counts of non-pups at all sites in RCA 10 were 1,521 greater on 10-11 July than 
on 8-9 June; this was an increase of 34% in ~1 month (Tables 2-3; Figure 3).   The 
increase at trend sites (+1,703, or 45%) was greater than that observed at all sites. The 
difference is primarily due to large increases in numbers at two trend haulouts, Cape St. 
Elias (+932) and Glacier Island (+563; Table 2).  Seal Rocks rookery had the most 
animals of any single site in RCA 10 in early June (1,042), and had nearly identical 
numbers in July (1,036).  Most of the increase between the two surveys, 75% at all sites 
and 88% at trend sites, occurred in the eastern portion of RCA 10 from Cape St. Elias 
through Prince William Sound. 
 
A total of 15,776 non-pups were counted at all sites in SEAK (RCA 11) on 7-8 June, with 
9,644 at trend sites (Table 4; Figure 3).  On 12-13 July, a total of 10,803 non-pups were 
counted (6,155 at trend sites), but 6 sites (including 3 trend sites) could not be re-
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surveyed.  Non-pup counts in June on these 6 sites totaled 4,592 with 2,820 at the 3 trend 
sites, which represented 29% of all animals counted on SEAK sites during the June 
survey.  Therefore, the July survey could have missed almost 1/3 of all animals in SEAK 
if they were distributed as they were in June.  If we compare counts between June and 
July at only those sites surveyed in July, non-pup counts decreased 381 at all sites (-3%) 
and 868 (-12%) at trend sites.   
 
Pup Counts 
 
The 2010 aerial survey was designed primarily to count non-pups across Alaska, but 
survey timing at certain sites was also suitable to assess pup production (Table 5; Figure 
4).  In addition, pups were counted on land in the W ALEU (=RCA 1) and at Walrus 
Island (Pribilof Islands) in the Bering Sea.   
 
Pup counts in 2 of 6 western DPS recovery plan regions were updated in 2010 (Table 
6B).  In the W ALEU, pup production at the 4 rookeries in 2010 was 55 less than in 2008, 
and counts continue to decline at -10% per year (P=0.001) since 1997.  In the E GULF, 
pup production at Seal Rocks and Wooded (Fish) Island in 2010 was 60 less than in 
2009, but pup production is increasing here at +4.7% per year (P=0.008) since 2001-02. 
 
From west to east by RCA: 


• RCA 1 = W ALEU: Counts in 2010 at all 4 rookeries and 1 haulout indicate that 
pup production continues to decline at -10% per year (P=0.001) since 1997.  
Buldir Island has ceased to function as a rookery, and if current trends continue, 
Attu/Cape Wrangell could also cease to function as a rookery within 5 years.  


• RCA 2 (Kiska through Amchitka): No new data for 2010; pup production 
declined at -6% per year (P<0.001) from 1991-2008 at the 4 rookeries in RCA 2. 


• RCA 3 (Delarof Islands): Counts in 2010 at all 3 rookeries indicate that pup 
production continues to decline at -4% per year (P<0.001) since 1991. 


• RCA 4 (Tanaga through Atka): Pup counts at all 3 rookeries in 2010 were slightly 
lower than in 2009 (-58), but pup production has been increasing at +5% per year 
(P=0.003) since 1990. 


• RCA 5 (Amlia through Yunaska): Pup counts in 2010 at both rookeries were 
similar to 2009 (-7), and the trend since 1994 has been stable (P>0.1). 


• RCA 6 (E ALEU): Pup counts in 2010 at 2 of 7 rookeries in the E ALEU were 
9% higher (+68) than in 2009, and pup production increased overall at +4.3% per 
year (P=0.023) between 1998 and 2009. 


• Walrus Island (Bering): Only 14 pups were counted on Walrus in 2010, a drop of 
over 50% since 2005.  Pup production has been declining at Walrus at -10% per 
year (P<0.001) since 1960 when 2,866 pups were counted, and this site has 
largely ceased to function as a rookery. 


• RCA 7 (W GULF): No new data for 2010; pup production increased at +2.8% per 
year (P=0.033) from 1998-2008 at the 4 rookeries in RCA 2. 


• RCAs 8 and 9 (C GULF): No new data for the 4 rookeries in RCAs 8-9 in 2010; 
pup production was stable (P>0.1) between 1998 and 2009. 
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• RCA 10 (E GULF): Pup counts at the 3 rookeries in 2010 were 60 lower than in 
2009, but pup production has been increasing at +4.7% per year (P=0.008) since 
2001-02. The pup count in 2010 at Outer Island rookery (part of the C GULF but 
in RCA 10) was identical to the number counted in 2009. 


• RCA 11 (SEAK): Pup counts at 3 of 5 rookeries in 2010 were 2,041 lower in 
2010 than in 2009.  These included the two largest rookeries at Hazy and the 
Forrester Complex and the smallest rookery at Biali Rock.  However, pup 
production at all 5 rookeries in SE AK increased at +3.5% per year (P=0.003) 
between 1991 and 2009. 


 
DISCUSSION 
 
There continues to be considerable regional variability in non-pup abundance and pup 
production trends throughout the range of the western DPS of Steller sea lion in Alaska. 
This is particularly evident in the Aleutian Islands (RCAs 1-6).  Pup and non-pup counts 
are both declining in all regions west of 177° W (RCAs 1-3, though there are no 2010 
data for RCA 2), with trends worsening to the west.  One site in the W ALEU (Buldir) 
had only a single pup in 2010 and has ceased to function as a rookery, while another 
(Attu/Cape Wrangell) will likely revert to a haulout within 5 years if the current rate of 
decline in pup production continues.  By contrast, near the center of the Aleutian Islands 
in RCA 4, non-pup abundance has been variable but the trend has been stable since the 
early 1990s, while pup production at Kanaga, Adak, and Kasatochi rookeries has almost 
tripled.  This is the only group of rookeries in AK west of Samalga Pass (a total of 16 
rookeries, or ~40% of all rookeries in the western DPS in AK) that has had a statistically 
significant increase in pup production in the last two decades.   Further to the east in RCA 
6, both pup and non-pup trends are positive between Unimak Pass and Samalga Pass, but 
sandwiched between the increasing RCA 4 and the central/western portion of RCA 6 is 
RCA 5, where pups and non-pup counts have been stable since the mid-1990s.  While 
only three sites were surveyed in the Bering Sea in 2010 (Amak, Sea Lion Rock, and 
Walrus Island), sea lion population trends are either stable or declining here as well.  This 
contrasts with the rest of the E ALEU area west of Unimak Pass and the W GULF (RCA 
7) which have both had significantly increasing trends since 2000.  Similar to RCA 5, the 
stable sea lion populations in RCAs 8-9 (essentially the C GULF) are bordered by 
increasing populations to the west (RCA 7, or W GULF) and east (RCA 10, or E GULF).  
The pattern of regional population trends suggests that sea lions are responding less to 
ecosystem-wide environmental or anthropogenic forces, and more to forces that vary 
longitudinally and at meso-scales (~100 nm, or 3° longitude). 
 
It is not possible to update our estimation of non-pup population trend for the entire 
western DPS using the 2010 survey results primarily due to the large number of trend 
sites missed in the W GULF, E ALEU, C ALEU and W ALEU.  However, even if we 
had surveyed these sites, determination of overall western DPS trend would have been 
affected, as it has been since 2008, by the apparent movement of animals during the 
breeding season in the E GULF and SEAK areas.  The initial hypothesis proposed in 
2008 was that some eastern DPS animals were in the E GULF early in the breeding 
season, which led to higher than expected counts in this region during the early June 2008 
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survey.  Results of the late June 2009 survey supported this hypothesis: E GULF non-pup 
counts were lower and the SE AK counts higher than in 2008.  In 2010, we conducted 
both ‘early’ and ‘late’ surveys in the E GULF-SEAK area, but the results do not support 
the initial hypothesis: ‘early’ 2010 E GULF counts were substantially lower than ‘late’ 
counts, while the partial ‘late’ 2010 SEAK survey indicated slightly lower abundance 
than the complete ‘early’ survey.  The difference in timing between the 2009 and 2010 
‘late’ surveys may have affected the distribution in these areas.  However, the large 
variability in regional counts observed ~1 month apart in 2010 suggests that further 
research into the movement of animals across the DPS boundary prior to and during the 
breeding season is necessary before we can determine how this affects estimation of 
trends in the E GULF and SE AK, and ultimately on the western DPS as a whole.    
 
On 12 July 2010 when the SE AK rookeries at Hazy, Biali and Forrester were surveyed, 
most of the pups were near the water in large groups.  This not only made counting pups 
difficult (distinguishing wet black pups from wet black rocks), but some pups were likely 
in the water and not counted.  In 2009, these 3 sites were surveyed 18 days earlier than in 
2010 (on 24 June), and we counted a total of 6,156 pups in 2009 (vs. 4,115 in 2010).  The 
2005 (10 July) and the 2010 survey dates were similar, but 700 more pups were counted 
in 2005 than in 2010.  Some of these differences could be due to mortality of pups in late 
June/early July, however only 93 dead pups were counted at these three rookeries in 2010 
(though carcasses could have been washed into the sea or eaten/dispersed by scavengers). 
Researchers with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s field camp at Lowrie Island 
(part of the Forrester Complex), in a preliminary analysis, did not report significantly 
lower numbers of pups or non-pups in 2010 compared to recent previous years (L. 
Jemison, ADFG, personal communication, 31 January 2010).  The 2010 pup counts at 
Hazy, Forrester Complex and Biali Rock reported here may therefore underestimate 
actual production in 2010 relative to other counts in the time series, and surveys in 
subsequent years should help address this issue.   
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Table 1.  Number of terrestrial Steller sea lion rookery and haulout sites by region, rookery cluster area, in the western DPS (wDPS), 
and in Alaska overall, and those surveyed during the 2010 non-pup (A) and movement (B) aerial surveys (Figure 1).   


 
A. Non-Pup Survey (7 June-3 July 2010) 


Region Rookery Cluster Area (RCA) 


Region Sites Surveyed % 
Trend 
Sites Surveyed % RCA Sites Surveyed % 


Trend 
Sites Surveyed % 


SEAK 67 67 100% 17 17 100% 11 69 69 100% 17 17 100% 
E GULF 30 30 100% 13 13 100% 10 37 37 100% 19 19 100% 


C GULF 58 56 97% 33 32 97% 9 30 30 100% 20 20 100% 
8 26 20 77% 11 7 64% 


W GULF 41 3 7% 21 1 5% 7 34 0 0% 17 0 0% 
E ALEU 61 33 54% 32 20 63% 6 64 36 56% 35 22 63% 


C ALEU 94 65 69% 66 49 74% 


5 18 18 100% 17 17 100% 
4 25 25 100% 16 16 100% 
3 20 19 95% 14 14 100% 
2 28 0 0% 16 0 0% 


W ALEU 15 5 33% 12 5 42% 1 15 5 33% 12 5 42% 
WDPS 299 192 64% 177 120 68% WDPS 297 190 62% 177 120 68% 


AK Total 366 259 71% 194 137 71% AK Total 366 259 71% 194 137 71% 


B. Movement Survey (10-13 July) 
Region Rookery Cluster Area (RCA) 


Region Sites Surveyed % 
Trend 
Sites Surveyed % RCA Sites Surveyed % 


Trend 
Sites Surveyed % 


SEAK 67 34 51% 17 15 83% 11 69 34 49% 17 15 88% 
E GULF 30 26 87% 13 13 100% 10 37 35 95% 19 19 100% 
C GULF 9 9 100% 6 6 100% 
WDPS 39 35 90% 19 19 100% WDPS 37 35 95% 19 19 100% 


AK Total 106 69 65% 36 34 92% AK Total 106 69 65% 36 34 94% 
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Table 2.  Counts of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions at rookery (in bold) and haulout trend sites, 2004-2010.  2010E refers to the 
non-pup survey conducted 7 June-3 July 2010; 2010L refers to the movement survey conducted 10-13 July 2010. Counts in 
2010 in the western Aleutian Islands (W ALEU) are ground counts from RV Tiĝlâx trip; all others from aerial survey using 
high-resolution, vertical photographs 


. 
SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
CAPE ST. ELIAS E GULF 10 318 414 728 1,400 714 558 1,490
CAPE HINCHINBROOK E GULF 10 496 237 95 229 102 161 0
SEAL ROCKS E GULF 10 841 1,119 803 1,024 1,007 1,042 1,036
WOODED (FISH) E GULF 10 523 619 282 603 663 634 886
GLACIER E GULF 10 620 466 531 509 724 564 1,127
THE NEEDLE E GULF 10 123 127 145 88 112 111 66
POINT ELRINGTON E GULF 10 132 58 37 169 162 81 38
CAPE PUGET E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 10 1 0
CAPE FAIRFIELD 


ED
E GULF 10 0 0 10 47 32 27 11


RUGG  E GU  LF 10 0 0 0 8 2 0 7


NT LF 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


0 0 0 0


  
 ALEUALIK CAPE E GULF 10 1 103 161 77 88 74 100
CHISWELL ISLANDS E GULF 10 72 71 74 68 94 68 186
SEAL ROCKS (KENAI) E GULF 10 3 4 2 0 13 4 58


OUTER (PYE) C GULF 10 222 251 268 249 231 269 435
GORE POI  C GU    
EAST CHUGACH C GULF 10 0 0 
PERL C GULF 10 49 241 144 151 217 74
NAGAHUT ROCKS C GULF 10 1 2 21 0 0 0
ELIZABETH/CAPE ELIZABETH C GULF 10 28 0 
SUGARLOAF C GULF 9 667 733 662 849 844 788
USHAGAT/NW C GULF 9 3 0 0 0 0 0
USHAGAT/SW C GULF 9 101 141 74 96 88 86
USHAGAT/ROCKS SOUTH C GULF 9 8 9 0 45 29 28
LATAX ROCKS C GULF 9 56 115 108 334 128
SEA OTTER C GULF 9 127 100 1 7 6
RK NEAR SEA OTTER C GULF 9 10 0 47 20 0
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Table 2 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
AFOGNAK/TONKI CAPE C GULF 9 0 0 16 2 0
SEA LION ROCKS (MARMOT) C GULF 9 2 1 13 2 0
MARMOT C GULF 9 703 686 551 644 749 576
LONG ISLAND C GULF 9 32 59 39 0
KODIAK/CAPE CHINIAK C GULF 9 87 241 130 117 110
UGAK C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/GULL POINT C GULF 9 109 148 109 89 72
KODIAK/CAPE BARNABAS C GULF 9 0 140 84 130 194
TWOHEADED C GULF 9 266 228 204 251 244
SITKINAK/CAPE SITKINAK C GULF 9 80 104 115 63 76
KODIAK/CAPE UGAT C GULF 9 2 167 248 285 270 140
KODIAK/STEEP CAPE C GULF 9 0 14 61 38 24
SHAKUN ROCKS C GULF 9 104 67 113 81 117
TAKLI C GULF 8 85 157 92 67 74
PUALE BAY C GULF 8 58 2 1 2 84
UG ALEUUSHAK C GULF 8 0 0 2 0
SUTWIK C GULF 8 206 114 127 93 106 148
CHOWIET C GULF 8 541 424 559 644 653
CHIRIKOF C GULF 8 303 300 300 430 262
NAGAI ROCKS C GULF 8 330 449 234 218 201


CHERNABURA W GULF 7 828 1,228 1,281 1,162
LIGHTHOUSE ROCKS W GULF 8 111 153 152 164 123
KAK W GULF 8 17 24 1 27
MITROFANIA W GULF 8 182 103 116 129
SPITZ W GULF 8 1 0 11 1
KUPREANOF POINT W GULF 7 53 116 53 72
CASTLE ROCK W GULF 7 70 15 38 28
ATKINS W GULF 7 651 663 585 558 631
THE HAYSTACKS W GULF 7 38 1 41 3
THE WHALEBACK W GULF 7 102 99 83 102 103
NAGAI/MOUNTAIN POINT W GULF 7 80 56 148 60
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Table 2 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
SEA LION ROCKS (SHUMAGINS) W GULF 7 36 142 44 54
UNGA/ACHEREDIN POINT W GULF 7 264 152 229 202
JUDE W GULF 7 474 338 445 465 512
PINNACLE ROCK W GULF 7 1,011 1,167 1,057 1,094 1,132
CLUBBING ROCKS W GULF 7 911 1,037 1,063 952 1,023
CHERNI W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
SOUTH ROCKS W GULF 7 528 320 457 451 434
BIRD W GULF 7 57 62 97 155
ROCK W GULF 7 17 0 0 0


UNIMAK/CAPE SARICHEF E ALEU 6 250 6 0 167 1
AMAK+ROCKS E ALEU 6 733 410 220 265 324 366
SEA LION ROCK (AMAK) E ALEU 6 456 447 385 360 314 436
UGAMAK COMPLEX E ALEU 6 1,304 1,319 1,493 1,619 1,874
AIKTAK E ALEU 6 101 111 43 42 61
TIGALDA/ROCKS NE E ALEU 6 141 202 236 359 229
TIGALDA/SOUTH SIDE E ALEU 6 46 83 105 91
ROOTOK E ALEU 6 96 96 141 60
TANGINAK E ALEU 6 4 6 4 1
AKUN/BILLINGS HEAD E ALEU 6 307 338 523 386
AKUTAN/REEF-LAVA E ALEU 6 119 103 57 128 166 98
AKUTAN/CAPE MORGAN E ALEU 6 1,021 1,249 1,172 1,135 905 1,298
OLD MAN ROCKS E ALEU 6 71 112 81 89 196
EGG E ALEU 6 5 0 0 0 84
OUTER SIGNAL E ALEU 6 0 0 0 10 52
UNALASKA/CAPE SEDANKA E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
UNALASKA/BISHOP POINT E ALEU 6 265 285 196 204 195 240
UNALASKA/MAKUSHIN BAY E ALEU 6 20 88 154 115 56
UNALASKA/SPRAY CAPE E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
UNALASKA/CAPE IZIGAN E ALEU 6 238 329 304 188 456 435
BOGOSLOF/FIRE ISLAND E ALEU 6 380 358 405 390 399 434
UMNAK/CAPE ASLIK E ALEU 6 119 73 63 78
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Table 2 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
POLIVNOI ROCK E ALEU 6 91 42 96 93 136
THE PILLARS E ALEU 6 4 0 0 0 15
OGCHUL E ALEU 6 139 132 152 200 224 268
VSEVIDOF E ALEU 6 48 41 35 50 75
ADUGAK E ALEU 6 259 429 473 636 620 564


ULIAGA C ALEU 6 0 99 66 216
KAGAMIL C ALEU 6 1 0 0 51
CHUGINADAK C ALEU 6 129 79 53 173
CARLISLE C ALEU 5 0 0 27 10
HERBERT C ALEU 5 38 66 105 67
YUNASKA C ALEU 5 260 255 279 282 298 403
CHAGULAK C ALEU 5 0 13 59 54
AMUKTA+ROCKS C ALEU 5 2 18 56 35 72
SEGUAM/FINCH POINT C ALEU 5 2 0 0 0
SEGUAM/SW RIP C ALEU 5 40 31 39 30
SEGUAM/SADDLERIDGE C ALEU 5 923 668 835 857 756
SEGUAM/TURF POINT C ALEU 5 58 8 3 13 7
SEGUAM/LAVA COVE C ALEU 5 0 0 0 0
SEGUAM/LAVA POINT C ALEU 5 5 0 0 0
SEGUAM/WHARF POINT C ALEU 5 90 121 49 69
AGLIGADAK C ALEU 5 61 15 14 11 38
AMLIA/EAST CAPE C ALEU 5 34 55 117 63
AMLIA/SVIECH. HARBOR C ALEU 5 144 113 100 192 120
TANADAK (AMLIA) C ALEU 5 1 0 30 12
SAGIGIK C ALEU 5 30 10 14 40
ATKA/NORTH CAPE C ALEU 4 383 279 140 32 206
ATKA/CAPE KOROVIN C ALEU 4 4 0 30 39 6
SALT C ALEU 4 0 0 4 7
KASATOCHI/NORTH POINT C ALEU 4 667 610 613 550 609 732
OGLODAK C ALEU 4 86 111 58 99 86 86
IKIGINAK C ALEU 4 0 8 16 0 0
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Table 2 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
FENIMORE C ALEU 4 30 10 9 4 29
ANAGAKSIK C ALEU 4 2 52 14 20 30
GREAT SITKIN C ALEU 4 0 0 0 0 0
LITTLE TANAGA STRAIT C ALEU 4 49 15 36 26
KAGALASKA C ALEU 4 48 0 3 42 52
ADAK C ALEU 4 1,008 779 621 596 715
KANAGA/N CAPE C ALEU 3 7 13 2 14 0
KANAGA/CAPE MIGA C ALEU 3 0 0 0 0 27
KANAGA/SHIP ROCK C ALEU 3 229 331 322 420 372
TANAGA/BUMPY POINT C ALEU 3 33 33 22 46
TANAGA/CAPE SASMIK C ALEU 3 122 63 95 96
GRAMP ROCK C ALEU 3 679 593 442 504
UGIDAK C ALEU 3 25 16 4
TAG C ALEU 3 242 255 235 212
KAVALGA C ALEU 3 56 63 4
UNALGA+DINKUM ROCKS C ALEU 3 19 0 0
ULAK/HASGOX POINT C ALEU 3 531 537 515 470
AMATIGNAK/KNOB POINT C ALEU 3 1 0 3 0
AMATIGNAK/NITROF POINT C ALEU 3 76 38 49 46
SEMISOPOCHNOI/POCHNOI C ALEU 2 55 41 32 36
AMCHITKA/CAPE IVAKIN C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0
AMCHITKA/EAST CAPE C ALEU 2 178 103 103 71
AMCHITKA/ST. MAKARIUS C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0
AMCHITKA/COLUMN ROCK C ALEU 2 85 71 69
AYUGADAK C ALEU 2 152 152 113
RAT C ALEU 2 45 0
SEA LION ROCK (KISKA) C ALEU 2 0 0
TANADAK (KISKA) C ALEU 2 34 1
KISKA/SOBAKA-VEGA C ALEU 2 101 52
KISKA/CAPE ST STEPHEN C ALEU 2 210 229 205
KISKA/LIEF COVE C ALEU 2 170 162 152
KISKA/PILLAR ROCK C ALEU 2 0 0
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Table 2 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
BULDIR W ALEU 1 108 43 25
SHEMYA W ALEU 1 17 18 4
ALAID W ALEU 1 125 86 86 95
AGATTU/CAPE SABAK W ALEU 1 325 282 202 178
AGATTU/GILLON POINT W ALEU 1 374 308 281 237
ATTU/MASSACRE BAY W ALEU 1 0 0 0
ATTU/CHIRIKOF POINT W ALEU 1 75 30 42
ATTU/CHICHAGOF POINT W ALEU 1 54 13 25
ATTU/KRESTA POINT W ALEU 1 0 0 0
ATTU/CAPE WRANGELL W ALEU 1 257 260 247 190


Western Trend Site Counts 27,437 19,058 23,144 28,185 24,329 19,256 5,514
Other Western Site Counts (Table 3) 1,600 2,231 3,012 3,060 1,125 1,439 540
SEAK Counts (Table 4) 14,344 16,986 15,776 10,803
Total Alaska Count 29,037 21,289 26,156 45,589 42,439 36,471 16,857
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Table 3.  Counts of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions at non-trend (other) sites, 2004-2010.  2010E refers to the non-pup survey 
conducted 7 June-3 July 2010; 2010L refers to the movement survey conducted 10-13 July 2010. All are aerial survey counts 
from high resolution, vertical photographs. 


 
SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
HOOK POINT E GULF 10 96 101 132 261 0 384 0
STEEP POINT E GULF 10 1 63 90 92 88 107 86
MIDDLETON E GULF 10 4 0 0 0 0 0
POINT ELEANOR E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
PERRY E GULF 10 218 437 227 0 0 0
PLEIADES E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
POINT LaTOUCHE E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DANGER E GULF 10 12 10 119 2 1 0 160
PROCESSION ROCKS E GULF 10 36 67 77 102 113 185 72
CAPE JUNKEN E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
CAPE RESURRECTION E GULF 10 3 0 12 169 0 158
GROTTO (NATOA) ISLAND E GULF 10 46 63
GRANITE CAPE E GULF 10 1 89 25 4 5 0 1
RABBIT E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


FLAT C GULF 10 4 44 0 0 0
SHAW C GULF 9 81 162 1 0 0
NUKA POINT C GULF 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
PERL ROCKS C GULF 10 0 0 0 0 0
WEST AMATULI C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
SUD C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/CAPE PARAMANOF C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
CAPE DOUGLAS C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/MALINA POINT C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
NOISY C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/CAPE KULIUK C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/BIRD ROCK C GULF 9 108
CAPE NUKSHAK C GULF 9 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 3 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
CAPE UGYAK C GULF 8 0 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/SUNDSTROM C GULF 8 0 0 0 0
CAPE GULL C GULF 8 0 0 0 0 0
CAPE KULIAK C GULF 8 0 4 0 0
KODIAK/CAPE ALITAK C GULF 8 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/CAPE UYAK C GULF 8 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/STURGEON HEAD C GULF 8 0 0 0 0
KODIAK/CAPE IKOLIK C GULF 8 108 52 33 57 86
KODIAK/TOMBSTONE ROCKS C GULF 8 0 0 0 0 0
KILOKAK ROCKS C GULF 8 85 144 198 101 142
AIUGNAK COLUMNS C GULF 8 1 24 7 3
AGHIYUK C GULF 8 27 5 9 0 0


OLGA ROCKS NE W GULF 7 11 28 36 48
OLGA ROCKS SW W GULF 7 117 102 95 128
SUSHILNOI ROCKS W GULF 7 290 327 289 286 398
CATON W GULF 7 109 368 416 542
ATKULIK W GULF 8 0 0 0 0
CHANKLIUT W GULF 8 0 0 0 0
SEAL CAPE W GULF 8 0 0 0
BIG KONIUJI W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
TWINS W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
NAGAI/RK W OF CAPE WEDGE W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
EGG (SAND POINT) W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
UNGA/CAPE UNGA W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
OMEGA W GULF 7 0 1 0 0
WOSNESENSKI W GULF 7 166 113 110 98
HUNT W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
HAGUE ROCK W GULF 7 0 0 0 1
SOZAVARIKA W GULF 7 0 0 0
SANAK W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
UMGA W GULF 7 0 0 0 0
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Table 3 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
UNIMAK/CAPE LAZAREF E ALEU 7 0 0 0
UNIMAK/OKSENOF POINT E ALEU 6 269 762 332
UNIMAK/CAPE LUTKE E ALEU 7 0 0 0 0
UNIMAK/SCOTCH CAP E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0
Rock b/n Unimak/Sennett Point and Unimak/Cape 
Sarichef E ALEU 6 19 6 0
KALIGAGAN E ALEU 6 1 0 6 1
UNIMAK/SENNETT POINT E ALEU 6 0 1 0 0
BASALT ROCK E ALEU 6 1 4 0 0
AKUN/AKUN BAY E ALEU 6 0 0 18 8
AKUN/JACKASS POINT E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0
AKUN/AKUN HEAD E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
AKUTAN/BATTERY POINT E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
AVATANAK E ALEU 6 15 42 0
BABY E ALEU 6 0 4 0 0 0
INNER SIGNAL E ALEU 6 38 0 47 54 28
UNALASKA/PRIEST ROCK E ALEU 6 0 1 3 2 4
UNALASKA/WHALEBONE CAPE E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
UNALASKA/CAPE WISLOW E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
UNALASKA/CAPE STARICHKOF E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
UNALASKA/KOVRIZHKA E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0 0
UMNAK/CAPE IDAK E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0
EMERALD E ALEU 6 0 0 0 0
UMNAK/REINDEER POINT E ALEU 6 0 0
UMNAK/CAPE CHAGAK E ALEU 6 0 0
UMNAK/AGULIUK POINT E ALEU 6 0 0 0
SAMALGA E ALEU 6 1 0 0 0 0


TAGALAK C ALEU 4 91 134 162 86 53
SILAK C ALEU 4 38 32 88 32 90
ADAK/CAPE MOFFET C ALEU 4 0 0 0 0 0
ADAK/ARGONNE POINT C ALEU 4 35 12 10 0 84
BOBROF C ALEU 3 49 21 0 19
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Table 3 (continued) SITE NAME REGION RCA 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
SEMISOPOCHNOI/PETREL C ALEU 2 0 43 0
SEMISOPOCHNOI/SW KNOB C ALEU 2 17 0 0
SEMISOPOCHNOI/TUMAN POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0
SEGULA/GULA POINT C ALEU 2 1 0
AMLIA/CAPE MISTY C ALEU 5 21 72 0 0
KONIUJI/NORTH POINT C ALEU 4 0 0 0 0 0
CHUGUL C ALEU 4 39 69 73 12 33
IGITKIN/SW POINT C ALEU 4 0 0 0 0 0
ADAK/CRONE ISLAND C ALEU 4 0 60 15
KANAGA/CAPE CHUNU C ALEU 3 9 82 69 18 21
ILAK C ALEU 3 45 18 32
SKAGUL/S. POINT C ALEU 3 1 1
OGLIUGA C ALEU 3 49 0 2
AMCHITKA/OMEGA POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0
AMCHITKA/CHITKA POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0
AMCHITKA/BIRD C ALEU 2 0 0 0
TWIN ROCKS (KISKA) C ALEU 2 13 1
KISKA/SOUTH HEAD C ALEU 2 0 0 0
KISKA/WITCHCRAFT POINT C ALEU 2 0 7
KISKA/GERTRUDE-BUKHTI C ALEU 2 0 0 0


INGENSTREM ROCKS W ALEU 1 0 1 0
NIZKI W ALEU 1 0 0 0
DAN'S ROCKS W ALEU 1 0 0 0


TOTAL OTHER WESTERN SITES 1,600 2,231 3,012 3,060 1,125 1,439 540
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Table 4.  Counts of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions at rookery (in bold) and haulout trend (1) and other sites in southeast Alaska 
(SEAK = RCA 11), 2002-2010.  2010E refers to the non-pup survey conducted 7 June-3 July 2010; 2010L refers to the 
movement survey conducted 10-13 July 2010.  All are counts from aerial surveys using high-resolution, vertical photographs.  
For 2010L survey, X means site was skipped because of low recent counts and W refers to a site missed due to bad weather. 


 
SITE NAME TREND 2002 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
LITTLE ISLAND 0 0 0 X 
POINT MARSH 104 4 0 2 61
WEST ROCK 640 841 869 700 375
WOLF ROCK 207 300 170 245 3
SAKIE POINT 0 0 0 X 
CAPE BARTOLOME 41 0 0 59 13
CAPE ADDINGTON 1,074 718 9 542 616
GRINDALL 130 374 6 132 90
TIMBERED 442 288 4 444 438
HAZY 1 2,050 1,686 2,457 1,642 1,570
EASTERLY 255 189 216 124
CORONATION 1 46 279 5 254 178
South of Cape Ommaney 102 113 125 86
CAPE OMMANEY 344 117 161 192 138
LARCH BAY 28 0 0 0
SEA LION ROCK (PUFFIN BAY) 264 0 124 113 16
ETOLIN 0 0 0 X 
PATTERSON POINT 0 0 X 
BIALI ROCK 1 626 408 616 488 509
FORRESTER COMPLEX 1 3,699 2,894 4,742 3,385 3,152
JACOB ROCK 1 203 101 300 220 138
KAIUCHALI (BIORKA) 46 31 5 18 26
EMMONS 0 X 
HORN CLIFF 0 0 0 X 
YASHA 920 379 612 450 1,516
ST. LAZARIA 0 0 0 X 
PINTA ROCKS 0 0 0 X 
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Table 4 (continued) SITE NAME TREND 2002 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
TURNABOUT 0 0 0 0
ROUND ROCK 0 0 0 X 
THE BROTHERS 1 981 765 537 828 608
SEA LION ISLANDS 137 298 271 W 
POINT LULL 153 162 0 0
SAIL 0 3 496 0 980
FALSE POINT PYBUS 0 0 0 0 X


0 1 0 0 0


1 1 0 7 0


0 0 0 0 X


0 0 0 0 X
US 0 0 0 0 X


0 0 0 0 X


  
SUNSET 348 384 323 400 0
POINT LEAGUE (STEVENS PASSAGE)  
WHITE SISTERS 1 1,156 1,132 1,435 1,557 W 
TENAKEE CANNERY POINT 0 0 0 X 
CAPE CROSS 1  
TARR INLET 0 X 
MIST 0 0 0 X 
POINT MARSDEN 0 0 0 X 
CAPE BINGHAM   
CIRCLE POINT 0 0 0 X 
THE SISTERS 0 0 0 X 
DOROTHY 0 0 0 X 
GRAVES ROCK 1 1,001 1,305 1,442 1,057 W 
INIAN 206 116 2 175 W 
POINT ISLET (POINT ROCK) 


SA
0 X 


VENI    
POINT CAROL  


MIN
  


BENJA    
HARBOR POINT 1 186 178 264 206 0
SOUTH MARBLE 238 786 1,010 1,458 W 
MIDDLE PASS ROCK 74 W 
CASE (TLINGIT) POINT 0 0 0 X 
CAPE FAIRWEATHER 1 0 0 0 0
MET POINT 0 0 0 X 
ELDRED ROCK 0 0 0 X 
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Table 4 (continued) SITE NAME TREND 2002 2008 2009 2010E 2010L
GRAN (LEDGE) POINT 331 583 638 516 166


Total SEAK Trend-Sites 9,949 8,748 11,798 9,644 6,155
Total SEAK Other Sites 5,335 5,597 5,188 6,132 4,648
Total SEAK 15,284 14,344 16,986 15,776 10,803
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Table 5.  Counts of Steller sea lion pups at rookeries (in bold) in Alaska in late June-July, 1990-2010.  Pup counts at haulouts in 2010 
are also shown, as are counts for pooled years (1990-92, 2001-02, and 2003-04).  Counts from both observers on the ground 
and from high-resolution, vertical aerial photographs are included. 


 
SITE NAME Region RCA 1990-92 1994 1997 1998 2001-02 2003-04 2005 2009 2010
FORRESTER COMPLEX SEAK 11 3,261 2,757 2,798 2,753 3,152 3,429 4,036 2,673
HAZY SEAK 11 808 862 1,157 1,199 1,257 1,286 1,976 1,357
WHITE SISTERS SEAK 11 95 151 205 282 403 520 847
GRAVES ROCK SEAK 11 1 98 175 441
BIALI ROCK SEAK 11 59 100 144 85
YASHA SEAK 11 9
CAPE ADDINGTON SEAK 11 1
TIMBERED SEAK 11 1


SEAL ROCKS E GULF 10 657 598 491 542 500 543 556 740 634
WOODED (FISH) E GULF 10 305 120 147 86 173 159 178 224
CHISWELL E GULF 10 54 44 64 64
THE NEEDLE E GULF 10 22
CAPE ST. ELIAS E GULF 10 15
POINT ELRINGTON E GULF 10 4


OUTER (PYE) C GULF 10 363 119 104 113 104 59 104 122 122
SUGARLOAF C GULF 9 1,683 958 673 703 490 488 559 613
USHAGAT C GULF 9 42 43 55 71
MARMOT C GULF 9 1,611 804 762 642 515 505 433 509
CHOWIET C GULF 8 636 625 234 387 368 432 360
CHIRIKOF C GULF 8 656 325 184 225 189 123 216


ATKINS W GULF 7 485 324 366 352 274 266 328 338
CHERNABURA W GULF 7 211 139 54 138 82 153 244
JUDE W GULF 7 182 187 206 270
PINNACLE ROCK W GULF 7 794 652 639 769 663 643 702
CLUBBING ROCKS W GULF 7 433 547 448 490 566 583 778
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Table 5 (continued) SITE NAME Region RCA 1990-92 1994 1997 1998 2001-02 2003-04 2005 2009 2010
SOUTH ROCKS W GULF 7 36 44 60


SEA LION ROCK (AMAK) E ALEU 6 134 161 185 158 185
UGAMAK COMPLEX E ALEU 6 847 574 589 558 570 686 769 909
AKUN/BILLINGSHEAD E ALEU 6 63 69 56 55 85 144
AKUTAN/CAPE MORGAN E ALEU 6 442 631 505 508 497 657 688 730
BOGOSLOF E ALEU 6 501 302 281 220 256 278 225 282
OGCHUL E ALEU 6 94 42 57 69 78 90 116
ADUGAK E ALEU 6 262 180 135 172 185 185 276
UNALASKA/CAPE IZIGAN E ALEU 6 41
THE PILLARS E ALEU 6 1


YUNASKA C ALEU 5 230 217 192 161 145 145 170 185
SEGUAM/SADDLERIDGE C ALEU 5 684 444 463 479 468 517 530 540 518
AGLIGADAK C ALEU 5 0 2 0 0 1
AMLIA/SVIECH. HARBOR C ALEU 5 13 22 28 28 34 30
AMLIA/EAST CAPE C ALEU 5 2
KASATOCHI/NORTH POINT C ALEU 4 178 215 268 247 302 354 372 394 354
ADAK C ALEU 4 137 327 340 395 311 338 320
KANAGA/SHIP ROCK C ALEU 4 113 221 214 214
KANAGA/CAPE CHUNU C ALEU 4 3
TANAGA/CAPE SASMIK C ALEU 4 3
OGLODAK C ALEU 4 3
SILAK C ALEU 4 1
TAGALAK C ALEU 4 1
GRAMP ROCK C ALEU 3 448 425 456 444 439 387 332 299
TAG C ALEU 3 357 234 238 155 150 144 130 135
ULAK/HASGOX POINT C ALEU 3 790 638 521 332 257 338 272 264
AMCHITKA/COLUMN ROCKS C ALEU 2 148 114 70 52 45 44 40
AYUGADAK C ALEU 2 163 142 89 90 66 83 44
KISKA/LIEF COVE C ALEU 2 221 233 179 158 101 115 80
KISKA/CAPE ST STEPHEN C ALEU 2 212 120 54 71 75 82 91
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Table 5 (continued) SITE NAME Region RCA 1990-92 1994 1997 1998 2001-02 2003-04 2005 2008 2010
BULDIR W ALEU 1 381 120 120 122 42 26 7 1
ALAID W ALEU 1 27 20 10
AGATTU/CAPE SABAK W ALEU 1 1,127 379 314 212 159 113 83 84
AGATTU/GILLON POINT W ALEU 1 258 213 159 174 157 142 106
ATTU/CAPE WRANGELL W ALEU 1 222 154 75 47 47 33


WALRUS BERING 63 61 35 39 29 14
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Table 6.  Counts of Steller sea lion adults and juveniles (A) and pups (B) at trend sites in one region in the range of the eastern distinct 
population segment (DPS; southeast Alaska), and six regions in the western DPS in Alaska during June-July surveys from 
1990 to 2010.  Adult and juvenile counts in 2004-2010 have been adjusted to account for resolution and orientation differences 
with earlier counts. 2010E refers to the 7 June-3 July 2010 survey; 2010L refers to 10-13 July 2010 survey. Western Aleutian 
counts in 2009 include counts from both 2008 and 2005. 


A. Adult and Juvenile Counts 
Eastern DPS Western DPS in Alaska 


in Alaska Gulf of Alaska Aleutian Islands 
Year SEAK Eastern Central Western Eastern Central Western Total 
1991 8,034 4,812 7,872 5,338 5,283 8,656 4,601 36,562
1992 8,014 3,981 7,358 5,112 5,707 7,633 4,199 33,991
1994 9,001 3,612 6,505 5,718 5,664 6,909 3,114 31,522
1996 8,230 2,450 5,400 5,356 5,967 6,368 3,334 28,875
1998 8,693 2,158 4,806 5,367 5,774 7,017 2,786 27,908
2000 9,855 2,102 4,555 3,996 4,990 6,560 1,633 23,836
2002 9,949 2,615 4,594 4,617 5,261 6,547 1,196 24,829
2004 3,015 4,028 5,233 5,991 6,885 1,286 26,438
2006 3,101 6,031
2007 2,760
2008 8,748 4,065 4,420 5,558 6,405 5,817 895 27,160
2009 11,798 3,501


2010E 9,644 3,204 4,333
2010L 4,823


B. Pup Counts 
1990-1992 4,164 4,904 1,923 2,115 3,568


1994 3,770 903 2,831 1,662 1,756 3,109
1997 611 979
1998 4,235 689 1,876 1,493 1,474 2,834 803 9,169


2001-2002 4,877 586 1,721 1,671 1,561 2,612 488 8,639
2003-2004  716 1,609 1,577 1,731


2005 5,510 715 1,651 1,707 1,921 2,551 343 8,888
2009 7,444 918 1,821 2,062 2,300 2,436 279 9,816
2010 858 224
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Figure 1.  Terrestrial rookery and haulout sites in the range of the eastern and western distinct population segments (=stocks) of Steller 
sea lions in Alaska surveyed in 2010 and used in the analysis of population trends.  The eastern and western stocks breed on 
rookeries east and west of 144°W, respectively.  Boundaries of the eastern, central, and western regions of the Gulf of Alaska 
and Aleutian Islands are thick, solid lines.  Boundaries of rookery cluster areas (RCAs 1-11) are dashed lines.    
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Figure 2.  Counts of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions, 1990-2010, at trend sites in RCAs 1-3 (A), RCAs 4-5 (B), RCAs 6-7 (C), and RCAs 8-9 (D).  RCA 1 is 


the same as the W ALEU and RCAs 2-5 are the same as the C ALEU.  RCA 6 is equivalent to the E ALEU and was divided into western (Samalga Pass 
through Unalaska Island including rookeries on Adugak, Ogchul, and Bogoslof Islands), central (Krentizen Islands including rookeries on Akun, Akutan 
and Ugamak Islands), and Bering (Unimak and Amak Islands including the rookery on Sea Lion Rock) portions.  RCA 7 is equivalent to the W GULF, 
and RCAs 8-9 are equivalent to the C GULF.  Trend site totals in 2004-2010 were adjusted to account for differences in film resolution and orientation 
relative to earlier counts in the time series (Fritz and Stinchcomb 2005). 
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Figure 3.  Counts of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions, 1990-2010, at trend sites in RCA 
10 (A) and RCA 11 (B).  RCA 10 is similar to the E GULF, and RCA 11 is 
equivalent to SEAK.  In A, RCA 10 trend site totals for both the early non-pup 
and late movement surveys in 2010 are shown.  In B, 3 different RCA 11 trend 
site totals are shown:  1) all trend sites using the early 2010 non-pup survey, 2) all 
trend sites but not including White Sisters and Graves which were missed in the 
late 2010 movement survey, and using the early 2010 counts, and 3) all trend sites 
but not including White Sisters and Graves and using the late 2010 counts. Trend 
site totals in 2004-2010 were adjusted to account for film resolution and 
orientation relative to earlier counts in the time series (Fritz and Stinchcomb 
2005). 
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Figure 4.  Counts of Steller sea lion pups, 1990-2010, at rookeries in RCAs 1-3 (A), 
RCAs 4-5 (B), RCAs 6-7 (C), RCAs 8-9 (D), RCA 10 (E), and RCA 11 (F).  
RCA 1 is the same as the W ALEU and RCAs 2-5 are the same as the C ALEU.  
RCAs 6 and 7 are equivalent to the E ALEU and W GULF, respectively, while 
RCAs 8-9 are equivalent to the C GULF.  RCAs 10 and 11 are equivalent to the E 
GULF and SEAK, respectively.   
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STELLER SEA LION 2011 AERIAL PUP SURVEY 


27 June – 23 July 2011 


Scientific crew: Lowell Fritz and Kathryn Sweeney, AFSC; Morgan Lynn, SWFSC.  


Air flight crew: Bradley Fritzler and David Cowan, pilots; Sean Campbell, plane mechanic. 


Plane: NOAA AOC Twin Otter 46 (N46RF) 


Total Flight Hours: 53.4 


Objective: 


From 27 June – 23 July 2011, an AOC Twin Otter was used to complete an aerial survey of 
Steller sea lion pups from Kayak Island in the eastern Gulf of Alaska to the western Aleutian 
Islands.  Terrestrial sites with pups present historically and currently were surveyed within these 
regions to survey pup production as well as adult and juveniles from images captured on or 
before July 7. Animals hauled out on known rookery and haul-out sites were visually counted or 
photographed with a digital three-camera system mounted in the belly of the Twin Otter.   


Accomplishments: 


Sites with ten or more non-pups hauled out were photographed using three Canon EOS-1Ds 
Mark III digital cameras mounted in the belly of the plane.  The center camera was mounted 
vertically while the port and starboard cameras were mounted obliquely at a 21° angle, pointing 
inward towards the center camera.  The cameras were mounted in a forward image motion 
compensator (FMC) to reduce blur in the images due to moving at speeds. The cameras were set 
to photograph with aperture priority (f5.6) and ISO set to 800.  Zeiss 85mm prime manual focus 
lenses were calibrated on the ground and focused to a target about 800 feet away.  The desired 
survey altitude was 750 feet with a speed of 90 knots but due to low ceilings, wind speeds, and 
topography some sites had to be photographed at altitudes ranging from 500-1200ft and speeds 
ranging from 80 to 120 knots.   


The digital images will be counted by two independent counter groups and the rounded averages 
will be ready to be reported as final counts by fall 2011.  Images are counted using Adobe 
Photoshop CS2 and CS5.  Steller sea lions on the images will be counted and marked according 
to their age/sex classification (pup, juvenile, female, sub-adult male, and bull).   


A total of 134 out of 179 known rookery and haul-out sites were surveyed from Kayak Island in 
the eastern Gulf of Alaska to the western Aleutian Islands (Tables 1-3).  Of the six regions we 
attempted to survey, four were successfully completed; eastern, central, and western Gulf of 
Alaska and the eastern Aleutian Island regions. Parts of the central and western Aleutian Island 
regions were incomplete due to inclement weather from west of Tanaga Pass to the Rat Islands. 
Within the western Aleutian Island region, both Alaid and Nizki were not surveyed as these sites 
are within range of potentially harmful electronic disturbance from equipment on Shemya Island. 
Furthermore, survey of the western Aleutian Island region was a significant success as this area 
was not surveyed during the summer of 2009 and 2010 due to a runway repaving on Shemya 
Island. Therefore, the Rat Islands have not been surveyed since 2008. Fortunately, the survey 
team onboard the Tiglax, conducting pup branding in the Aleutian Islands, was able to collect 
cliff counts of pups and non-pups on Kiska/Cape St. Stephens on June 26. Additionally, non-pup 
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and pup beach counts were conducted for Akun/Billingshead on June 30 as this site cannot be 
surveyed with the vertical photograph technique due to topography and low cloud ceilings. 


The Bering Sea region was not surveyed as priority was shifted to focusing survey efforts within 
the central and western Aleutian Island regions since this area was last surveyed in 2008. 
However, weather for the Bering Sea region remained poor making a survey of this area unlikely 
had N46RF been positioned in Dutch Harbor during the proposed window from July 15 to July 
23. The primary goal of surveying the Bering Sea region was to survey Northern fur seal 
rookeries which were scheduled to be photographed at high altitude. About every 20 years these 
images are taken to be made into mosaics to show rookery space usage change over time 
however efforts to survey in 2010 and 2011 have not been successful. Likely, this will be 
attempted during the 2012 Alaska Ecosystem Program’s aerial survey. 


Logistical issues occurred but for the most part were not detrimental to the survey. The survey 
was expected to begin in Anchorage on the June 24 on the NOAA Twin Otter aircraft N56RF 
however the installation of new avionics postponed the plane availability. In lieu of N56RF, 
N46RF was assigned, an extended range aircraft nearly identical to the originally scheduled 
plane. However, as this plane was pulled from a National Weather Service project in Minnesota, 
the first day of our survey was not until June 27 after camera installation in Anchorage on the 
26th. Another logistical issue encountered was waiting for FAA clearance to fly overweight 
which did not arrive until June 29. This caused us to have to ship heavy equipment (i.e. spare 
parts, tool boxes, etc.) to ship to Dutch Harbor and fly the plane mechanic on a commercial 
airline to meet us in Kodiak so that surveying could continue within regulation weight. 


Unfortunately, upon the start of the survey the three camera mount was not working due to a 
combination of issues, both known and unknown. One problem was due to the use of a USB to 
serial port used with newer model computers which do not have a serial port built-in. This was 
remedied on July 9 upon the arrival of an older model Dell computer with a built-in serial port. 
While we were able to continue capturing images before July 9, we were unable to record 
individual data for each frame captured in the logs until the arrival of the computer with a serial 
port however the laser altimeter onboard captured some altitude data for some of the images 
captured.  We also had issues using Windows7 operating system with USB-serial port 
connections. 


We were able to survey or transit on 12 of the 27 days available to us during the project. Of the 
15 down days, six were hard down pilot rest days, which included the two days for the required 
100 hour mechanical inspection on July 20 and 21. Nine of the down days were due to weather 
and the last day we were able to survey was July 16. To allow for potential weather conflicts, the 
transit from Shemya to Anchorage began on July 22 with arrival in anchorage on the evening of 
the July 23, one day earlier than expected.
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Tables 


Table 1 — Summary of Alaskan Steller sea lion sites surveyed during the pup window from 
2011 compared to pup surveys conducted in 2009 and 2005. 


Region 2011 2009 2005 


Southeast Alaska 0 60 8 


Eastern Gulf 12 31 3 


Central Gulf 16 28 8 


Western Gulf 20 10 9 


Eastern Aleutians 24 19 10 


Central Aleutians 53 20 17 


Western Aleutians 9 0 5 


Bering 0 0 1 


Total 134 168 61 
 


Table 2 — Sites successfully surveyed and dates visited. Count type specified as Count for those 
that will be collected from aerial images, Observed Count for those sites visually counted 
from the air and recorded (sites with less than 10 animals), Beach Count used to survey 
Akun/Billingshead, and Cliff Count method used on Kiska/Cape St. Stephen. Bold 
indicates rookery sites. 


    Trend Sites   
Site Name Region RCA Rookery 1970 1990 2000 Date Count Type 
CAPE HINCHINBROOK E GULF 10 0 0 1 1 27-Jul Count 
CAPE RESURRECTION E GULF 10 0 0 0 0 28-Jun Count 
CAPE ST. ELIAS E GULF 10 0 1 1 1 27-Jul Count 
CHISWELL ISLANDS E GULF 10 1 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
GLACIER E GULF 10 0 1 1 1 27-Jul Count 
HOOK POINT E GULF 10 0 0 0 1 27-Jul Count 
PERRY E GULF 10 0 0 0 1 27-Jun Observed Count 
POINT ELRINGTON E GULF 10 0 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
PROCESSION ROCKS E GULF 10 0 0 0 1 28-Jun Count 
SEAL ROCKS E GULF 10 1 1 1 1 27-Jul Count 
THE NEEDLE E GULF 10 0 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
WOODED (FISH) E GULF 10 1 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
OUTER (PYE) C GULF 10 1 0 1 1 28-Jun Count 
PERL C GULF 10 0 0 1 1 28-Jun Count 
KODIAK/CAPE CHINIAK C GULF 9 0 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
KODIAK/CAPE UGAT C GULF 9 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
LATAX ROCKS C GULF 9 0 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
MARMOT C GULF 9 1 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
SHAKUN ROCKS C GULF 9 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
SUGARLOAF C GULF 9 1 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
TWOHEADED C GULF 9 0 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
USHAGAT/SW C GULF 9 1 1 1 1 28-Jun Count 
CHIRIKOF C GULF 8 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 
CHOWIET C GULF 8 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 
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    Trend Sites   
Site Name Region RCA Rookery 1970 1990 2000 Date Count Type 
KILOKAK ROCKS C GULF 8 0 0 0 1 30-Jun Count 
NAGAI ROCKS C GULF 8 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
PUALE BAY C GULF 8 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Observed Count 
SUTWIK C GULF 8 0 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 
LIGHTHOUSE ROCKS W GULF 8 1 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
MITROFANIA W GULF 8 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
ATKINS W GULF 7 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 
BIRD W GULF 7 0 1 1 1 1-Jul Count 
CATON W GULF 7 0 0 0 1 1-Jul Count 
CHERNABURA W GULF 7 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 
CLUBBING ROCKS 
NORTH 


W GULF 7 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 


CLUBBING ROCKS 
SOUTH 


W GULF 7 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 


JUDE W GULF 7 1 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
KUPREANOF POINT W GULF 7 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
NAGAI/MOUNTAIN 
POINT 


W GULF 7 0 1 1 1 30-Jun Observed Count 


OLGA ROCKS NE W GULF 7 0 0 0 1 1-Jul Count 
OLGA ROCKS SW W GULF 7 0 0 0 1 1-Jul Count 
PINNACLE ROCK W GULF 7 1 1 1 1 1-Jul Count 
SEA LION ROCKS 
(SHUMAGINS) 


W GULF 7 0 1 1 1 30-Jun Count 


SOUTH ROCKS W GULF 7 0 0 1 1 1-Jul Count 
SUSHILNOI ROCKS W GULF 7 0 0 0 1 1-Jul Count 
THE WHALEBACK W GULF 7 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 
UNGA/ACHEREDIN 
POINT 


W GULF 7 0 0 1 1 30-Jun Count 


WOSNESENSKI W GULF 7 0 0 0 1 1-Jul Count 
ADUGAK E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
AIKTAK E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 4-Jul Count 
AKUN/BILLINGS HEAD E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 30-Jun Beach Count 
AKUTAN/CAPE 
MORGAN 


E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 4-Jul Count 


AKUTAN/REEF-LAVA E ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 4-Jul Count 
AMAK+ROCKS E ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 5-Jul Count 
BOGOSLOF/FIRE 
ISLAND 


E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 


OGCHUL E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
OLD MAN ROCKS E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 1-Jul Count 
POLIVNOI ROCK E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 3-Jul Count 
SEA LION ROCK (AMAK) E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 5-Jul Count 
THE PILLARS E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 3-Jul Count 
TIGALDA/ROCKS NE E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 4-Jul Count 
TIGALDA/SOUTH SIDE E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 1-Jul Count 
UGAMAK/NORTH E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 4-Jul Count 
UGAMAK/ROUND E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 4-Jul Count 
UGAMAK/SW E ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 4-Jul Observed Count 
UGAMAK/UGAMAK BAY E ALEU 6 1 1 1 1 5-Jul Count 
UMNAK/CAPE ASLIK E ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
UNALASKA/BISHOP E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 3-Jul Count 
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    Trend Sites   
Site Name Region RCA Rookery 1970 1990 2000 Date Count Type 
POINT 
UNALASKA/CAPE IZIGAN E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 4-Jul Count 
UNIMAK/CAPE 
SARICHEF 


E ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 5-Jul Observed Count 


UNIMAK/OKSENOF 
POINT 


E ALEU 6 0 0 0 1 5-Jul Count 


VSEVIDOF E ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
CHUGINADAK C ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
KAGAMIL C ALEU 6 0 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
ULIAGA C ALEU 6 0 0 1 1 3-Jul Count 
AGLIGADAK C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
AMLIA/CAPE MISTY C ALEU 5 0 0 0 0 9-Jul Count 
AMLIA/EAST CAPE C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
AMLIA/SVIECH. HARBOR C ALEU 5 0 0 1 1 9-Jul Count 
AMUKTA+ROCKS C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
CARLISLE C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 3-Jul Count 
CHAGULAK C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
HERBERT C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
SAGIGIK C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
SEGUAM/FINCH POINT C ALEU 5 0 1 1 0 9-Jul Count 
SEGUAM/LAVA COVE C ALEU 5 0 1 1 0 9-Jul Observed Count 
SEGUAM/LAVA POINT C ALEU 5 0 1 1 0 9-Jul Observed Count 
SEGUAM/SADDLERIDGE C ALEU 5 1 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
SEGUAM/SW RIP C ALEU 5 0 1 1 0 9-Jul Observed Count 
SEGUAM/TURF POINT C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
SEGUAM/WHARF POINT C ALEU 5 0 1 1 0 9-Jul Count 
TANADAK (AMLIA) C ALEU 5 0 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
YUNASKA C ALEU 5 1 1 1 1 9-Jul Count 
ADAK/ARGONNE POINT C ALEU 4 0 1 1 0 11-Jul Observed Count 
ADAK/CAPE MOFFET C ALEU 4 0 1 1 0 11-Jul Observed Count 
ADAK/CAPE YAKAK C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Count 
ADAK/CRONE ISLAND C ALEU 4 0 0 0 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
ADAK/LAKE POINT C ALEU 4 1 1 1 1 11-Jul Count 
ANAGAKSIK C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Count 
ATKA/CAPE KOROVIN C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
ATKA/NORTH CAPE C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Count 
CHUGUL C ALEU 4 0 0 0 1 11-Jul Count 
FENIMORE C ALEU 4 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Count 
GREAT SITKIN C ALEU 4 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
IKIGINAK C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
KAGALASKA C ALEU 4 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
KASATOCHI/NORTH 
POINT 


C ALEU 4 1 1 1 1 11-Jul Count 


LITTLE TANAGA STRAIT C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Count 
OGLODAK C ALEU 4 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Count 
SALT C ALEU 4 0 1 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
SILAK C ALEU 4 0 1 0 0 11-Jul Count 
TAGALAK C ALEU 4 0 0 0 1 11-Jul Count 
BOBROF C ALEU 3 0 0 0 0 11-Jul Count 
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    Trend Sites   
Site Name Region RCA Rookery 1970 1990 2000 Date Count Type 
KANAGA/CAPE CHUNU C ALEU 3 0 0 0 1 11-Jul Count 
KANAGA/CAPE MIGA C ALEU 3 0 0 1 0 11-Jul Count 
KANAGA/N CAPE C ALEU 3 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
KANAGA/SHIP ROCK C ALEU 3 1 0 1 1 11-Jul Count 
TANAGA/BUMPY POINT C ALEU 3 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Observed Count 
TANAGA/CAPE SASMIK C ALEU 3 0 0 1 1 11-Jul Count 
KISKA/CAPE ST 
STEPHEN 


C ALEU 2 1 1 1 1 26-Jun Cliff Count 


AMTAGIS C ALEU  0 0 0 0 11-Jul Observed Count 
IGITKIN/SW POINT C ALEU  0 0 0 0 11-Jul Observed Count 
KONIUJI/NORTH POINT C ALEU  0 0 0 0 11-Jul Observed Count 
SAGCHUDAK C ALEU  0 0 0 0 11-Jul Observed Count 
AGATTU/CAPE SABAK W ALEU 1 1 1 1 1 16-Jul Count 
AGATTU/GILLON POINT W ALEU 1 1 1 1 1 16-Jul Count 
ATTU/CAPE WRANGELL W ALEU 1 1 0 1 1 16-Jul Count 
ATTU/CHICHAGOF 
POINT 


W ALEU 1 0 0 1 0 16-Jul Count 


ATTU/CHIRIKOF POINT W ALEU 1 0 0 1 0 16-Jul Count 
ATTU/KRESTA POINT W ALEU 1 0 0 1 0 16-Jul Observed Count 
ATTU/MASSACRE BAY W ALEU 1 0 0 1 0 16-Jul Observed Count 
INGENSTREM ROCKS W ALEU 1 0 0 0 0 16-Jul Observed Count 
SHEMYA W ALEU 1 0 0 1 1 16-Jul Count 


 


Table 3 — Sites missed or skipped during the 2011 aerial survey due to weather or in-flight 
logistics. Bold indicates rookery sites. 


    Trend Sites 
Sitename Region RCA Rookery 1970 1990 2000 
AMATIGNAK/KNOB POINT C ALEU 3 0 0 1 1 
AMATIGNAK/NITROF POINT C ALEU 3 0 1 1 1 
GARELOI C ALEU 3 0 0 0 0 
GRAMP ROCK C ALEU 3 1 1 1 1 
ILAK C ALEU 3 0 0 0 1 
KAVALGA C ALEU 3 0 1 1 1 
OGLIUGA C ALEU 3 0 0 0 1 
SKAGUL/S. POINT C ALEU 3 0 0 0 0 
TAG C ALEU 3 1 1 1 1 
UGIDAK C ALEU 3 0 1 1 1 
ULAK/HASGOX POINT C ALEU 3 1 1 1 1 
UNALGA+DINKUM ROCKS C ALEU 3 0 1 1 1 
AMCHITKA/BIRD C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
AMCHITKA/CAPE IVAKIN C ALEU 2 0 1 1 0 
AMCHITKA/CHITKA POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
AMCHITKA/COLUMN ROCK C ALEU 2 1 0 1 1 
AMCHITKA/EAST CAPE C ALEU 2 0 1 1 1 
AMCHITKA/OMEGA POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
AMCHITKA/ST. MAKARIUS C ALEU 2 0 0 1 0 
AYUGADAK C ALEU 2 1 1 1 1 
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    Trend Sites 
Sitename Region RCA Rookery 1970 1990 2000 
KISKA/GERTRUDE-BUKHTI C ALEU 2 0 0 0 1 
KISKA/LIEF COVE C ALEU 2 1 1 1 1 
KISKA/PILLAR ROCK C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
KISKA/SIRIUS POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
KISKA/SOBAKA-VEGA C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
KISKA/SOUTH HEAD C ALEU 2 0 0 0 1 
KISKA/WITCHCRAFT POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 1 
KISKA/WOLF POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
LITTLE SITKIN C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
RAT C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
SEA LION ROCK (KISKA) C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
SEGULA/CHUGUL POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
SEGULA/GULA POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 0 0 
SEMISOPOCHNOI/PETREL C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
SEMISOPOCHNOI/POCHNOI C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
SEMISOPOCHNOI/SW KNOB C ALEU 2 0 0 1 0 
SEMISOPOCHNOI/TUMAN POINT C ALEU 2 0 0 1 0 
TANADAK (KISKA) C ALEU 2 0 0 1 1 
TWIN ROCKS (KISKA) C ALEU 2 0 0 0 1 
ALAID W ALEU 1 0 1 1 1 
BULDIR/EAST CAPE W ALEU 1 0 0 1 1 
BULDIR/NW ROCKS W ALEU 1 1 1 1 1 
BULDIR/ROOKERY W ALEU 1 1 1 1 1 
DAN'S ROCKS W ALEU 1 0 0 0 0 
NIZKI W ALEU 1 0 0 0 0 
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