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The Washington Department of Wildlife maintains a list of endangered, threatened and 
sensitive species (Washington Administrative Codes 232-12-014 and 232-12-011, 
Appendix C). Species are evaluated for listing using a set of procedures developed by a 
group of citizens, interest groups, and state and federal agencies (Washington 
Administrative Code 232-12-297, Appendix C). The procedures were adopted by the 
Washington Wildlife Commission in 1990. They specify how species listing will be 
initiated, criteria for listing and delisting, public review, and recovery and management of 
listed species. 

The first step in the process is to develop a preliminary species status report. The report 
includes a review of information relevant to the species' status in Washington including, 
but not limited to: historic, current, and future species population trends, natural history 
including ecological relationships, historic and current habitat trends, population 
demographics and their relationship to long term sustainability, and historic and current 
species management activities. 

The procedures then provide for a 90-day public review opportunity for interested parties 
to submit new scientific data relevant to the status report and classification 
recommendation. During the 90-day review period, the Department holds one public 
meeting in each of its administrative regions. At the close of the review of the draft 
report, the Depanment completes a final status report and listing recommendation for 
presentation to the Washington Wildlife Commission. The final report, listing 
recommendation, and any State Environmental Policy Act findings are then released for 
public review 30 days prior to the Commission presentation. 

This report is the Department of Wildlife's final Status Report and listing 
recommendation for the Steller (northern) sea lion. The listing proposal will be 
presented to the Washington Wildlife Commission on August 14, 1993 at the Colville 
Community Center, Colville, Washington. Comments on the report and recommendation 
may be sent to: Endangered Species Program Manager, Washington Department of 
Wildlife, 600 Capitol Way N, Olympia, WA 98501-1091; or presented to the Wildlife 
Commission at its August 14 meeting. 

This report should be cited as: 

Washington Department of Wildlife. 1993. Status of the Steller (northern) sea lion 
(Eumotopias juhatus) in Washington. Unpuh!. Rep. Wash. Dept. Wild!., Olympia. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 5 April 1990, the National Marine Fisheries Service published an emergency rule listing 
the Steller (northern) sea lion (Eumefopias jubaru-r) as a threatened species under provisions 
of the Endangered Species Act. Final listing for the species became effective on 4 December 
1990. The listing action was deemed appropriate because of a major, rapid decline in ·sea 
lion numbers that had occurred throughout most of Alaska, within the core of the species' 
range. Counts of juveniles and adults in the region from the Kenai Peninsula to Kiska Island 
(i .e., the central and western Gulf of Alaska, and the eastern and Central Aleutian Islands) 
declined 63% between 1985 and 1989. In addition, counts from trend sites (rookeries and 
haulouts that have been counted during every major survey) between the late 1950's and 
1990 showed an overall decline of 78 %. 

The reasons for the decline are not well understood . Changes in the quantity or quality of 
available prey may have contributed to the decline. Evidence of major shifts in the 
abundance of fish in the Bering Sea over the past several decades is well documented. 
Estimates of abundance of walleye pollock increased significantly in the late 1970's. This 
and other important sea lion prey support a major commercial fishery and millions of metric 
tons are removed by the fishery each year. The development and expansion of commercial 
fisheries throughout the sea lion's range may have caused detrimental changes in the food 
supply. However, the complexity of ecosystem interactions, and limitations of data and 
models make it difficult to determine how fishery removals may have influenced the 
population. 

In the past, Steller sea lions have been harvested commercially and thi s may have contributed 
to decline over the past 30 years. A total of 45 , 178 pups were killed in the eastern Aleutian 
islands and Gulf of Alaska between 1963 and 1972. An experimental harvest in 1959 
resulted in 616 adult males being taken. While this harvest may have been significant to 
some of the decline, it does not explain why numbers declined in areas that were not 
harvested or why declines in some areas were most pronounced 20 years after the harvest. 

Sea lion losses incidental to commercial fisheries may also have contributed to the overall 
decline. The total estimated incidental catch of Steller sea lions in foreign and joint-venture 
trawl fisheries was over 20,000 animals for the period. 1966- 1988. A variety of other 
factors, including disease, contaminants, EI Nino events (warmwater currents), and 
subsistence harvest by Alaska natives are considered either unimportant or too poorly 
understood to be considered meaningful to the observed decline. 

In Washington, Steller sea lions are present year-round but are most abundant during fall and 
winter. They occur in greatest abundance along the outer coast from Cape Flattery to the 
mouth of the Columbia River. Some individuals also occur in inland waters such as Puget 
Sound. More than 1,000 animals of all age and sex classes have been counted during 
surveys in recen t years. Although breeding sites for this species occur in British Columbia, 
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Oregon, and northern California, breeding was not documented in Washington until 1992 
when a single pup was born on Carroll Island. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service has listed the Steller sea lion as threatened throughout 
its range and Washington's Steller sea lions are part of the threatened population. Recovery 
actions are needed to correct the downward population trend and have been outlined in the 
federal recovery plan. The Steller sea lion is not considered in immediate danger of 
extirpation from Washington and is therefore not recommended for endangered status. 

It is recommended that the Steller sea lion be designated as a threatened species in 
Washington. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Steller (northern) sea lion (Eul11eropias juharus) has suffered significant declines in the 
core populations of the Gulf of Alaska and the central and eastern Aleutian islands. 
Prompted by a petition and substantial data documenting the decline, the National Marine 
Fisheries Service emergency-listed the Steller sea lion as a threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act on 5 April 1990. Final li sting for the species became effective on 4 
December 1990. 

Rather than develop an independent report on the status of this species in Washington , the 
federal recovery plan for the species is included in Appendix A . The plan contains 
information on species description, life history, population status and trend , natural factors 
influencing the population, known and potential human impacts on the population, and 
actions needed for recovery . The final rule used by the National Marine Fisheries Service in 
its determination to list the Steller sea lion as a federally threatened species is included in 
Appendix B. 

Steller sea lions are present in Washington year-round but are most abundant during fall and 
winter. More commonly found are California sea lions (Zalophus californianus), which have 
increased in recent years and are now often seen in many of Washington's marine areas. 
The National Marine Mammal Laboratory and the Department of Wildlife have been 
collecting data on distribution and abundance of Steller sea lions in Washington since the 
mid-1970's. More than 1,000 Steller sea lions of all age and sex classes have been counted 
in recent years on Washington 's coast. They occur in greatest abundance on the outer coast 
from Cape Flattery to the mouth of the Columbia River. Fewer numbers are found in inland 
waters such as Puget Sound (Chumbley 1993). 

Most sea lions utilize outer coast rocks, islands, and navigation buoys as haulouts (resting 
areas). Although breeding sites for this species occur in British Columbia, Oregon, and 
northern California, breeding in Washington was not documented in Washington until 1992 
when a single pup was born on Carroll Island. 

Washington's Steller sea lions are part of the threatened population listed by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service. The Steller sea lion is not considered in immediate danger of 
extirpation from Washington and is therefore not recommended for endangered status. In 
recognition of the federal listing status, the recent downward population trend, and the need 
for recovery actions to correct this trend. it is recommended that the Steller sea lion be 
designated as a threatened species in Washington. 
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Recovery plans delineate reasonable actions which are believed to be required to recover 
and/or protect the species. Plans are prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, sometimes with the assistance of recovery teams, contractors, 
state agencies, and others. The Steller Sea Lion Recovery plan was prepared by a recovery team 
and approved by the National Marine Fisheries Service. It does not necessarily represent official 
positions nor approvals of all the team members or cooperating agencies, other than the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, involved in the plan formulation. The plan represents the official position 
of the National Marine Fisheries Service only after it has been signed by the Assistant Administrator 
for Fisheries as approved. Approved recovery plans are subject to modification as dictated by new 
findings; changes in species status and completion of tasks described in the plan. Goals and 
objectives will be attained and. funds expended contingent upon agency appropriations and 
priorities. 

This final plan incorporates the new format that has become standard in recovery plans in 
recent years. It is intended to serve as a guide that delineates and schedules those actions believed 
necessary to restore the Steller sea lion as a viable self-sustaining element of its ecosystem. It is 
recognized that some of the tasks described in the plan are already underway. The inclusion of 
these ongoing tasks represents an awareness of their importance, and offers support for their 
continuation. 

Literature Citation should read as follows: 

National Marine Fisheries Service. 1992. Recovery Plan for the Steller Sea Lion (Eumetopias 
jubatus). Prepared by the Steller Sea Lion Recovery Team for the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Silver Spring, Maryland. 92 pp. 



PREFACE 

On April 5, 1990, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) published an emergency 
rule listing the Steller sea lion as a threatened species under provisions of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). This action resulted in part from a petition submitted by the Environmental Defense 
Fund, which requested that Steller sea lions be designated as an endangered species. A protective 
listing was deemed appropriate because of a major, rapid decline in sea lion numbers that had 
occurred throughout most of Alaska. The final listing, published on November 26, 1990, became 
effective on December 4, 1990. 

Section 4(f) of the ESA requires that recovery plans be developed for endangered and 
threatened species unless the appropriate Secretary finds that such a plan will not promote 
conservation of the species. Each plan must incorporate: (1) a description of site-specific 
management actions that may be necessary to achieve· goals for conservation and survival of the 
species; (2) objective measurable criteria that can be used to determine whether a species can be 
removed from a list; and (3) estimates of the time and costs for carrying out actions needed to 
achieve the plan's goal. 

NMFS has determined that a recovery plan would promote the conservation of the Steller 
sea lion. This plan was written by the Steller Sea Lion Recovery Team at the request of the 
AssistantAdrninistrator for Fisheries, NMFS. A prelirninary draft Steller Sea Lion Recovery Plan was 
prepared by members of the Recovery Team and circulated to a select group of technical experts 
for review (see Acknowledgements). A revised Technical Draft was submitted to NMFS on 
February 20, 1991, and NMFS made this draft available for public review and comment. A final 
draft of the Steller Sea Lion Recovery Plan, which incorporated, to the maximum extent possible, 
,all relevant comments received, was submitted by the Recovery Team to NMFS on October 3, 1991. 

A Recovery Plan identifies the specific management actions that must be taken to ensure 
that the species of concern recovers to the point that it can be removed from ESA listing. Unlike 
the situation with many other species where the problems and necessary remedial actions can be 
clearly identified, the factors that have caused the decline in Steller sea lion abundance are poorly 
known. It has therefore been difficult to design and evaluate the probable effectiveness of potential 
management actions . . The plan recommends continuation of ongoing research and development of 
new programs designed to improve our understanding of sea lion management needs. Although 
the amount of research being conducted on Steller sea lions is increasing, it may still be a long time 
before we will understand the role of all of the factors that may be influencing the population. 
Because of these uncertainties, the Recovery Team recognized as an immediate objective the need 
to identify actions that are most likely to stop the decline of the Steller sea lion population. Actions 
that are likely to have such an effect are given the highest priority in the Recovery Plan. 

When it was possible to identify a specific management action that the Team thought likely 
to help stop the popUlation decline or to enhance recovery of the Steller sea lion population, that 
action has been specifically recommended in the Recovery Plan. The Team also described a 
monitoring program that should be conducted in order to allow a continuing evaluation of the 
population trend and status of Steller sea lions. Results from research and monitoring programs 
will be considered in subsequent revisions and modifications to this Recovery Plan. 



The goal of this Recovery Plan will be met when the Steller sea lion population has 
recovered to the extent that it can be removed from ESA listings. It is possible that at that point 
the species would still qualify for listing as depleted under terms of the MMPA, and it would 
therefore be necessary for a conservation plan to be in place. In that case, the Recovery Plan 
should be reviewed and revised as necessary to reflect MMPA requirements and the biological and 
ecological situations at that time. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A major decline in the abundance of Steller sea lions has occurred throughout their range 
over the past 30 years. Counts of adults and juveniles in the region from the Kenai Peninsula to 
Kiska Island (i.e., the central and western Gulf of Alaska, and the eastern and central Aleutian 
Islands) declined 63% between 1985 and 1989. The greatest decline occurred in the eastern 
Aleutian Islands, where 10,802 sea lions were counted in 1985 but only 3,145 in 1989. The 
number of sea lions at Seguam Island, a rookery in the central Aleutian Islands, declined 80% from 
1985 to 1989; pup counts at Seguam also declined 80% from 1985 to 1989. A comparison of trend 
sites (rookeries and haulouts that have been counted during every major survey) between the late 
1950s and 1990 showed an overall decline of 78%. Population modeling suggests that decreased 
juvenile survival was the most likely cause of the decline in sea lions in the central Gulf of Alaska 
during 1975-1985. Analysis of 1991 counts indicates an additional decline of approximately 5% 
in the overall number of animals on the trend sites since 1989-1990. 

The number of adult and juvenile animals in the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands 
formerly represented about 75% of the world population (Gulf of Alaska = 38%; Aleutian Islands 
= 37%); however, the proportion is changing as the Alaskan portion of the population declines. 
Both natural and human-caused factors have been hypothesized as contributing to these declines. 

Changes in the quantiry or quality of available prey may influence the health and fitness of 
individual.sea lions. Evidence that major shifts have occurred in the abundance of fish in the 
Bering Sea over the past several decades is well documented. In the 1950s and early 1960s, the 
most abundant pelagic species was Pacific herring, whose biomass exceeded 3-5 million metric tons. 
However, rapid increases in the estimated size of walleye pollock stocks in both the Bering Sea and 
Gulf of Alaska occurred between the 1960s and 1980s. In the late 1970s, walleye pollock biomass 
increased significantly, from an estimated 0.8 million to more than 3.5 million metric tons. Recent 
estimates indicate that the pollock biomass has accounted for nearly 85% of the pelagic fish 
population in that region. Walleye pollock have been shown to be an important prey of Steller sea 
lions in the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and North Pacific Ocean. Commercial fisheries which 
target on several of the most important prey species of Steller sea lions, including pollock, remove 
millions of metric tons of fish, much of which is potential sea lion food. The development and 
expansion of commmercial fisheries throughout the species' range may have caused detrimental 
changes in the sea lions food supply. However, the complexity of ecosystem interactions, and 
limitations of data and models make it difficult to determine how fishery removals may have 
influenced the population. 

Natural changes in the environment may also be partly responsible for the decline in 
numbers of Steller sea lions in some areas. The factors responsible for producing these changes, 
however, are not well known. Thus, although there is evidence suggestive of changes in the 
abundance of major fish species and the environment, the causes of these changes and their 
influence on Steller sea lion population trend are largely unknown. 
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The overall goal of this Recovery Plan is to promote recovery of the Steller sea lion 
population to a level appropriate to justify removal from ESA listings. Immediate objectives are to 
identify factors that are limiting the population, to propose a set of actions that will minllnize any 
human-induced activities that may be detrimental to the survival or recovery of the population, and 
actions necessary to cause the population to increase. Although it is not clear what factors have 
contributed to the Steller sea lion population decline, and it is apparent that a great deal of 
infonnation vital to the effective management of the species is lacking, there is an urgent need to 
take inunediate actions to safeguard against further population declines, and to provide for recovery 
of the species. Immediate actions that should be taken include efforts to reduce human-caused 
mortality to the lowest level practicable, protection of important habitats through buffer zones and 
other means, and enhancement of population productivity by ensuring that there is an ample food 
supply available. Conservation and management measures implemented when Steller sea lions were 
listed under the ESA, and since, have addressed some of these needs. Additional management 
actions are describ~d in the Recovery Plan. Progress toward achieving these goals and objectives 
will be measured by criteria for delisting of the species which are described in the Plan. 

The Recovery Team believes that management designed to provide for recovery of the sea 
lion population should be based on biological principles and ecological understanding. The 
research program recommended by the Recovery Team will require a considerable amount of funds, 
time, and effort to produce the infonnation needed to design a complete and effective set of 
conservation measures. Management agencies therefore should not preclude consideration of more 
inunediate conservation measures or management experiments that could further reduce human 
impacts, or that would respond to proposals by the scientific COmmt'lllty designed to evaluate 
certain hypotheses. 
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I. NATIJRAL HISfORY 

A. Species Description 

Sea lions belong to the Order Carnivora, Suborder Pinnipedia, Family Otariidae, and 
Subfamily Otariina~ . The family contains the extant genera Arctocephalus, Callorhinus, 
Eumetopias, Neophoca, Otaria, Phocarctos, and Zalophus. The genus Eumetopias contains one 
species, the Steller (northern) sea lion, g. jubatus. Unless noted otherwise, all references to sea 
lions in this document are to Steller sea lions. 

Steller sea lions are the largest otariid and show marked sexual dimorphism, males being 
larger than females. The average adult standard length is 282 cm for males and 228 cm for 
females (maximum of about 325 cm and 290 cm); weight of males averages 566 kg and females 
263 kg (maximum of about 1,120 kg and 350 kg) (Fiscus, 1961; Calkins and Pitcher, 1982; 
Loughlin and Nelson, 1986). The light buff to reddish brown pelage is slightly darker on the 
chest and abdomen. Naked parts of the skin are black (King, 1954). Adult males have long, 
coarse hair on the chest, shoulders, and back; the chest and neck are massive and muscular. 
Newborn pups are about 1 m long, weigh 16·23 kg, and have a thick, dark-brown coat that 
molts to lighter brown after 6 months. A more detailed description is provided in Loughlin et 
aJ. (1987) and Hoover (1988). 

B. Ute History 

Distribution and Movements 

Sea lions probably evolved in temper"te waters of the North Pacific Ocean (Repenning 
and Tedford, 1977). The earliest known remains of an otariid are between 10 and 12 million 
years old (Repenning, 1976). Three to four million year old fossil remains of Steller sea lions 
have been found in California. 

The present range of Steller sea lions (Figure 1) extends around the North Pacific Ocean 
rim from northern Japan, the Kuril Islands and Okhotsk Sea, through the Aleutian Islands and 
Bering Sea, along Alaska's southern coast, and south to California (Kenyon and Rice, 1961; 
Loughlin et aI., 1984). In the western Pacific, animals occasionally haul out as far south as 
Hokkaido Island in Japan. 

The centers of abundance and distribution are the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands. 
Seal Rocks, at the entrance to Prince William Sound, Alaska, is the northernmost rookery 
(600 09'N). Most large rookeries are in the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands (Kenyon and 
Rice, 1961; Calkins and Pitcher, 1982; Loughlin et aI., 1984; Merrick et aI., 1987). Ano Nuevo 
Island off central California is the southernmost rookery (37"06'N), although up until 1981 
some pups were born at San Miguel Island (34°05'N). Most of the information on Steller sea 
lion distribution has been collected during summer months. Distribution during late fall and 
winter is poorly known. . 
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Steller sea lions are not known to migrate, but they do disperse widely at times of ye 
other than the breeding season. Males that breed in California are rarely seen in California 
Oregon except for May through August, and appear to spend the non-breeding months in Al 
and British Columbia. During fall and winter in Alaska, sea lions may occur at rookeries ane 
haulouts that are used during the summer; they are also seen near sea ice and islands in the 
northern Bering Sea. Females generally return to rookeries of their birth to pup and breed 
(Kenyon and Rice, 1961; Calkins and Pitcher, 1982; Loughlin et aI., 1984; Calkins, 1986; 
Kajimura and Loughlin, 1988). Animals marked at rookeries in the Gulf of Alaska have beer 
sighted in southeast Alaska and British Columbia; some marked in British Columbia have bee 
seen at Cape SI. Elias, Alaska; some marked in the eastern Aleutians have been seen in easte 
Bristol Bay, Alaska; and some marked in Oregon have been seen in northern California, 
Washington, British Columbia, and southeast Alaska (Calkins and Pitcher, 1982; Calkins, 191 
R. Brown, personal communication; NMML files). In most cases, resights have been of juven 
animals on haulouts. Pups tagged in the Kuril Islands have been resighted in China's Yellow 
Sea at the Bo Hai bar, and in Japan as far south as Yokahama (NMML files). 

There have been limited studies to develop biological criteria for separating animals iJ 
different geographic regions into separate populations. A single study of biochemical variatic 
in Steller sea lions suggested little genetic variation within the Gulf of Alaska (Lidicker et aI., 
1981). Comparisons are being made among animals from more widely separated locations. . 
work on this subject is ongoing at the NMML. Since animals disperse widely after the breedi 
season and intermix with animals from other areas, it is difficult to identify individual animal 
once away from the rookery as belonging to a specific reproductive population. 

Habitat Use 

Steller sea lion habitat includes marine and terrestrial areas that are used for a variety 
purposes. The most well-known habitats are the rookeries where adult animals congregate fo 
pupping and breeding. Rookeries usually occur on beaches of relatively remote islands, often 
areas exposed to wind and waves, where access by humans and other mammalian predators j, 

difficult. Substrates include sand, gravel, cobble, boulder, and bedrock. Rookeries may exten 
across low-lying reefs and islands, or may be restricted to a relatively narrow strip of beach bJ 
steep cliffs. Rocky points may divide the animals using an area into subgroups. 

Female sea lions appear to select places for giving birth that are gently sloping and 
protected from waves (Sandegren, 1970; Edie, 1977). Pups normally stay on land for about 
2 weeks, then spend an increasing amount of time in intertidal areas and swimming near shor 

A haulout is the term used to describe areas used by adult sea lions during times other 
than the breeding season, and by non-breeding adults and subadults throughout the year. Sit, 
used as rookeries in the breeding season may also be used as haulouts during other times of 
year. Many other rocks, reefs, and beaches are also irregularly used as resting sites. Sea lions 
are sometimes seen hauled out on jetties and breakwaters, navigational aids, floating docks, aJ 
sea ice. Many animals also use traditional rafting sites, which are places where they rest on tl 
ocean surface in a tightly packed group (Bigg, 1985; NMML files). 
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Although rookeries and haulouts occur in many types of areas, the locations that are 
used are specific and change little from year to year.· Factors that influence the suitability of a 
particular area may include substrate, exposure, proximity to food resources, tradition of use, 
and season (Calkins and Pitcher, 1982), as well as the extent and type of human activities in the 
region (Johnson et aI., 1989). Thermoregulatory factors may play an important role in site 
selection (Gentry, 1970; Sandegren, 1970) . 

. 
When not on land, Steller sea lions have been seen from nearshore, out to the edge of 

the continental shelf. Some individuals may enter rivers in pursuit of prey (Jameson and 
Kenyon, 1977), while in the Gulf of Alaska, they commonly occur near the 200 m depth contour 
(Kajimura and Loughlin, 1988). They have been caught on fishing lines at depths of 183 m 
(Kenyon, 1952; Fiscus and Baines, 1966). 

Ongoing studies using satellite telemetry are providing detailed information on feeding 
areas and diving patterns (NMML, unpublished data). Tagging effort has concentrated on adult 
females in the central Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands. Preliminary analysis of data from six 
animals tagged in the summer indicated that they stayed close to the rookeries (within 30 km), 
took brief trips to sea (2 days or less), and made shallow dives (mean depth less than 30 m, 
with a maximum of 120 m). Data from five animals followed during winter indicate longer 
trips to sea (up to 4 months), farther offshore (over 450 km), and deeper dives (mean depths up 
to 84 m, with a maximum of 273 m). 

Reproduction 

Breeding adult animals, and some subadults, occupy rookeries during the breeding 
season, which extends from late May to early July (Pitcher and Calkins, 1981; Gi:,iner, 1985). 
Some breeding may occur at haulout sites between females which are not giving birth and males 
which cannot hold territories. Pregnant ferr,ales arrive at the rookery about 3 days before pups 
are born (Gentry, 1970). Females frequently return to the same pupping site in successive 
years, and the pupping site may be the same as or near the site of the female's birth 
(Sandegren, 1970). Females of reproductive age which were tagged as pups at Rogue Reef, 
Oregon have been seen at Orford Reef and St. George Reef rookeries (32 km to the north and 
56 km to the south, respectively) during the breeding season; one of these females was nursing 
a pup (R. Brown, personal communication). Copulation generally occurs on the territories at 11 
to 14 days postpartum (Gentry, 1970; Sandegren, 1970). Females usually copulate with only 
one male, not necessarily within the territory where her pup was born (Gentry, 1970; Gisiner, 
1985). Once a territory is acquired, a male may occupy it for up to seven consecutive breeding 
seasons (Gisiner, 1985). Subadult and adult males that are not able to hold territories 
frequently occupy areas adjacent to rookery areas. 

In samples collected during the mid-1980s, 34 of 35 females age 6 years and older had 
ovulated (Calkins and Goodwin, 1988). Implantation of the embryo occurs late September 
through early October, after a delay of 3 to 4 months (Pitcher and Calkins, 1981) . Implantation 
is probably linked to the photoperiod 8.5 months prior to birth (J. Tempe, personal 
communication) . Twenty-two of 24 animals (92%) between ages 7 and 20 years were pregnant 
when they were collected in October (Calkins and Goodwin, 1988). Resorption of the fetus or 
premature births may occur throughout gestation. Viable births occur from late May through 
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early July (Pitcher and Calkins. 1981). Birth rates. based on the percent of breeding age 
fema~ pregnant in April to May. are about 60·75% throughout the range (Belkin. 1966; 
Pitcher and Calkins. 1981; Calkins and Goodwin. 1988) . The sex ratio at birth is close to pal 
but slig:htly favors males; rwinning is rare. 

The pregnancy rate of sexually mature females collected in the Gulf of Alaska during 
April-May 1985 was 60%. which was lower than the 67% found there in 1975·1978. althougl 
the difference was not statistically significant (Pitcher and Calkins. 1981; Calkins and Goodwi 
J 988). There are no data on reproductive rates prior to 1975. 

Females reach sexual maturity between 3 and 6 years of age and may produce young 
into their early 20s (Mathisen et al.. 1962; Pitcher and Calkins. 1981). Adult females are 
monesuous and most breed annually (Pitcher and Calkins. 1981). Males reach sexual maturit 
l>etween 3 and 7 years of age and physical maturity by age 10 (Perlov. 1971; Pitcher and 
Calkins. 1981). Thorsteinson and Lensink (1962) found that 90% of males holding territories 
on rookeries in the western Gulf of Alaska were between 9 and 13 years of age. 

Natural Mortality 

Causes of pup mortality include drowning. starvation caused by separation from the 
mother. crushing by larger animals. disease. predation. and biting by females other than the 
mother (Orr and Poulter. 1967; Edie. 1977). Pup mortality on rookeries has not been 
thoroughly studied. The number of juveniles counted at Ugamak Island was much lower in 
J 985·1986 than in the 1970s. which may indicate that the mortality of pups increases after 
leaving the rookery (Merrick et al.. 1988). 

Steller sea lions are probably eaten by killer whales and sharks. but the possible impact 
of these predators is unknown. The occurrence of shark predation on other North Pacific 
pinnipeds has been documented. but not well quantified (Ainley et al.. 1985). 

Calkins and Pitcher (1982) used life tables constructed from samples collected in the 
Gulf of Alaska in 1975·1978 to estimate mortality rates. The estimated mortality rate from birtl 
t<J age 3 was 0.53 for females and 0.74 for males. Mortality rate for females dropped to 0.11 b} 
the sixth year and remained at about that level in older age classes. Male mortality rates 
d('creased from 0.14 in the third year to 0.12 in the fifth year. Females may live to 30 years anc 
males to about 20 (Calkins and Pitcher. 1982). 

York (in preparation) produced a revised life table for female Steller sea lions using the 
same data as Calkins and Pitcher (1982) but a different model (based on the Weibull survivor 
function). The estimated annual mortality from York's life table was 0.22 for ages 0·2. dropping 
to 0.07 at age 3, then increasing gradually to 0.15 by age 10 and 0.20 by age 20. Population 
modelling suggested that decreased juvenile survival was the most likely cause of the decline in 
sea lions in the central Gulf of Alaska during 1975·1985 (York. in preparation). 
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Feeding and Energetics 

Diet studies conducted over the past 15 years show that Steller sea lions eat a variety of 
fishes and invertebrates; demersal and off-bottom schooling fishes predominate (Jones, 1981; 
Pitcher, 1981). Harbor seals, spotted seals, bearded seals, ringed seals, fur seals, and sea otters 
are also occasionally eaten (Gentry and Johnson, 1981; Pitcher and Fay, 1982; D. Calkins, 
unpublished data). , 

A small number of sea lions collected at sea, or found dead on shore, in California and 
Oregon had eaten rockfish, hake, flatfish, cusk eel, other fishes, squid, and octopus (Fiscus and 
Baines, 1966; Jones, 1981; Treacy, 1985). In the Rogue River, 87% of the observations of prey 
being eaten at the surface were of lamprey (Jameson and Kenyon, 1977). Feeding on lamprey 
in estuaries and river mouths has also been documented at other sites in Oregon and California 
(Jones, 1981; Treacy, 1985). Principal prey identified from stomachs and scats collected in 
British Columbia included hake, herring, octopus, Pacific cod, rockfish, and salmon (Spalding, 
1964; Olesiuk et aI., 1990). While these data are not comprehensive, especially for California 
and Oregon, they do show that rockfish and hake are consistently important components of the 
diet. In the Kuril Islands, Atka mackerel, sand lance, rockfish, and octopus have been identified 
as important sea lion foods (Panina, 1966). 

Results of major diet studies conducted in Alaska since 1975 are summarized in Table 1. 
Walleye pollock was the principal prey in all areas and years, with Pacific cod, octopus, squid, 
herring, flatfishes, and sculpins also consumed. Smaller collections of material from the central 
Bering Sea and eastern Aleutian Islands also indicated that pollock has been an important food, 
with octopus, squid, rockfish, herring, cod, flatfish, and other fishes also eaten (Lowry et aI., 
1982; T. R. Loughlin, unpublished data). 

Based on measurements of undigested otoliths from stomachs of 90 sea lions collected in 
the Bering Sea during 1976-1981, the lengths of walleye pollock eaten ranged from 8.2 to 64.2 
cm, with a mean fork length of 29.3 cm (Frost and Lowry, 1986). The estimated mean lengths 
of walleye pollock consumed ranged from 21.8 to 46.9 cm in nine collections made at various 
locations in the Bering Sea.and Gulf of Alaska during 1976·1986 (Lowry et aI. , 1989). 

Seasonal aspects of prey utilization have not been analyzed in detail. Many reports have 
lumped samples collected at various times of year which may give a false impression of the 
overall importance of prey species. Jitcher (1981) noted that in the Gulf of Alaska, salmon and 
capeJin were eaten primarily in spring and summer. In the Kodiak Island area where samples 
were collected in all seasons, walleye pollock, cod, and octopus were eaten throughout the year 
(Calkins and Pitcher, 1982). 

During the breeding season females with pups feed principally at night (Higgins et aI., 
1988); territorial males remain on land and fast during the breeding season (Spalding, 1964; 
Gentry, 1970; Withrow, 1982; Gisiner, 1985). 

Recent collections have not been thoroughly analyzed for possible variations in diet 
among different age and sex classes. Because of large differences in body size, and in the 
behavior of animals of different reproductive starus, such variations in the diet may be 
substantial (Spalding, 1964). Frost and Lowry (1986) measured otoliths from the stomachs of 
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88 sea lions collected in the western Bering Sea in March-April 1981, and found that sea lions 
less than 4 years old ate significantly smaller walleye pollock than did older animals (estimated 
mean fork length 22.4 cm versus 26.9 cm) . 

Historical data on stomach contents of sea lions collected in Alaska may indicate some 
long-term changes in diet. Walleye pollock was not a major food of animals collected at 
Chernabura Island in 1958 (Mathisen et aI., 1962), or in Unimak Pass and other locations in 
1960 (Fiscus and Baines, 1966). This is in marked contrast to results from 1975-1978; however, 
the sampling was not comparable in the various studies (Pitcher, 1981). In 1945-1946, seven of 
eight stomachs examined from southeastern Alaska and five of seven from the Kodiak-Kenai 
area contained mostly walleye pollock (Imler and Sarber, 1947). 

A more recent comparison has been made of stomach contents in sea lions collected in 
the Gulf of Alaska in 1975-1978 and 1985-1986 (Calkins and Goodwin, 1988) . A major 
difference was that capelin was one of the main prey species in the earlier collection, but did 
not occur at all in 1985-1986 (Table 2). This was thought to be in part a result of the timing of 
collections. The relative importance of octopus and flatfish in the diet was much gteater in 
1985-1986, while herring and squid were of lesser importance. When the overall diet in the 
Gulf of Alaska for the mid-1970s is compared to samples from Kodiak in 1985-1986, walleye 
pollock were eaten more frequently (66% versus 58%) and comprised a greater proportion of 
the stomach contents (58% versus 42%) in the earlier sample. 

If only Kodiak area samples are compared (Table 3), walleye pollock was eaten more 
frequently in the 1980s than the 1970s (58% versus 39%). Walleye pollock consumed in 
1985-1986 were of smaller average size (25.4 cm fork length versus 29.8 cm). Capelin and 
salmon were both important foods in the mid-1970s but were insignificant items in 1985-1986. 
The average volume of stomach contents for animals collected in the Kodiak area was much 
greater in 1975-1978 0,317 ml) than in 1985-1986 (745 ml). 

Although there is information available on feeding rates of pinnipeds in general (e.g., 
Innes et aI., 1987), the food and energy requirements of Steller sea lions are not well known. 
Keyes (1968) concluded that adult, nonpregnant, nonlactating individuals would require 6-10% 
of their body weight in food per day. However, this estimate was derived from feeding rates of 
captive sea lions and may not reflect the energy requirements of free-ranging animals. Daily 
food consumption by an average individual in the population has been estimated to be about 
14.3 kg (Calkins, 1988). The amount of food required to provide for energetic needs can vary 
greatly depending on the energy content of the food and physiological status of the animal 
(Innes et aI., 1987). Pups grow rapidly during their first weeks of life and require a substantial, 
intake of energy which is supplied by the mother. Steller sea lions pups at Aiio Nuevo Island 
consumed 1.5-2.4 liters of milk per day while nursing (Higgins et aI., 1988). The milk 
contained 23-25% fat. Perez and Mooney (986) determined that the average daily feeding rate 
for lactating northern fur seals was 1.6 times higher than for nonlactating females. 

C. Population Status and Trend 

Although there is currently no reliable estimate of the total number of Steller sea lions, 
index counts of animals present on land at standardized dates and times indicate a major 
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decline has occurred over the past 30 years (Figure 2). Furthennore, a survey throughout the 
sea lion range in 1989 revealed that the decline is widespread, with a major reduction 
throughout the area from the Kenai Peninsula to the Kuril Islands (Loughlin et a!., 1989; 
Merrick et aI., 1990). 

It is difficult to obtain an accurate census of the population because an unknown 
number of animals are away from the rookery or haulout site and are missed during surveys. 
Therefore, available counts represent an index of population size, and not an estimate of the 
total number of sea lions. An estimate of the total population size requires correction factors 
for missed animals. Correction factors must account for the amount of time the missed animals 
spend at sea, and the age/sex composition of the uncounted segments of the population. Pup 
production should also be added to the count for a complete population estimate. Ongoing 
research using satellite telemetry may provide some of the data needed to calculate correction 
factors. Based on an analysis of age/sex composition and survival rates, Calkins and Pitcher 
(1982) suggested that the total number of animals present at the end of the pupping season in 
the Gulf of Alaska was about 4.5 times the number of pups born. This multiplier was derived 
from collections made in the mid-1970s and may not be applicable to the current population. 

A survey that counted sea lions throughout most of their range was completed in 1989 
and the data are currently being prepared for publication by U.S. and Russian biologists. 
Currently available data on population status and trend for each geographical region are 
summarized below. However, it must be remembered that these regions are based on 
geographical and political boundaries, and do not necessarily represent discrete stocks or 
management units. 

Russia (Figures 3 and 4) 

A comparison of recent and historic counts of Steller sea lions in the Russian Federation 
indicates that the present number of animals is about one-third of historic levels (Table 4). In 
some instances, the decrease in numbers has been accompanied by complete disappearance of 
rookeries (Perlov, 1991). Numbers of adult and juvenile sea lions at major rookeries and 
haulouts in the Kuril Islands have declined 74%, from 14,076 in 1969 to 3,615 in 1989 (Merrick 
et al., 1990). Most of the decline occurred between 1969 and 1974. The numbers since about 
1974 appear to have remained stable. Pup numbers have declined 60%, from 3,673 in 1963 to 
1,476 in 1989. Based on 1989 counts Burkanovet a!. (1991) estimated that the total number of 
sea lions, including those on haulouts, rookeries and those observed swimming in the water 
near the site at the time of the survey, along the Kamchatka Peninsula and the Commander 
Islands was 3,500-3,800. Estimates for this region made in 1982-1985 were 1.6 to 3.5 times 
larger. This decline is similar to what has occurred in the U.S. portion of the BeringSea, and is 
thought likely to continue (Perlov, 1991). There are about 2,000 sea lions on a few small 
islands in the Sea of Okhotsk, where numbers are reduced from previous levels, but stable 
(Perlov, 1991). 

Alaska (Figures 5 and 6) 

The first reported counts of Steller sea lions in Alaska were made in 1956-1960 (Kenyon 
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and Rice, 1961; Mathisen and Lopp, 1963). The results suggested ~hat there were at least 
140,000 Steller sea lions in the Gull of Alaska and Aleutian Islands 'at that time (Merrick et aI., 
1987). Subsequent surveys have shown a major decline in numbers, first detected in the eastern 
Aleutian Islands in the mid-1970s (Braham et aI., 1980). The decline appears to have spread 
eastward to the Kodiak Island area during the late 1970s and early 1980s and westward to the 
central and western Aleutian Islands during the early and mid 1980s (Merrick et aI., 1987; Byrd, 
1989). The greatest declines were observed in the eastern Aleutian Islands and western Gull of 
Alaska, but declines also occurred in the central Gull of Alaska and central Aleutian Islands 
(Table 5) . Sighting data collected from 1976-1979 indicated a total of approximately 104,000 
sea lions counted in this region. 

Counts of adults and juveniles in the region from the Kenai Peninsula to Kiska Island 
(i.e., the central and western Gull of Alaska, and the eastern and central Aleutian Islands) 
declined 63%, from 67,617 to 24,953, between 1985 and 1989 (I.oughlin et aI., 1990). The 
greatest decline occurred in the eastern Aleutian Islands, where 10,802 sea lions were counted 
in 1985 but only 3,145 in 1989 (Table 5). The greatest decline at anyone rookery occurred at 
Seguam Island in the central Aleutian Islands. The number of sea lions counted at Seguam 
declined 80% from 2,942 animals in 1985 to 602 in 1989; pup counts at Seguam also declined 
80% from 1985 to 1989 (Table 6) . At Marmot Island (in the Gull of Alaska), a 38% decline 
occurred from 1986 to 1989 in the adult count, and 48% in the pup count. Pinnacle Rock 
rookery in the western Gull of Alaska showed the smallest decline of adults and juveniles (at 
14%). No surveyed location showed a significant increase. 

Aerial and ship-based surveys were again conducted in the Kenai to Kiska region in 1990 
(Merrick et aI., 1991). The total number of adults and juveniles counted was 27,860. 
Compared to 1989, there was a decreased number of animals counted in the central Gull of 
Alaska, and an increased count in the other three regions (Table 5). Between 1989 and 1990 
number of adults and juveniles increased at 12 of 25 rookeries counted. Large declines also 
occurred at some sites, particularly in the area from Sugarloaf to Chernabura Island. Pup counts 
at Bogoslof and Seguam Islands increased by 29% from 1989 to 1990, while the pup 
count at Kiska Island decreased by 25% (Table 6). In most cases, the changes in counts from 
1989 to 1990 may be within the range of natural fluctuations and variability inherent in the 
survey techniques, and therefore should not be interpreted as evidence for a trend. 

Some of the apparent variability in abundance based on total counts is almost certainly 
due to variations in the number of sites that are counted in that year. For example, the higher 
total count in 1990 represented 152 sites, while only 87 sites were counted in 1989, and this 
produced a lower total count (Loughlin et aI., 1990; Merrick et aI. , 1991). It is obvious that 
abundance estimates can be biased due to more or fewer sites being counted in a particular 
year. Therefore, the analysis of relative population size and trend should be based on sites that 
are counted in every survey. Merrick et al. (1991) presented an analysis of counts from 77 
trend sites (rookeries and haulouts) that have been counted during every major survey. A 
comparison of the count from trend sites in the late 1950s (105,289) with that from 1990 
(22,754) showed an overall decline of 78% (Table 7). The total trend site count was similar in 
1989 (23,064) and 1990 (22,754), but there was a substantial change in the central Gull of 
Alaska where the count dropped from 8,552 to 7,050. The pattern was similar at rookeries and 
haulouts. Analysis of 1991 counts indicates an additional decline of approximately 5% in the 
overall number of animals on the trend sites (Merrick et aI., 1992). 
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Data on sea lion numbers in the Kenai -Kiska region from the trend site analysis show a 
generally similar pattern of decline when compared with data from all sites counted (Table 7). 
Since the mid-1970s the number counted on the 77 trend sites has comprised 82-92% of the 
total number counted. In the late 1950s, however, the trend site count was only 75% of the 
total count. This may be due partly to the fact that the earlier counts were made without 
regard to time of year, and they may not be directly comparable with later counts which were 
'all made during 'June. 

Rookeries and haulouts in the western Aleutians have not always been counted on the 
same schedule as areas to the east. A comparison of that region's non-pup counts made in 1988 
with data collected in 1977-1980 showed a decline of 65%, from 27,228 to 9,516 (Byrd and 
Nysewander, 1988). Subsequent counts have indicated a continued decline (Douglas and Byrd, 
1990). Counts in 1990 at Buldir Island and Agattu Island showed decreases of 40% and 23% 
compared with 1988. Alaid Island counts declined 62% from 1984 to 1990. 

Counts of sea lions older than pups at Walrus Island (Pribilof Islands) have declined 
from 4,000-5,000 in 1960 to about 600 in 1982 (Kenyon, 1962; Loughlin et aI., 1984). Counts 
in 1987 and 1988 were less than 500. Pup production at Walrus Island fell from 2,866 in 1960 
to about 334 in 1982 and to 50 in 1991 (NMML, unpublished data). 

In the region from the Kenai Peninsula east to Cape St. Elias, counts of adult and 
juvenile sea lions began to decline sometime after 1980 (Table 8)_ The 1991 count at Seal 
Rocks was 59% lower than the peak number counted in 1979. At both Seal Rocks and Cape St. 
Elias the decline appears to have been rapid during 1989-1991. Counts of pups at Seal Rocks, 
the only major rookery in the area, have ranged from 491 to 799 during 1978-1991, with no 
detectable trend (ADFG, unpublished data). 

Counts of sea lions in southeast Alaska show a stable or possibly increasing trend (Table 
9). The number of animals older than pUps counted has ranged from 5,391 to 6,962' during 
1979-1991. While no real trend is shown by the non-pup counts, pup counts have increased 
steadily from 2,220 in 1979 to 4,164 in 1991. A new rookery has become established at Hazy 
Islands, where about 900 non-pups and 30 pups were counted in 1979; this increased to 1,278 
non-pups and 808 pups in 1991. More recently, the White Sisters has begun to be used for 
pupping. An increase in pup production has occurred at Forrester Island with 3,261 pups 
counted there in 1991, up from 2,187 in 1979 (ADFG, unpublished data). In 1989-1991, 
Forrester Island was the largest Steller sea lion rookery in the world. 

The number of adult and juvenile animals in the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands 
, formerly represented about 75% of the world population (Gulf of Alaska = 38%; Aleutian 
Islands = 37%); however, the proportion is changing as the Alaskan portion of the population 
declines (Braham et aI., 1980; Menick et aI., 1987). 

British Columbia (Figure 7) 

In British Columbia, major Steller sea lion rookeries occur at North Danger Rocks, Cape 
St. James, and Triangle, Sartine, and Beresford islands. Extensive sea lion reduction programs 
were conducted at many locations in British Columbia from 1912 through 1966. In 1913, 
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10,000-12,000 animals (includes pups) were counted; in 1965 the number was about 4,000 
(Bigg, 1985). Pup counts in the 1970s and 1980s have ranged from about 1,000 to 1,400 with 
no identifiable trend. The most recent census was in 1987 when 1,084 pups and 6,109 non­
pups were counted (P. Olesiuk, personal communication) . Bigg (1988) speculated that a 
northward shift in distribution may have occurred from rookeries in British Columbia, which 
could partly explain the increase in sea lion numbers in southeast Alaska. 

Washington. Oregon. and California (Figure 8) 

There are no Steller sea lion rookeries in Washington State, although animals do occur 
there during some times of year. Jagged Island and Split Rock are used as summer haulouts, 
and Umatilla Reef is used during the winter (NMML, unpublished data). Cape Flattery is 
occasionally used for hauling out. There are no data available that can be used to evaluate 
trends in numbers of Steller sea lions in Washington. 

Counts of Steller sea lions in Oregon have been relatively stable since 1981 at about 
2,000-3,000 animals. Statistical analysis of all data collected since 1976 indicates an increase' 
numbers, but this may be an artifact of improved surveys in recent years (Brown, 1990) . 
Rookeries at Rogue Reef account for 1,000-1,250 non-pups and 200-400 pups; at Orford Reef 
there are 700-900 non-pups and about 100-200 pups born each year (Table 10) . Counts at 
both localities have been variable, and generally show no strong trend. However, the count of 
adults and juveniles at Orford Reef declined from 1986 through 1989 coincident with increased 
sea urchin harvesting activity near the rookery (Brown, 19'90). Restrictions of urchin harvest 
near Orford Reef rookeries appear to have resulted in an increase in counts in 1990 (R. Brown, 
personal communication). 

Numbers in California have declined, especially in southern California (Table 11). San 
Miguel Island was the southernmost rookery within recent historical record, but no adults have 
been seen there since 1983 and no births have been recorded since 1981 (R. DeLong, personal 
communication). Currently the southernmost breeding site is Aiio Nuevo Island. Historically, 
peak counts ranged between 1,500 and 2,500. Since 1984, counts there during the breeding 
season have consistently been below 1,200. Counts in 1988 and 1990 resulted in a total of less 
than 600 adults and juveniles (Le Boeuf and Morris, 1990; R. Gisiner, personal communication). 
Aiio Nuevo Island produces more pups than any other rookery in California. Pup production 
from 1980-1985 was about 300 pups per year (M. Pearson, personal communication); a 
minimum of 139 pups was born there in 1990 (Le Boeuf and Morris, 1990). At the Farallon 
Islands, adult and juvenile numbers during the breeding season have declined from 
approximately 200 in the late 1970s and early 1980s, to less than 100 individuals in 1989 and 
1990 (D. Ainley, personal communication) . Pup production has steadily declined over this time; 
only three pups were born there each year in 1988, 1989, and 1990 . . It is possible that the 
Farallon Islands may cease to be a breeding site in the near future. Bonnell et al. (1983) 
counted approximately 900 non-pups and 117-137 pups at the Sugarloaf/Cape Mendocino 
rookery during the 1980-1982 breeding seasons. In May 1989, approximately 300 adults and 
juveniles were seen on Sugarloaf. The 1989 count was made several weeks before peak 
numbers of sea lion adults and pups are usually attained, and based on seasonal trends in 
numbers, it is likely that 800-900 adults and juveniles would have been present during June­
July. During 1980-1982, about 250 non-pups and 10-25 pups were seen on the St. George Reef 
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rookery each year. A count of 674 non-pups and 124 pups was reported from the St. George 
Reef rookery in 1990 (R. Brown, personal communication). Statewide, counts between 1927 
and 1947 ranged between 5,000 and 7,000 non-pups with no apparent trend, but have 
subsequently declined by over 50%, remaining at about 2,000 to 2,500 non-pups between 1980 
and 1990. 

These data, together with a limited number of counts made during other times of year by 
Bonnell et al. (1983) and Bonnot and Ripley (1948), suggest that there may have been a 
northward shift in the species' distribution in California. Changes in breeding season numbers 
have been less pronounced and slower than changes in distribution outside the breeding season, 
perhaps due to breeding site fidelity. Tagging, satellite telemetry, and coordinated counts with 
other parts of the species' range are needed to determine the relative contributions of 
emigration and reduced productivity to the decline in numbers of Steller sea lions in California. 

D_ Natural Pacton Influencing the Population 

Predation 

Although Steller sea lions are preyed upon by certain other species (e.g., killer whales and 
sharks), there is no scientific evidence to suggest that the incidence of predation has increased in 
recent yean. It seems unlikely that increased predator activity could explain the recent widespread 
decline in sea lion numbers. 

Parasitism and Disease 

Parasites of Steller sea lions include i: .testinal cestodes; trematodes in the intestine and bile 
duct of the liver; nematodes in the stomach, intestine, and lungs; acanthocephalans in the 
intestine; acarian mites in the nasopharynx and lungs; and an anopluran skin louse (Dailey and 
Hill, 1970; Dailey and Brownell, 1972). Shults (1986) reported 11 species of helminth parasites 
from sea lions in the Gulf of Alaska, and nine species from the Bering Sea. A severe -infection of 
nematodes can cause stomach ulcers, but the number of deaths attributable to this cause is 
probably very small. However, there has not been adequate research to assess the nature and 
importance of parasitism in sea lions. 

The prevalence of disease is difficult to evaluate because most specimens analyzed have 
come from animals that appeared healthy when they were collected. In addition to gastric 
ulceration mentioned above, histopathological analyses have revealed mild cases of hepatitis, 
myocarditis, and pneumonia (T. Spraker, personal communication)". 

Reproductive failure and neonate, juvenile, and adult mortality resulting from disease 
probably occur in Steller sea lions. Antibodies to two types of bacteria (Leptospira and 
Chlamydia), one marine calicivirus (San Miguel Sea Lion Virus), and seal herpesvirus (SeHV) , 
which could produce such effects, were present in blood taken from Steller sea lions in Alaska 
(Barlough et aI., 1987; Vedder et aI., 1987; Calkins and Goodwin, 1988). Leptospires are 
spirochete bacteria and are suspected agents of abortions and adult mortality in California sea lions 
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and nonhern fur seals. Calkins and Goodwin (1988) found a low incidence of Leptospirosis and 
concluded that it was not a significant factor in the decline of Steller sea lions in the Kodiak area 
in the 1980s. San Miguel Sea Lion Virus has been associated with reproductive failures or 
neonatal deaths in California sea lions and nonhern fur seals (Smith et aI., 1974; Gilmartin et aI., 
1976). Chlamydia had not been studied in sea lions prior to the work of Calkins and Goodwin 
(1988). These and other agents are currently under study to examine their possible adverse effects 
on Steller sea lions, but much additional work is needed. 

Environmental Change 

Sea lion behavior and survival could be influenced by changes in environmental conditions 
which might affect the suitability of the environment for sea lions. No trends have been observed 
that relate the decline in Steller sea lion numbers to such changes. Data bases on weather and 
oceanography in the Nonh Pacific are extensive. York (in press) examined the relationship 
between sea surface temperature and early survival of Pribilof fur seals. While a significant 
positive correlation was found, cause and effect relationships could not be identified. A model 
consrructed by Trites (1990a) has shown that thermal conditions on land could affect early survival 
of fur seal pups, but that the animals generally are able to tolerate the range of conditions to 
which they are normally exposed. The data that have been collected on Steller sea lions are not 
adequate for use in such analyses (Anonymous, 1990), and it is likely that attempts to do 
environmental correlation studies for sea lions would be even more inconclusive than Jor fur seals. 
Funhermore, sea lions inhabit an area encompassing approximately 30 degrees of latitude, and 
they therefore must be able to tolerate a relatively wide range of environmental conditions. It 
seems vety unlikely, overall, that changes in meteorologic and climatologic conditions ~ se could 
directly explain the major decline in sea lion numbers that has occurred in the core of their range. 

If environmental changes affected the abundance or availability of a necessaty food 
resource, the survival and productivity of sea lions could be reduced. These types of responses by 
pinniped populations have occurred as a result of El Nino events (Trillmich and Ono, 1991). A . 
study of foraging patterns and energetics of Antarctic fur seals showed a dramatic effect of changes 
in prey (krill) availability on nutrition and growth of pups (Costa et aI., 1989). Lactating females 
provided their pups with the same amount of milk each time they came ashore regardless of 
whether food was abundant or scarce. However, in a year when krill were less abundant and more 
dispersed, feeding trips were almost twice as long (8.4 days versus 4.5 days). This resulted in the 
pups receiving about half as much milk per day, and correspondingly low pup growth rates. In the 
year of low food availability, 32% of the pups died, 68% due to starvation. These values were 
approximately double the normal rates. 

Evidence that major shifts have occurred in the abundance of fish and shellfish in the 
Bering Sea over the past several decades is well documented. Naumenko et al. (1990), for 
example, note that "in the last four decades the community of pelagic fishes in the western Bering 
Sea has shown considerable structural change." In the 1950s and early 1960s, the most abundant 
pelagic species was Pacific herring, whose biomass exceeded 3-5 million metric tons. However, in 
the late 1970s, walleye pollock biomass increased significantly (from an estimated 0.8 million 
metric tons to over 3.5 million) and more than doubled the herring biomass. Recent estimates 
indicate that the walleye pollock biomass has accounted for nearly 85% of the pelagic fish 
population in that region. 
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Others have noted major shifts in the abundance of fish and shellfish stocks in the eastern 
Bering Sea characterized by rapid growth of the salmon, Pacific cod, and flatfish populations in the 
early 1980s, with corresponding declines in shrimp and crab populations. Rapid increases in the 
estimated size of walleye pollock stocks in both the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska occurred 
between the 1960s and 1980s (Natural Resources Consultants, 1983; Larkin et aI., 1990; Quinn 
and Collie, 1990). 

The factors responsible for producing these changes, however, are not well known. A 
number of authors note that there has been a general warming in the Bering and Okhotsk seas 
over the past three decades and theorize that shifts in temperature and wind patterns may have 
influenced recruitment and fish and shellfish population trends, but supporting oceanographic data 
are largely absent (Swan and Ingraham, 1984; Khen and Glebova, 1990; Rodinov and Krounin, 
1990). Furthermore, many of the population changes in both fish and shellfish have occurred 
during and following periods of intense fishing activity. Thus, although there is evidence 
suggestive of changes in the abundance of major fish species and the environment, the causes of 
these changes and their influence on Steller sea lion population trend are largely unknown. 
Further studies to examine these relationships would be useful as an aid to evaluating natural 
versus human factors that may be influencing sea lion population changes. 

2. KNOWN AND POTENTIAL HUMAN IMPACfS 

Commercial Harvest 

There is currently no commercial harvest for Steller sea lions. They were commercially 
harvested in the eastern Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska from 1959 to 1972 (Vlerricket aI., 
1987). An experimental harvest in 1959 resulted in 616 adult males being taken (Thorsteinson 

, and Lensink, 1962). A total of 45,178 pups of both sexes were harvested in the eastern Aleutian 
Islands and Gulf of Alaska between 1963 and 1972 (Merrick et aI., 1987). The largest harvests 
were conducted between 1963 and 1972 at Sugarloaf and Marmot islands where 16,763 and 
14,180 pups were killed, and between 1970 and 1972 at Ugamak and Akutan islands where 3,773 
and 6,036 pups were killed. The pup harvests, which sometimes reached 50% of the total pup 
production from a rookery, could have depressed recruitment in the short term. This ma'y partially 
explain the declines at some sites through the rnid-1970s. However, it does not explain why 
numbers declined in areas where no harvest occurred (Merrick et aI., 1987), or why declines did 
not occur until approximately 20 years after the harvests (e.g., at Marmot and Sugarloaf islands). 

During the period from 1912 through 1968, thousands of Steller sea lions were killed on 
rookeries and haulouts in British Columbia (Bigg, 1985). Information on the harvest of sea lions 
in the Soviet Union is not available. 

Subsistence Harvest 

The MMPA authorizes Alaska Natives to harvest and \lse Steller sea lions. This use can 
continue even if the species is listed as depleted, as long as it is for subsistence purposes and is 
done in a non-wasteful manner. The ESA also contains provisions that allow for the continued 
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subsistence use of listed species. Both the ESA and the MMPA contain provisions that allow the 
subsistence harvest of endangered, threatened, or depleted species to be regulated, if necessary. 

The archaeological record confinns that coastal Alaska Natives have for centuries harvested 
and used sea lions for subsistence purposes. Historical sources document continuous use in Alaska 
since Russian contact. Most parts of the animal were used as food or fashioned into tools, 
clothing, and decorative crafts. Sea lions historically were and presently are used primarily in areas 
dominated by a Pacific maritime climate, where they replace the Pacific walrus which fills a similar 
role in more northern areas. 

During the past decade, the subsistence harvest of sea lions has been documented in Prince 
William Sound, lower Cook Inlet, Kodiak Island, Alaska Peninsula, Pribilof Islands, and to some 
extent in the Aleutian Islands (Haynes and Mishler, 1991). Less is known about the extent of 
subsistence uses in Bristol Bay, the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, and southeast Alaska. Annual 
statewide harvest levels have not been systematically documented, but single year estimates or 
reported harvest data are available for some communities, including: Akhiok (7 in 1989); Atka (15-
25 in 1982-1983) ; Chenega Bay (15 in 1984); English Bay (2 in 1989); Manokotak (15 in 1985); 
Old Harbor (26 in 1989), Perryville (10 in 1989-1990) ; Quinhagak (16 in 1982); St. George (35-
40 in 1980-1981); St. Paul (35 in 1980-1981); Tatitlek (14 in 1989-1990); and Unalaska (20 in 
1981-1982). Sea lions remain an important traditional food resource today in these and other 
communities. Systematic fieldwork is required to estimate accurately the statewide subsistence 
harvest and to determine whether the annual harvest levels in these and other communities 
fluctuate significantly from year to year. 

Fisherv-related Taking 

Many Steller sea lions have been taken incidental to commercial fishing operations in the 
Bering Sea and North Pacific Ocean. In 1978-1981, the estimated annual mortality for all foreign 
vessels was 724 animals (Loughlin et ai., 1983). That did not include animals taken by U.S. 
fishermen fishing either in joint ventures, or independently. The incidental take of sea lions by 
U.S. trawlers in 1982 in the Shelikof Strait (near Kodiak Island, Alaska) walleye pollock joint 
venture fishery was estimated to be 958 to 1,436 sea lions (Loughlin and Nelson, 1986). The 
estimated take declined to less than 400 per season in 1983 and 1984, probably due to changes in 
fishing techniques and the area and times fished. Less than 100 per year were estimated to have 
been taken during 1985-1987 as the fishety diminished in total fish take and effort (1'. Loughlin, 
personal communication). 

Perez and Loughlin (1990) found that about 3,000 Steller sea lions were observed 
incidentally caught in foreign and joint venture trawl fisheries during 1973-1988. For the period 
1978-1988, the observed take was extrapolated with fish catch data to obtain an estimate of 6,543 
sea lions incidentally caught. Using observer data and fisheries statistics for 1973-1977, they back­
calculated for the period 1966-1977 and estimated that about 14,830 sea lions were killed 
incidental to trawl fisheries during that period. The total estimated incidental catch of Steller sea 
lions during 1966-1988 in foreign and joint-venture trawl fisheries was over 20,000 animals. Perez 
and Loughlin concluded that incidental catch was a contributing factor to the sea lion decline 
during the 1970s. 
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In California there has been a small incidental take (less than five individuals per year) in 
gillnet fisheries for California halibut, flounder, and sharks (Wild, 1986). An experimental shark 
gillnet fishery operated off Oregon in 1986-19'18; one Steller sea lion was recorded taken in 1987. 
Since 1976 Steller sea lions have been occasionally taken (approximately one every other year) in 
the joint venture trawl fishery for hake that operates off Oregon, Washington, and northern 
California (J. Scordino, personal communication). , 

An ob,erver progtam mandated by amendments to the MMPA in 1988 requires observer 
coverage on some domestic fishing vessels. The amount of observer coverage in particular fisheries 
varies according to the anticipated or documented frequency with which marine mammals are 
taken incidentally. A final compilation of information from the observer program on incidental 
catch of marine mammals in 1989 is not yet available, but preliminary results indicate that the 
level of observed catch of Steller sea lions is much lower than it was previously. 

In some areas Steller sea lions are known to have been shot deliberately by fishermen, but 
it is unclear how such killing may have affected the population. Fishermen have been seen killing 
adult animals at rookeries, haulout sites, and in the water near boats, but the magnitude of this 
take is generally unknown. One of the few estimates of shooting mortality is reported by Matkin 
and Fay (1980) who calculated that 305 Steller sea lions were killed directly (shot) while 
interfering with fishing operations in the spting 1978 Copper River Delta salmon gillnet fishery. 
Data from a 1988-89 study of the Copper River salmon gillnet fishery indicated that the level of 
directed kill of sea lions was significantly less than during 1978 (Wynne, 1990). During the 1960s, 
Steller sea lions were killed at sites in the eastern Aleutian Islands and used for bait by crab 
fishermen. This killing may have had a significant effect in local areas and might have caused 
animals to move away from certain rookeries and haulout sites (Loughlin and Nelson, 1986; 
Merrick et al., 1987). 

Competition for Food 

Commercial fisheries target on several of the most important prey species of Steller sea 
lions. In combination, these fisheries remove millions of metric tons of fish, much of which is 
potential sea lion food. However, the complexity of ecosystem interactions, and limitations of data 
and models make it difficult to determine whether fishery removals have influenced the population 
of sea lions, or any other matine mammal species (Lowry et aI., 1982; Harwood and Croxall, 1988; 
Loughlin and Merrick, 1989). 

Changes in the quantity or quality of available prey may influence the health and fitness of 
individual sea lions, resulting in reduced reproductive potential or perhaps death (Loughlin and 
Merrick,1989) . Walleye pollock have been shown to be an important prey of Steller sea lions in 
the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and North Pacific Ocean (Klumov, 1957; Pitcher, 1981; Calkins and 
Goodwin, 1988; Lowry et aI., 1989) . Age-structured population models indicate that since the 
1960s, walleye pollock biomass in the eastern Beting Sea has fluctuated twice between 4 million 
metric tons and 10 million metric tons. Peaks in biomass occurted in the early 1970s and the mid-
1980s due to strong year classes in 1965-1968, and 1978, 1982, and 1984 (Bakkala et aI., 1987). 
While the overall biomass of pollock has remained relatively high, low abundance of certain age 
classes in some years could have resulted in fewer fish available in the size range usually consumed 
by sea lions (Lowry et aI., 1989). Availability of certain sized prey may be particularly important 
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for juvenile sea lions which on average feed on smaller fishes (Frost and LoWlY, 1986). During the 
period 1988-1990 there was a 10-15% annual decline in biomass of walleye pollock in the Aleutian 
Basin (Niemeier and Kelsky, 1990). 

In the Gulf of Alaska, the walleye pollock stock .is smaller than in the Bering Sea. Trawl 
surveys have been used to estimate demersal walleye pollock biomass and hydroacoustics have 
provided estimates of the off-bottom component of the population. Hydroacoustic surveys showed 
that the walleye pollock biomass in Shelikof Strait declined from 3.7 million metric tons in 1981 to 
0.29 million metric tons in 1989, with a small increase in 1990 (Hollowed, 1991). Gulf-wide 
bottom trawl surveys indicate that the demersal component of the population has been relatively 
stable since 1984, ranging between 0.69 and 0.85 million metric tons. Stock assessments based on 
an age-structured model suggest that walleye pollock biomass in the Gulf increased from 1-2 
million metric tons in the late 1970s, peaked in 1982 at about 4 million metric tons, then declined 
to about the late 1970s level (Hollowed, 1991). The increase was attributed to five consecutive 
strong year classes from 1975 to 1979. Relatively weak year classes occurred in 1980-1983, 1986, 
and 1987. 

Body sizes of sea lions in the Gulf of Alaska (girth, weight, and standard length) were 
significantly less for age 1-10 animals sampled in 1985-1986, as compared to the 1970s (Calkins 
and Goodwin, 1988). This difference was interpreted as a reflection of nutritional stress in sea 
lions which was caused by changes in prey availability in the Gulf of Alaska ecosystem. 

From British Columbia southward to California, hake, rockfish, and herring are important 
Steller sea lion prey. The expansion of commercial fisheries for these species may be correlated 
with the decline in numbers of sea lions at major rookeries (D. Ainley, personal communication). 
Shifrs in the abundance and distribution of herring, possibly related to fisheries, may have 
influenced the distribution and recovery of sea lions in British Columbia (Bigg; 1988). 

Fish resource assessment surveys provide the only data available for evaluating the status of 
sea lion food resources. These surveys, however, encompass large regions and may not reflect the 
amount, size, and species of prey available in actual sea lion feeding areas. Sampling is usually 
done in spring or summer and may not provide an adequate measure of prey distribution at 
important times. Also, commercial fish resource surveys generally do not include or do not 
adequately sample many potentially important prey species such as capelin, eulachon, herring, 
squid, and octopus. In spite of these limitations, additional analyses of information contained in 
resource assessment databases may be of some use in understanding sea lion feeding ecology. 

In addition to larger scale changes in abundance of food, fisheries could affect sea lion 
nutrition by causing localized prey depletion or by disrupting fish behavior as nets pass through 
schools. Such changes could result in sea lions expending more energy to obtain prey. 

Toxic Substances 

Organochloride pollutant residues in the tissues of California sea lions have been associated 
with reproductive failure (DeLong et aI., 1973; Gilmartin et aI., 1976) and have been shown to 
cause reproductive failure in harbor seals in the Dutch Wadden Sea (Reijnders, 1987). 
Contaminants also have the potential to affect the immune system which could make animals more 
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susceptible to disease (P. Reijnders, personal communication). 

NMFS has begun analyzing tissues from Steller sea lions collected in Alaska for 
organochloride pollutant residues and other toxic substances. Preliminary studies found generally 
low levels of contaminants, with the exception of two young males from southeast Alaska that had 
relatively high levels of PCBs and DDTs in the blubber (U. Varanasi, unpublished data) . Additional 
analyses are being conducted. A study conducted at the Farallon Islands was inconclusive (Huber 
et aI., 1984). Relatively low levels of cadmium and zinc were found in tissues of sea lions 
collected from Hokkaido, Japan (Hamanaka et aI., 1982). 

Sea lions contacted oil in 1989 during the Exxon Valdez oil spill, and analysis of tissue 
samples indicated some evidence of exposure to hydrocarbons. However, there was no conclusive 
evidence that exposure to oil resulted in injury or death to sea lions (ADFG, unpublished data). 

Entanglement in Debris 

Data collected from 1975 to 1985 in the Gulf of Alaska and southeast Alaska showed that 
Steller sea lions may become entangled in lost and discarded fishing gear, and that closed packing 
bands and net material (principally trawl net) accounted for the majority of observed 
entanglements (Calkins, 1985) . Animals over 2 years old (of both sexes) were susceptible, 
although more adult females were observed entangled than males. No records of entangled sea 
lion pups or yearlings were reported. There were no data presented on the number of animals 
observed entangled· or the rate of entanglement in relation to the Gulf of Alaska or southeast 
Alaska sea lion population. 

A study conducted in the Aleutian Islands during June.July 1985 found that a very low 
percentage (approximately 0.07%) of observed sea lions were entangled in net or twine; none were 
entangled in packing bands (Loughlin et aI., 1')86). The data from the initial study were 
inadequate to address th~ magnitude or nature of entanglement of pups·of·the·year since' most 
pups were too young during the survey to have encountered debris in the water or away from the 
rookery. A follow-up study was conducted during November 1986 to assess the magnitude of 
entanglement of sea lion pups in the eastern Aleutian Islands. No entangled pups were seen, and 
only one entangled juvenile was seen out of a total of 3,847 sea lions observed during the study 
(Loughlin et aI., 1986). 

In summary, adult Steller sea lions entangled in packing bands and net fragments have been 
observed, but rarely. Entangled pups and juvenile animals are infrequently observed, but 
entangled animals may die at sea and thus not be seen on land. Based on existing information, 
however, it seems unlikely that entanglement in debris is a major factor in the observed population 
decline. 

Disturbance 

The possible impacts on Steller sea lions by various types of disturbance have not been 
specifically studied. Close approach by humans, boats, or aircraft will cause hauled-out sea lions to 
go into the water. Disturbances that cause stampedes on rookeries may cause trampling or 
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abandorunent of pups (Calkins and Pitcher, 1982; Lewis, 1987). The discharge of fireanns at or 
near hauled out animals may ·have a particularly dramatic effect. Areas subjected to repeated 
disturbance may be permanently abandoned (Kenyon, 1962). Repeated disturbances that result in 
abandorunent or reduced use of rookeries by lactating females could negatively affect condition 
and survival of pups through interruption of normal nursing cycles. Low levels of occasional 
disturbance may have little long-term effect. 

There have been relatively few well-documented instances of disturbance. Disturbance of 
rookeries at Orford Reef, Oregon (R. Brown, personal communication) and the Farallon Islands, 
California (D. Ainley, personal communication), resulting from the activities of sea urchin 
fishermen, has been reported. At the Farallon Islands, this disturbance resulted in a distributional 
shift of a breeding group to a nearby, undisturbed site. The harassment and killing of sea lions in 
British Columbia (before 1970) resulted in the cessation of breeding at some rookeries and 
abandorunent at others (Bigg, 1988). 

Development such as would be associated with Outer Continental Shelf oil exploration and 
production may result in a substantial amount of onshore and offshore activity in Steller sea lion 
habitat. Activities such as sea floor mining could disrupt feeding areas, and result in lowered 
condition, particularly for lactating females and pups. The increased disturbance that may result 
from such human activities could have subtle, but significant, impacts on recovery of the sea lion 
population. 

3_ SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Although the data available on abundance of Steller sea lions, and changes that have 
occurred over time, are not as comprehensive as is desirable, it is certain that a major population 
decline has occurred. The decline has been most dramatic in the core of the species' range, the 
central and western Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands, where total counts dropped by more than 
100,000 animals from 1960 to 1990. Numbers of sea lions have also declined in the central Bering 
Sea and waters of the Soviet Union. In the region from southeast Alaska through Oregon, Steller 
sea lion numbers appear to have remained relatively stable, and no significant declines have been 
noted in recent years. However, the number of Steller sea lions has decreased greatly at rookeries 
in central and southern California. 

Both natural and human-caused factors have been hypothesized as contributing to these 
declines. Natural changes in the environment may be partly responsible for the decline in numbers 
of Steller sea lions in some areas. Throughout most of the species' range, census data have been 
collected only in the past 30 years, and there is no way to know what kind of population 
fluctuations may have occurred previous to that period. Similarly, there is no way to evaluate 
whether or not the high popUlation levels of the late 19S0s were indicative of the long-term ability 
of the ecosystem to support sea lions. Factors such as disease and predation may have had an 
influence on the popUlation, but there is not sufficient information to evaluate their possible 
impact. 

A variety of human activities may have influenced Steller sea lions. It is certain that many 
thousands of animals were killed in commercial harvests, c,?ntrol programs, fisheries, and 
subsistence hunts. Marine debris does not appear to have had a major impact on sea lion numbers. 
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Although studies of chemical pollutant loads are incomplete, the relatively low level of industrial 
activity in the central portion of the species range would suggest that pollution has not been a 
cause of the decline. Increased human presence in the marine environment has resulted in the 
disturbance of important habitats such as rookeries. The development and expansion of 
commercial fisheries throughout the species' range may have caused detrimental changes in the sea 
lions' food supply. 

The Recovery Team is aware that fur seals on the Pribilof Islands and harbor seals in parts 
of the Gulf of Alaska have also shown substantial population declines (Fowler, 1990; Pitcher, 
1990). Causes for those declines are unclear. Entanglement in debris has contributed to the 
problem with fur seals (Fowler, 1985), and food limitation of juveniles has also been suggested as 
a possible factor (Trites, 1990b). Several of the principal prey species of Steller sea lions are the 
same as those used by fur seals and harbor seals. However, many other life history features and 
ecological characteristics differ considerably among the three species. The coincidence of these 
declines in fish-eating pinniped populations emphasizes the need for a broad approach to 
investigation of the problem and development of solutions. 

Overall, it is not clear what factors have contributed to the Steller sea lion population 
decline, and it is apparent that a great deal of information vital to the effective management of the 
species is lacking. In spite of these information voids, there is an urgent need to take immediate 
actions to safeguard against further population declines, and to provide for recovery of the species. 
Immediate actions that can and should be taken include efforts to reduce human-caused mortality 
to the lowest level practicable, protection of important habitats through buffer zones and other 
means, and enhancement of population productivity by ensuring that there is an ample food supply 
available. Conservation measures implemented when Steller sea lions were listed under the ESA 
have addressed some of these management needs. Additional management actions are described in 
the Recovery Plan. 

The Recovery Team believes that manag~ment designed to provide for recovery of the sea 
lion population should be based on biological principles and ecological understanding. The 
research program recommended by the Recovery Team and described in the Narrative Section of 
this Recovery Plan will require a considerable amount of funds , time, and effort to produce the 
information needed to design a complete and effective set of conservation measures. Management 
agencies therefore should not preclude consideration of more immediate conservation measures or 
management experiments that could further reduce human impacts, or that would respond to 

. proposals by the scientific community designed to evaluate certain hypotheses. 

The Recovery Team is aware that some of the research activities proposed may themselves 
have negative impacts. However, rather than limit the Recovery Plan's range of action by 
excluding such activities, we have included them if they may result in information that is critical to 
understanding the sea lion problem. The potential positive and negative impacts should be 
examined on a case-by-case basis using the best current information at the time scientific research 
permits are requested. . 
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5. TABLES 

Table 1. Rank order of importance of prey found in the stomachs of Steller sea lions 
collected in Alaska (based on Combined Rank Index). 

RANK 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1 Pitcher, 1981 

Gulf of Alaska 1 

1975·78 

N = 153 

Walleye Pollock 

Squids 

Pacific Herring 

Capelin 

Pacific Cod 

Pacific Salmon 

Octopus 

2 Calkins and Goodwin, 1988 
3 D. Calkins, unpubl. data 

Kodiak Area2 

1985-86 

N = 74 

Walleye Pollock 

Octopus 

Flatfishes 

Pacific Sand 
lance 

Pacific Cod 

Pacific Salmon 

Squids 

30 

Southeast 
Alaska2 

1986 

N = 14 

Walleye 
Pollock 

Pacific Cod 

Squids 

Flatfishes 

Pacific Herring 

Pacific Salmon 

Octopus 

Bering Sea3 

1981 

N = 86 

Walleye 
Pollock 

Pacific Cod 

Sculpins 

Herring 

Octopus 

Flatfishes 

Squids 



~ 
Table 2. All prey identified from stomachs of Steller sea lions collected in the Gulf of Alaska 

i. during 1975-1978 en = 153) and 1985-1986 (n = 74) (adapted from Calkins and Goodwin, 

1 1988) 
.1 
I 
! Occurences Volume t 1970s 1980s 1970s 1980s 

"" 
PREY No. % No. % ml % ml % 

f INVERTEBRATES 

! Snails 2 1.3 0 0.0 20 <0.1 0 0.0 
Octopus 20 13.1 24 32.4 250 <0.1 14,379 26.0 

! Squid 35 22.9 3 4.0 15,507 4.2 50 0.1 
Mollusc gm. 1 0.7 0 0.0 20 <0.1 0 0.0 
Shrimps 8 5.2 2 2.7 100 <0.1 trace <0.1 
Tanner crab 2 1.3 0 0.0 20 <0.1 0 0.0 
Spider Crab 1 0.7 0 0.0 10 <0.1 0 0.0 
Crab gm. 1 0.7 1 1.4 10 <0.1 trace <0.1 

FISHES 
Herring 16 10.7 2 2.7 76,920 20.6 trace <0.1 
Salmon 6 3.9 2 2.7 19,160 5.1 320 0.6 
Capelin 16 10.5 0 0.0 27,755 7.5 0 0.0 
Sand Lance 0 0.0 5 6.8 0 0.0 1,580 2.9 
Walleye Pollock 102 66.7 43 58.1 217,746 58.3 23,370 42.2 
Saffron Cod 2 1.3 C 0.0 815 0.2 0 0.0 

= Pacific Cod 19 12.4 5 6.8 3,471 0.9 1,205 2.2 
Pacific Tomcod 1 0.7 0 0.0 680 0.2 0 0.0 
Gadid gm. 2 1.3 0 0.0 60 <0.1 0 0.0 
Eelpout 1 0.7 0 0.0 10 <0.1 0 0.0 
Rockfish 4 2.6 0 0.0 3,030 0.8 0 0.0 
Sculpins 6 3.9 1 1.4 4,960 1.3 325 0.6 
Scurgeon Poacher 1 0.7 0 0.0 60 <0.1 0 0.0 
Pacific Sandfish 2 1.3 0 0.0 300 <0.1 0 0.0 
Flatfishes 7 4.6 10 13.5 1,030 0.3 13,910 25.2 
Skates 1 0.7 0 0.0 960 0.3 0 0.0 

OTHER ITEMS 
Harbor Seal 1 0.7 0 250 <0.1 0 0.0 

TOTALS 261 98 373,184 55,139 
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Table 3. Major prey identified from stomachs of Steller sed lions collected near Kodiak 
1975-1978 (n = 49) and 1985-86 (n = 74) (adapted from Calkins and Pitcher. 1981 and 
Calkins and Goodwin. 1988). 

Kodiak 1975-781 Kodiak 1985-86 

% Frequency % Volume % Frequency % Volume 

Walleye 38.9 22.8 58.1 42.2 
Pollock 

Capelin 28.6 43.0 0.0 0.0 

Pacific Salmon 8.2 27.9 2.7 0.6 

Pacific Cod 18.4 3.4 6.8 2.2 

Flatfish 10.2 0.3 13.5 25.2 

Octopus 28.6 0.2 32.4 26.0 

Mean Volume of 1317 ml 745 ml 
Contents 

1 Data shown here are for a subsample of the 153 animals shown in Table 2. 
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Table 4. Counts of Steller sea lions in Russia during 1988-1989 and prior to 
the decline in abundance (adapted from Perlov, 1991). 

Location 1988-1989 Prior to Decline 

Kamchatka 3,500-3,800 10,000-14,000 

Kuril Islands 5,000-7,000 15,000-20,000 

Commander Islands 2,400-2,600 10,000 

lony Island 1,500 5,000-6,000 

Iamskiy Island 900 1,000 

Tyulenii Island 200 200 

Opasnosti Rock 300 300 

TOTAL 13,800-16,300 42,500-52,300 
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Table 5. Counts and percent declines of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions at all sites in spring 
and summer 1956 to 1989 in the Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska (from Merrick et al., 1987, 
1990, 1991; Loughlin et aI., 1990) I. 

Central Gulf Western Gulf Eastern Aleutian Central 

YEAR 
of Alaska of Alaska Islands Aleutian 

TOTA Islands 

1956 24,320 
1957 35,150 
1959 28,115 140,115 
1960 52,530 
1962 31,040 
1975 21,221 
1976 30,677 9,480 22,142 103,976 
1977 23,922 
1978 14,917 
1979 41,677 
1984 9,833 
1985 24,389 6,667 10,802 25,759 67,61, 
1989 9,614 4,435 3,145 7,759 24,95~ 

1990 8,943 5,331 4,875 8,711 27,86C 

Decline Overall4 75% 78% 91% 69% 80% 

1 Dashes indicate that no counts were made 

2 Based on 1956 count for western Gulf of Alaska, 1957 count for central Gulf of Alaska, 1958 
count for central Aleutian Islands, and 1960 count for eastern Aleutian Islands 

3 Based on 1976 counts for central Gulf of Alaska, western Gulf of Alaska, and eastern Aleutian 
Islands, and 1979 count for central Aleutian Islands 

4 Declines calculated from earliest survey date 
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Table 6. Counts of Steller sea lion pups at sites in the Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska, 
1979-1990 (from Early et al., 1980; Calkins and Pitcher, 1982; Merrick et ai., 1987, 1990, 
1991: Calkins and Goodwin, 1988; Byrd, 1989; Loughlin et a!., 1990; NMML files)). 

ISLAND 1979 1984 1985 1986 1989 1990 
= 

Western Aleutians 
Agattu I. 907 1,127 
Buldir I. 1,142 460 381 

Central Aleutians 
Kiska I. (Lief Cove) 882+ 293 221 
Ayugadak I. 329 163 
Ulak I. 1,236 790 
Tag I. 703 352 
Gramp Rock 909 448 
Adak I. 558 137 
Kasatochi I. 892 178 
Agligadak I. >30 ° Seguam I. 2,475 2,635 529 684 
Yunaska I. 1,026 230 

Eastern Aleutians 
Adugak I. 844 262 
Ogchull. 172 
Bogoslof I. 914 1,109 358 461 
Akutan I. 1,130 442 
Akun I. 60 63 
Ugamak I. 1,635 1,386 851 

Western Gulf 
Clubbing Rocks 1,419 1,394 
Pinnacle Rocks 2,013 2,748 
Chernabura I. 646 200 379 200 
Atkins I. 4,538 2,093 1,072 433 

Central Gulf 
Chowiet I. 5,485 3,207 1,731 820 344 
Chirikof I. 1,649 1,913 1,476 709 607 
Marmot I. 6,741 5,751 4,381 2,199 
Sugarloaf I. 5,123 3,114 3,077 2,109 1,638 
Outer I. 993 557 363 

) Dashes indicate that no count was made 
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Table 7. Comparison of counts and percent declines of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions in 
the central and western Gulf of Alaska and eastern and central Aleutian Islands based on data 
from all sites counted (and Table 5) and 77 trend sites (from Merrick et aI., 1991)1. 

All Sites Trend Sites 

YEAR(S) Number % Decline Number % Decline Percent of Total on 
Trend Sites 

1956-1959 140,115 lO5,289 75 
1975-1977 103,976 26 89,lOO 15 86 
1985 67,617 52 55,402 47 83 
1989 24,953 82 23,030 78 92 
1990 27,860 80 22,754 78 82 

1 Percent declines are calculated from the earlier survey period 

Table 8. Counts of Steller sea lions in the eastern Gulf of Alaska, 1976-1991 (ADFG, unpubl. 
data) 1 • 

YEAR 

1976 

1978 

1979 

1984 

1989 

1990 

1991 

non-pups 

1,709 

2,463 

2,961 

2,159 

1,471 

1,220 

Seal Rocks 

1 Dashes indicate that no count was made 
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Location 

pups 

316+ 

545 

491 

799 

553 

571 

657 

Cape St. Elias 

non-pups 

1,628 

1,883 

948 

744 



Table 9, Counts of Steller sea lions at rookeries in southeast Alaska, 1979-1991 
(ADFG, unpub!. data)I , 

Location 

Forrester Island Hazy Islands White Sisters 

YEAR non-pups pups non-pups pups non-pups pups 

1979 3,121 2,187 893 30 761 3 

1982 3,777 2,227 1,268 934 

1989 4,648 2,844 1,462 734 

1990 3,324 2,932 1,187 641 980 30+ 

1991 3,648 3,261 1,278 808 860 95 

I Dashes indicate that no count was made 
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Table 10. Summer aerial counts of Steller sea lions at major rookeries 
in Oregon, 1975-1989 (from Brown, 1990) I. 

Location 

Rogue Reef Orford Reef 

YEAR non-pups pups non-pups pups 

1975 802 716 

1976 800 341 

1977 815 371 

1978 859 677 

1979 689 

1980 914 482 

1981 810 736 

1982 1,389 754 

1983 958 603 

1984 754 340 650 65 

1985 1,174 344 559 85 

1986 1,230 296 896 

1987 1,194 200 929 89 

1988 1,381 349 691 159 

1989 1,001 407 446 181 

1990 1,229 463 766 III 

1 Dashes indicate that no count was made 
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Table 11. Summer counts of adult and juvenile Steller sea lions at major rookeries in 
California, 1927-1989 (from Bonnott and Ripley, 1948; Bonnel et aI., 1983; Pearson, 1987; 
R. Gisiner, D. Ainley, R. Brown, and B. LeBoeuf, pers. communications) I. 

Location 

YEAR San Miguel Afto Nuevo Farallons Mendocino Gt. George 

1927 595 1,500 700 700 1,500 

1947 950 2,050 750 625 200 

1958 37 1,170 941 

1976 10 1,497 200? 

1980 0 1,031 120 859 173 

1985 0 1,169 100? 

1990 0 458 <100 8002 674 

I Dashes indicate that no count was made 

2 Estimate derived from May 1989 count of 286 animals 
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, 6. FIGURES 

Figure 1. 

RUSSIA 

, Map of the North Pacific Ocean showing the general range of Steller sea lions 
(stippled area) and the location of major rookeries (arrows). 
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Figure 3. 

. : ,,:.; . ".:,. 
: .. . .:. ~:. 

Locations of Steller sea lion rookeries and major haulouts in the Kurillslands and 
Okhotsk Sea. 
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Figure 4. Locations of Steller sea lion rookeries on Kamachatka and the Conunander Islands. 
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Figure S. Locations of Steller sea lion rookeries in the Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea. 
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Figure 6. Locations of Steller sea lion rookeries in the Gulf of Alaska and southeast Alaska. 
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Figure 7. Locations of Steller sea lion rookeries and major haulouts in British Columbia. 
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Figure S. Locations of Steller sea lion rookeries and major hauJouts in Oregon and California 

./~ --------­Three Arch Rock ~ ··t.II~mook H~ad 

Oregon 

46°N 

Orford Reef ~ ~":?rt Orchard 

Rogue Reef ~::Gold Beach 
''i:::':'-.-' -.,--'~' --------t- 42° 

SI. George Reef ~ 

Farallon 
Islands~" 

California 

, 
· .. · •. $~n Francisco 

Bay 

Afro Nuevo I. ~ .' 

12S0W 124° 120° 

47 

38° 

, 

" 

36° 



PART II 

1. RECOVERY AcnONS AND IMPLEMENTATION 

A. Goal and Objectives 

The overall goal of this Recovery Plan is to promote recovery of the Steller sea lion 
population to a level appropriate to justify removal from ESA listings. The primary purpose of the 
Plan is to propose a set of actions that will minimize any human-induced activities that may be 
detrimental to the survival or recovery of the population. Immediate objectives are to identify 
factors that are limiting the population, actions necessary to stop the population decline, and 
actions necessary to allow the population to increase. 

B. Reclassification Criteria for Evaluating Population Status of the Steller Sea Lion 

The Recovery Team recommended that reclassification and delisting should consider the 
following criteria: 

(1) Counts and trend in counts of Steller sea lions older than pups (called Adult/Juvenile 
Trend Count) on rookeries and haulouts in the region from the Kenai Peninsula to Kiska 
Island (hereafter referred to as the Kenai-Kiska area)(a suggested list of index sites to be 
included is presented inAppendix A); 

(2) counts and trend in counts of pups at index sites within the Kenai-Kiska area (called 
pup production index) (sites to be included are indicated in Appendix B); and 

(3) the status and trend of sea lions in other parts of the species' range. 

The Recovery Team further recommended that delisting and reclassification under criterion 
(1) should consider the current population index in relation to the long-term ability of the Kenai­
Kiska area to support Steller sea lions. The Recovery Team recommended that a benchmark figure, 
representing an estimate of the equilibrium population for the region, should be established and be 
reassessed, and changed if necessary, as new information becomes available. The Recovery Team 
recommended an initial benchmark of 90,000 animals older than pups counted on trend sites in 
the Kenai-Kiska area during the peak of the breeding season (late May-early July). This number is 
equivalent to the trend site count of animals older than pups in the mid 1970s (89,100) (see Table 
7). While a higher trend site count (10S,289) resulted from data collected in the late 1950s, the 
Recovery Team does not believe that is an appropriate benchmark figure. The earlier counts were 
performed by nonstandard techniques and were so widely spaced in time that it is difficult to use 
the data to estimate the overall number of animals in the Kenai-Kiska area. Furthermore, pup 
counts, which provide independent verification of population size and trend, were not conducted 
prior to the mid 1970s. 

It is difficult to propose specific measures by which the status and trend of Steller sea lions 
in areas other than the Kenai·Kiska region can be evaluated. Existing data sets are of variable 
quality and completeness, and future research plans are uncertain. The Recovery Team 
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recommended that the evaluation of population status should be based on relatively large regions 
representing logical geographical units, and each should include several rookeries and contain 
generally comparable numbers of animals. The regions initially recommended were: (1) Russia, 
(2) the western Aleutians, (3) eastern Gulf of Alaska, (4) southeast Alaska , (5) British Columbia, 
and (6) California·Oregon-Washington. The designation of regions should be revised, if necessary, 
based on results of studies to define biological subspecies or stocks. 

C. Application of Evaluation Criteria 

The Recovery Team suggested that an objective evaluation of whether and how Steller sea 
lions should be listed under provisions of the ESA can be made by comparing the most recent data 
available with the measurable criteria described in the previous section. 

The Recovery Team recommended that evaluation criteria should be applied as follows: 

(1) if the current Adult/Juvenile Trend Count in the Kenai-Kiska area is less than 
17 percent of the benchmark value, the species should be listed as endangered; 

(2) if the current Adult/Juvenile Trend Count in the Kenai-Kiska area is greater than 17 
percent but less than 40 percent of the benchmark value, the species should be listed as 
threatened, except; 

(3) if the current Adult/Juvenile Trend Count in the Kenai-Kiska area is greater than 17 
percent but less than 25 percent of the benchmark value the species should be listed as 
endangered if one or more of the following situations exists: 

(a) The Kenai-Kiska Adult/Juvenile Trend Count has declined by at least 10 percent 
over 3 or more consecutive survey years, 

(b) the overall Pup Production Index (count data combined in 2 year blocks) in the 
Kenai-Kiska area has declined by 10 percent over the count in the previous 2-year 
block, 

(c) the number of animals has declined by at least 10 percent over a three-year 
period since 1989 in three or more of the six other regions (Russia, western 
Aleutians, eastern Gulf of Alaska, southeast Alaska, British Columbia, and California­
Oregon-Washington). 

It is the intent of NMFS to support the recovery activities outlined in the Recovery Plan. 
However, concerns associated with the proposed evaluation criteria regarding the quantitative 
measures for changing status under the ESA require further analysis and discussion. Thus NMFS 
will not implement Part II, Section 1.C, of the draft recovery plan at this time. NMFS believes that 
the strategy in this section focuses on smail, short-term changes (e.g., in I1.1.C(3), a 10 percent 
decline over 3 years) but neglects an analysis of long-term trends and the effects of stochastic 
variabiliry. NMFS supports and will evaluate a combination of techniques, like population viability 
analysis and analysis of data on historical trends, to provide a more robust estimation of the 
likelihood of extinction. At the conclusion of these analyses, NMFS will reconsider the threshold 
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levels proposed by the Recovery Team, as well as other criteria which emerge as part of the 
analytical procedure. A final set of criteria will then be established and implemented. 

D. Delisting Criteria 

Section 4 of the ESA requires that an objective, measureable criteria be incorporated into 
each Recovery Plan which, when met, would result in a determination that the species be removed 
from the list. The data currently available on Steller sea lion relative abundance and trend come 
from aerial photographic surveys of adults and juveniles and land-based counts of pups (see section 
II.E.3). Preliminary simulation studies conducted at the April 1992 workshop indicate that the 
confidence interval around the recent aerial estimates of adult and juvenile numbers of sea lions is 
quite small; therefore, for the present, NMFS will adopt the delisting criteria proposed by the 
Recovery Team as follows: 

(1) If the current Adult/Juvenile Trend Count in the Kenai-Kiska area is greater than 
40 percent of the benchmark value of 90,000 animals older than pups, and . 

(2) the number of animals is stable or increasing in at least three of the six other regions 
described in section II.B, 

then delist the species. 

Using such a system, a benchmark population of 90,000 and these criteria, delisting would not 
occur until the Adult/ Juvenile Trend Count reached 36,000. However, these criteria will be 
evaluated as part of the risk analysis to determine their adequacy for long-term protection of the 
species. 
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F4IdenU Regiater I Vol IN. No. 227 I Monday. November 26. 1990 / Rules and Regulations 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
A_lion 
50 CfR Part 227 

(OocIlel No. to03I7-o2921 

RIM 014' &813 

UatIng of St_ Sea Uona a. 
~ Under the Endangered 
SpecIea AC1 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS). NOAA. Commerce. 
AC'nCMC Final rule. 

.' __ "' NMFS i. listing the Steller 
(northern) sea lion (Eumetopias jubotus) 
throughout its range as threatened under 
the Endangered Specieo Act of 1973. 16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq. [ESA) and is 
establishing protective measures similar 
to those contained in the previous 
eme'llency rule (April S. 1990: 55 FR 
12645). More comprehensive protective 
regulatipno and critical habitat 
designation are being considered in a 
separate. forthcoming rulemaking. 
NMFS adopted thi. dual rulemaking 
approach in order to expedite.the final 
listins of the Steller sea lien. This listing 
decision is based on review and 
analysis of comments on the proposed 
listing Uuly ZOo 1990; 55 FR 29793) and at 
public hearings. It il being taken 
because of significant declines in the 
SteUer sea lion population. The number 
of Steller lea lion. obe"",,d Oft certain 
rookeries in Alaska hao declined by 63% 
since 1985 and by 829b 8ince 1960. 
Declines are occurring in previously 
stable Area&. Significant declines ha\le . 
al.o occurred on tloe KurillslandS. 
USSR. 
EFnenYE DATES: December 4. 1990. 

ADOREUE" The complete file for this 
rule ,is available for review at the Office 
of Protected Re.wurcea and Habitat 
Programs (F IPR) NMFS. 1~ Eaat-Weot 
Highway. Silver Spring. MD 2O!no. 
FO" FURTHER .... FOMIATlOH CO..,.AC'r. 
Mr. Herbert Kaufman, Protected Species 
Management Division. Silver SprinS. 
MD. 301-427-2319. 
SUPPUM£HTA"V INFORMATION.: 

Background 
On November 21 . 1989. the 

Environmental Defense Fund and 17 
other environmental organizations 
petitioned NMFS to publish an 
emergency rule IIst in8 the Steller sea 
lion as an enda ngered !'ipccies and to 
init:ate a rulemai-..ing to make Ihe li sfI!lg 
pe rma nent. Under sec tion 4 of the ESA. 
~\tFS determined that the petition 
presented substantial infurma tion 
indicating the action m~y ue wc.:Tanted 
a:1d requested comments {f!: hruHry 22. 

1990: 55 FR 630tJ. On Aprils. 1990 (55 
FR UIKS). NMFS issued an eme'll"lICJ 
interim rule listing the Steller see lion aa 
threatened and requested comments. 
The emergency listing is effective for 240 
days and expires on December 3. 1990. 

In March 1990. NMFS appointed a 
SteUer sea lion recovery team. which 
held its first meeting on April 27. 1990. 
The team is responsible for drafting a 
recovery plan and providing 
recommendation8 to NMFS on 
necessary protective regulations for the 
Steller sea lion. 

NMFS also is conducting seventl 
research projects. includin8 populations 
surveys. assessment of sea lion health 
and fitnes •. a stock identification ltudy. 
analysis of fisheries data. and blood and 
tissue analyses. 

NMFS proposed listing the Steller sea 
lion as a threatened spedet under the 
ESA on July 20.1990 (55 FR 29793~ Tbe 
proposed rule contained protective 
regula tion similar to those of the 
emergency ruie. On July 20. 1990. NMFS 
also issued an advanced notice of 
purposed rulemaking (55 FR 29792). 
requesting public comments to assist 
NMFS in its efforts to develop separate. 
more comprehensive protective 
regulationl omd critical habitat 
designation. 

NMFS has taken this dual-track 
rulemaking approach because it wants 
to avoid a lapse between the expiration 
of the emerlle,,,y interim listing and the 
final ~tins. TheTe is not sufficient time 
to issue a proposed rule with 
coillprehensive protective regulatioM 
including a prop08ed critical habital 
designation. solicit public comments. 
pI'OOIide an oppootunily for public 
beariJ:igs. conduct the required 
regulatory and economic analyses. and 
issue a final rule by December 3. 1990. 
Further. NMFS believe. it is preferable 
to consider the information provided in 
the recovery plan prior to publishins 
comprehecsive proposed protective 
regulations. Therefore. the Service is 
li_tins the Sll!Ileroea lion a. a 
threatened species now with a limited 
set of protective measures and will 
propose more comprehensive protective 
regulations and critical habitat in a 
separate rulemaking, 

Comments on the Proposed Rule 

NMFS received 13 comments in 
response to the Ju ly 20. 1990 notice of 
proposed rulemaking: Four comments 
were received from environmental 
~roups. four comments were received 
from state and local governments. two 
com ments were rece ived from l\'ative 
Ala!:okan interest groups. one comment 
was received from a fishing industry 
group. one comment was received from 

a private individual. and one comment 
wal received from the Steller Sea Lion 
Reco\'ery Team. Additional comments 
were recei\'ed at public hearings held in 
Anchorage. Cordova. and Kodiak. 
AJaska . These comments. which are 
diacussed beiow. address the following 
issues: Listing classification. buffer 
zones. incidental take. shooting 
prohibition. subsistence. enforcement. 
exceptions. additional protective 
measures. research/experimentation. 
and public hearings. 

Listing Classification 

Nearly half the commenten addressed 
the listing classification issue. Several 
commentera believed that the species 
.hould be listed as endangered rather 
than threatened based on the dramatic 
and continuing declines in abundance in 
Alaska, One commenter noted that the 
Alaska population of Steller o.a lions 
declined by 66 percent over the laat 29 
years and 63 percent in the last 5 years, 
This commenter added that the evidence 
indicates that the decline is continuing 
and aCCElerating. resulting in extinction 
in severa) years. Another commenter 
stated that the most recent population 
data show that the seographic extent of 
the decline is increasing 88 well. 

NMFS Lelieves that a population 
decline is a suff!cient basis for listing a 
species as threatened or endangered. In 
the caae of the SteUer sea lion. NMFS 
belie""" that the available information 
support, 8 threatened classification 
rather than an endangered 
classification. There is nut sufficient 
information to consider animals in 
c:fjfferent geographic regions as separate 
populations; therefore the status of the 
entire species must be considered. 

Total counts of sea lion. at rookeries 
and haulout sites throughout most of 
Alaska a nd the USSR in 1989 were 
about 56.000. indicating a total 
population size in this area of at least 
ODe th ird more than this number. There 
are areas where SteUer sea lion 
abundance is stable or not declining 
significantly. Furthermore. preliminary 
resulto from the 1990 Steller lea lion 
survey show that about 25.000 adult and 
juvenile sea lions were counted. similar 
to the 1989 count. These results indicate 
that the population has not declined 
further in areas where the decline had 
been significant. and that the 1989 
COtmts wp.rp not anomalous. NMFS does 
not b elieve that the species currently is 
in danger of ext inction throughout all or 
a significant portion of its range (i.e .. 
p.ndangered). r\MFS will continue to 
monitor the Steller sea lion population. 
If the decline continues at the rate in the 
past deCade and continues to spread. 

( 
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NMFs will reconsider the listing 
classification. 

Two commenters concWTed with the 
'"threatened·· listing but ataled Ihat this 
classification should be extended 10 the 
entire range of the .pedes. including 
California populallon. of the Steller sea 
lion. One of theae commente .. referred 
to the comment on the .""e'l!"ney listing 
thai dOCUlMnh!d a decline of 90 percent 
in the .peciea· popoJation in California. 

The eme'lleney inlerim mle applied 10 
the en lire ranse of the Steller .ea lion. 
as does lhe final .,.Ie. Although the 
California pepuiatiOR1l are included. 
.pecific protective meas ...... for S1e11e< 
sealiCllll iD CaliCumia (such .. buIfer 
areulare DOt. NMFS and the Recovery 
Team ...,....newing the status of the 
SPeciea thi""8bowl its range and the 
need for..uuCDll proleclive __ 
ID a ~ rulemakins- NMFS will 
propoee more camprebeaaive protective 
rqula_ BJtd critical habilat. 

One CXlIIIGlIIDIer expresoed concern 
about c:iauifyiq lIIe Steller ... a lion a. 
1hrM1..-i befare idenlifying the reaeon 
for the popuIaIion decline. The 
COllUJleDter ".Kted that NMFS 
conduct Nirijtjon,el reaeardl on the 
probable cauua 0I1be de<:1We prior 10 
reclasai.ficatiall 0I1be spedea. . 

The available dal. IIII'port a listing of 
threateoed Ihrous/unIl the tange oJ Ih. 
Slener .. lion. NMFS believe. thai a 
demoniUaled decline can jnstify a 
lilting of lpecies and that precise 
knowledjJe of the DOUO"" for the decline 
il nol a prerequlllle. Each of the five 
faclD .. deactibed in secti"" 4ja)(1) of 
Ihe £SA. which can cau •• a .peciea to 
be thrulened or enclanaered. Is 
discuaaed In detail below. NMPS h.1 
delermiDed thai the Steller .ea lion ia a 
threal .... d sped ... and that II i. ttkely 
that Ihl. condition I. cauaed by a 
combination of the fecto .. specified 
under aectlon lla)l1) of the ESA. NMFS 
is sponsoring research project. to 
determine the cause of the population 
decline. The resnltll of this ","earch Wl11 
be considered when NMFS propooes 
comprehensive protective regulations . 
and critical habitat deaigoation. 

Buffer Zones 

NMFS received eight comments on 
bdfer &ones. One oommenter concuned 
with the list or lIle buffer zanes 
lesignated in the p""",sed rule. Six 
oommenten indicated thaI the buffer 
·ones should be deoit!nat"d In otheT 
rea s not co"'ered in the emersencr rule . 
'wo of these comnteoLers stated that 
uffer zones oIoouid be establi.hed 
~ound all rookeries in the .peeie" 
'"Fe and thot the siu 8hould be 
ICreased to include ~ding feeding 
·'o s (i.e_ up 1060 miles (9fl.6 

kiiOlnele .. ) from a rookery). 0"" of 
these commenters olao ,laled thai 
NMFS shollld prohibil overflight. o...,r 
.11 buffer zonea. T_ olher comm~len 
reqoeoted thai buffer zone. be 
established a ....... d major rookeries off 
Ihe Califomia coast,lnclOlding Fatallon 
laland National Wildlife Wage and 
Ano Nuno hland.11Ie last two 
co_tero~ thaI 
additional roohri ... DOt ,el oIoCMing 
populalion cIec::IiDea. be prolected by o.s. 
naulical mile (o.V 1d1""""""'1 buffer 
zonel. 0... of thew mnunente .. 
reCOllUDOllded thai NUPS ....... icier 
iSlUing prohIbitiona orl!Uidelu- on 
aircraft activily _r rookerieI. Of the 
,ix commenlen that auppo,,",d 
strengtheniDB of the buffer zone 
provioiona. two ,"",,_lets alated thai 
buffet zonea ahaoald be ealahli1lhed for 
all .... nlou ... A thin! commenler wants 
NMFS to e.tabliab buffer ZOIles for 
haulouta when S4e1ler .... Iion. are 00 

them. 
NMFS believ .. that .ddllional buffet­

zonel may be needed 10 pnmde 
adequate prolection to the St,,'Ie<"" 
lion antll more oo~benaiye 
regulationl are in plaoo. Becan .. the 
area of major decline 0011_ 
wellwan! beyond lGtoka hland. and 
incilld ...... ~on rookeri .. un Buldir. 
Agalt1a. and Altu Islands. NMFS adds 
roob!rieo located 011 1Il_ ialands 10 the 
tisl of Iocatialla where 3 mile (4.a 
Idlomelen) (81-.... lind o.s oniIe (0.8 
Idlometer.l on-IaGd t..ff .. zone. are in 
effect. AcIditioIIal modIfi~ 10 the 
baffer zooe plO._ wiD be 
coosid.....! wilen NNFS_8M" 
CCIftJIfthenl ... ,....._ .. BY l_ 
and critical kabilat afteo ""''''''I.q the 
reco ......... tion. of the R""""""Y 
Team. the M.lrine MIUI1IIIal Commission 
and the pablic. 

One cammeRl .. req-oeoltld IIHII NMFS 
reduce the size of th" bafter zone on 
Adak Island. T1Iit commenler claimed 
that Ihe rookery i ..... 1Ier limn listed 
and thal.mall vetlel. do not ha .. e 811 

adverse impact on Stel~ R'8 lion. even 
at 1 n .. tical mile (1.11 kit_ ..... I. 

The NMFS heli.., .. keepins the 'hree 
naulic.l mile (5.5 kilorMleT'I' buffer mne 
around the rookery on Adak Island will 
be Recessary to provide protecHon 10 
the Steller ..,a lion witho1lt llllVing 
Significant effects on Ift.rine 'ItIIe'!" 

group"'. If carrent nnw ch irutieatft that 
modificaHon. to Ihe 1m..! buffer time. 
are wan-anted. NMPS will implement 
8uch changew. Individuals may obtain 
exemption, where an "activity Mil ItOt 
bave M1Y oipificant .tho_ affect on 
Steller .... lions. the acti .. ity ha, been 
condu~ hislorically or tr.ditionally ig 
Ihe buffer sones. BGd """'" I. no readil)· 

available 01' acceptable Illtemative to Of 

aite for the ""Ii";ty.-

IncideDwl TakilllJs 

Five """""entero recommended th.t 
Ihe incidental lake quota be ",duced. 
Two of the """"""",ero .laled thaI the 
quola should be baaed on biolosical 
considerations and lUS8"s'ed tha' the 
quota be ,eta' 1 percenl of the indn 
coun' of Sieller aea Iions\mrt including 
pups) in a region. One of these 
commenten recommended that this 
formula also apply 10 Al .. kaD walers 
easl of 141' W longitude and 10 waters 
off of Wasbington. Oregon. and 
California. regions not coveted by the 
proposed rule. Anolher commenler. 
nolill8 thaI the proposed quola was 
more than %.Slim .. higher than the 
worst-case alimate of the actual 
incidental take. alaled thai the propDlled 
quota tv .. meaniD8lell and should be 
reduced. This cammenler added thai the 
IDcidentallake in non-fisbm, activities 
(e.g .. oU.exploratloD) should be 
prohibiJed. One commenler atated lllat 
the incidental take quota should be 
reduced ID &erO. thai the quota should 
be apportioDed geographically. BGd thai 
the quota should take into accoUllI the 
age and sex stnu:ture. of the Iaku. Two 
of the commeDlels ""88",ted thai NMFS 
investigale JIIecbanialWllD Mduce the 
IncidenlaJ ta1<o In llah.rieL 

NOAA aciODlian QIm!IIIlly are 
evaieatinl8aethodl for eltebJi'hjng aad 
monlluriQa incidental take quol ... for 
SlelIer _liana. nus effort ia one 
componenlol the I~ 
man.,.",.,..1 lira. thaI is anticijIelod 
10 be iIIIpIemeIIIed wilellllle ~ 
Mammal Exealptioc Propam e>qJireo iD 
1993. MDS.JaO will dei_iDe whetber 
fiah~ .. adic& ..... can be \ad to 
reduce or eIi-.u: iacidelltal lakn 
a .. otated with fishiDs. NMFS wiU 
address fishing gear and practices in the 
forthcoming rulemaking dealing wilh 
oonoprehen ...... proCecIiw "'I!UIations. 
As pari of th" rulemaking procen for 
the COiJiIiNeheuive ~8tion 
program. NMFS .. ill oontrider 
mcodi6caliona of the q""" includins 
location. 8ge and aex. 

ShootilllJ Prohibition 

All five commente .. thai .,Id,.s .. d 
the oIoootins pnoIdbition co~ wilh 
NMFS·, proposal. T .. o of Ihe 
commenters. however, recommended 
Ihal the prohibition be exlended 10 
harbor weat. and California sea lions; 
one of ttte oommentenl ri!'OOiiHhChded 

thai the prohibilon be e~tended to 
harbor sea", orU,. The c<Jrrl:lMa1eis 
Bl;'gUe that the extel\Mon ;1 fteC'etsftT)' 1" 
prevenl inadver1enl ebooting of SIeI! .. 
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sea Hons because the three species are 
similar in appearance and often swim in 
the 8ame areas. One of the commenters 
odded that the prohibition would be 
essier to enforce if it were extended to 
the other two sp~cies. 

NMFS agrees that the inadver!ent 
sbootins of Steller sea lions is a 
potential problem and will examine the 
extension of the shooting prohibition to 
California Bea lions and harbor seals 
when it proposes comprehensive 
protective regulations. 

One commenter stated that the 
regulatory language regarding the 
sbooting prohibition was unclear. 
claiming that "within 100 yards" (91.4 
meters) could be interpreted to mean 
either that the individ~al firing a 
weapon could not be within 100 yards 
[":>1.4 meters) or a Steller sea Uon or thot 
the projectile could land within 100 
yards (91.4 meters) or a Steller sea lion. 

NMFS believes that the intent or the 
regulatory language regarding the 
snootins prohibition is clear. To prevent 
miSinterpretation or the regulation, 
N~ issues the following clarification: 
5() CFR =.12(a)(1) probibits the 
discharge of a firearm where the 
projectile will strike or land Within 100 
)',rds (91.4 meters) or a Steller sea lion. 
r-."MFS believel that this clarification is 
sufficient and that no cbange in the 
r',gulatory language i. required. 

Two commenten recommended· that 
~;MFS develop non-lethal deterrents and 
evaluate their effectivene .. at reducing 
ddmage to Iiahing catcb and gear and 
t!leir possible impacts on animals. 

N!l.IFS agree. with the commentel"l 
that non-lethal deterrents should be 
developed ror use by fishery ves .. l 
operators and crews. At this time. 
however. NMFS is not aware of any 
method. that have been proven to be 
effective at detening marine mammals 
from interacting with fishing activities. 

Subsistence 
Five comme~tera addressed the taking 

of Steller sea lions for subsistence _ 
purposes. Two commenters stated that 
suhJistence harvesting is a minimal 
contributor to the popul,ation decline of 
sea lions. One of these commenters 
expressed concern that the traditions 
and livelihood or Native Alaskanl 
would be adveraely arrected ir 
lubsistence harvesting were regulated. 
One commenter disagreed with the 
subsistence exception In the proposed 
rule. recommencUng that the subsistence 
take be included in an overall Quota that 
would include incidental takes and that 
NMFS regulate the subsistence harvest. 
N~fFS agrees that the subsistence 

harvest is minimal and probably has not 
contributed to the population decline of 

Steller sea lions. Although the actual 
level or the .ub.i.tence harvest i. 
unknown, it II estimated to be fewer 
than 100 animal. annually. Based on the 
available information N!l.1FS believes 
t,ot it would be more appropriate to 
addre •• the regulation or lubslstence 
harve.ting when NMFS develops the 
comprehensive protective regulation •. 
. One commenter expressed concern 
t.'at the creation of buffer zones could 
threaten traditional.ub.istenr..e harvest 
activities because a number of 
traditional harvelt lite. are located 
within the boundariel of buffer zonel. 
This commenter noted that exemptions 
could be difficult to obtain and reared 
that the burden or proof would be 
placed on Alaskan NaUves. The 
commenter recommend. that NMPS 
establish clear criteria for providing ror 
subsistence harvesting in buffer zones. 
In the long run. the commenter suggest. 
that l'oo"MFS establish a more flexible 
regulatory structure lliat providea 
protection for Steller sea liona without 
placing undue restriction. on 
subsistence harvest activities. 

NMFS recognizes the possible adverse 
impacts or the listing on traditional 
activities that are not contributing to the 
decline or Steller sea lion • . Thi. rule 
include. an exception to the shooti.r\g 
prohibition ror lub.istence barvesting 
and an exemption process for traditional 
activities in buffer zones. Conflict. 
between buff, : zone. and traditional 
hunting sites will be handled on a case­
by...,ase basis through the exemption 
proce.s. Because subsistence bunting is 
a traditional activity. hunters have to 
demonltrate that no alternative sites are 
readily available and that the hunting 
will not adversely affect the rookery, 
The regulation. however, does not 
include a blanket exemption for 
subsistence because NMFS believes that 
alternative bunting sites may be 
available in some cases and that it is 
neceuary to minimize avoidable human 
contact at and near rookeries. NMFS 
willlurther consider the 
interrelationship between buffer zones 
and subsistence harvesting when it 
develop. compreheosive protective 
regulations. 

Another commenter concurred with 
the regulatory exception ror subsistence 
harvel tins but requested lI.'MFS to 
examine the subsistence harvest and 
determine whether the harvest is being 
conducted in a non-wasteful manner. 

NMFS agrees that subsistence 
harvesting of Steller sea lions should be 
conducted in a non-wastefuJ manner. 
Examination of this issue. howev~r, 
cQuld not be addre •• ed in the final 
listing without delaying its publication. 

Enforcement 

l1u-ee commente ... expressed concern 
that enforcement of the provisions in the 
emergency interim rule was inadequate. 
Two of thele commentera specifically 
addreSBed enforcemenl or the shooting 
prohibition while the other cOllUDenter 
addre.sed incidental take. and 
enforcement or buffer zonea. On. 
cammenter recommended that 
intentional killilhould be a priority for 
the obaerver pn>gram. Another 
commenter luggested that Nt.1FS 
expand the obaerver program ror 
incidental takes. 

NMFS agrees that enforcement is 8 

critical component of these regulations 
and retains the expanded oblerver 
program esta bUshed under the 
emergency li.ting. Foreign procelsors 
and domestic groundfish velSels 125 reel 
(38 meters) or more in length now carry 
coservera during aU or their operationl 
in the Exclulive Economic Zone (EEZ) of 
the Bering Sea and in the Gulf of Alalka. 
Croundfish vessel. of 60 to 124 feet (18 
to 38 meters) in length carry obaervera 
during 30 percent or their operations in 
each quarter. Three additional fisheries 
in Alaska that are clallified a. Category 
I under the MMPA. Prince William 
Sound sel and drift gillnet for salmon 
and Sout~ Unimak (Unimak and False 
Passes] drift S:llnet for .almon. had 
observer coverage during the 1990 
f;shing .eason and are acbeduled to 
have coverage in the 1991 fiahing season 
contingent upon final publication of the 
Revised List of Fisheriel. NMFS also is 
retaining the observer authority of the 
emergency rule by allowing the NMFS 
Alaska Regional Director to place an 
observer on any fishing vesseL If 
additional information indicates that the 
current observer program requirel 
modification. .ucb modification could be 
implemented under the authority or this 
rule. NMFS allo i. evaluating the 
observer pn>gram al part of the 
development or a long-range 
management strategy for 
implementation of the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act Amendments of \988. 

Exceptions 

Three commentera addresled the 
exceptions provided under the proposed 
rule. One or thele commentel"lltated 
that the criteria for aeveral of the 
exceptions were vague and/or 
unjustified and that the lack or 
specificity could pose enforcement 
problems. The commenter expressed 
concern over the following exceptior 
provisions: Taking for the protection at 
the animal or public health or the non­
I~thal removal at 8 nuisance animal, 

-
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en trill nee inlo buffer ZOIles by 
governmental agencies (or mstiondJ 
def.ense or the conduct of other 
legitimate activjties. emergency 
situations, and exemptions. In ttddition. 
the commen1er recommended tha t 
NMFS modify the exemplion spplication 
procedure to iDclude public comments, 
10 place Ihe I>unleo of proof on the 
.pplic.n~ .nd increa .. tile alriQsency of 
the adverse impact criterion from "will 
not have 8 sigrujioant adverse impact" 
to "wiU nol have an)' ad\'eT6e impact" 

NMFS believes that the e)'Cf'ption1l 
eslabliahed in 50 CFR 2.."7.1Z(bj 
paragraph (ll throush (41 are 
appropriate • ...."....,ry. and well 
defined. The fi .... 1 provision parallels 
secti0l1109(hl of the M.rine M.mmal 
Proleclioa Ac~ 18 U.s.c. 1361 t!t seq. 
(MMPA). which. alllOllg other things. 
.HOWI the laking of beaclted and 
straDded animals for rehabilitation 
PW"p(JS8I. an activit!' that may benefit 
the opeciea. NMFS behe ... that local 
offici&ls aeed the authorily to protect 
the aafely of their citizens when 
neoeaary. Only • Yery smaU nwnber of 
animala are likely to be ... ken for the 
protection of the public he.lth and 
welf.re or by the .....Hethall!"mov.1 of 
"nuisance animaJ,," ·and th.il prO\ision 
is not likel, to have any affect on the 
population. NMFS believt$ the second 
prQ\;ision •• necessary to allow 
~o\'emmen' functiona. aucb .s Coast 
Guacd aclivi..tie .. NOAA's n8utic~) 
chartillg relj>ODsibililJe8 and wildlife 
surveys. to CQIltiOIAe. NOlle of these 
activities i8 expected to aignuicantly 
affect the ... lion population. fllrther. 
Federal agencie&.must consult under 
section 7(0)(2) of the ESA on any action 
Ihat ..... y &Heel Stelle ..... lion. to 
en,ure tllat the action is nollik.ly to 
ieopardi.ze ita -ooatiaued ex.i8tenc.e. 

NMFS believes thai {be """mptioa 
crilen. &ad proc_ estabti,bed by litis 
rlilemaldll8 will adequalely prolect the 
deSignated rookeri ... NMFS does nol 
expect many exemption. and betie,:e~ 
that exemptiona are aeGeSNry to 
account for unforeseen circumstanct:5 . 
turthermore. the criteria narrowlv 
define condition. IIItder whiclt NMFS 
can graat .0 exemption. Since the 

~ emergency listing became effective 00 

1- AprilS. 11190. NMFS h., acted on two 
~. ev~ mptioo applicatioos- In one case the 
'I ~\~mpIlQQ was granted because the 

' pplicanl .ery clearly mel all three 
J C~ l1 eria: The acU\'jty hal been on~o~ 
t Since 19lO.. diilurbance of the t'OCl1:.er" 

:, ~s not been B JX'Oblem. and Ihere Br~ 
p no reasoubl.e or le.a.IWble altem.ati\'~ to 

:~, t site, In the other Colle. in which s 
; tounst loo,e'l application for eQ.U)' into 
~ I ~e Marmollsland bufler zooe to ",iew 

and photop:raph Steller sea lions was 
denipd. NMFS ruled thai altemative 
sites and aiterrHItive "wilderness 
eICperience" acti \'ities were 8vailable, 
These eXHrnple5 demonstrate Ihat the 
exemption procedure is unlikely to 
reduce the protection afforded by the 
estetblishment of buffer zon~ 

Two commenters expressed concern 
that ves5els would not have access to 
safe anchorages located in buffer zones 
during storms. 

NMfS shares the commenters' 
concetn that ves.els ha\~ access to safe 
anchorage during atorms. NMPS !tOtes 
that both the proposed and final rules 
contain an exception to the buffer zone 
entry prohibition in case of emergency 
situ.tions: 50 CFR 227.12(bJ(4j !I1ates 
that approach restrictions into buffer 
zones does not apply when "compliance 
with that provi!tton presents 11 threat to 
the health. safety. or life of a person or 
presents a significant threat to the 
vessel or property." The emersency 
situation provision would pennit a 
ves~el opeTator to enter a bufTer rone for 
the purpose of seCW'ing the ves5ei at a 
safe anchorage during a storm. 

Additionol Protectivt! Measures 

Over half of the commenters believed 
fhat additional protective regulations 
are needed and thai the interim 
protecth'e measures under the 
emergency rule are inadequate. Most of 
these commenten implicated trawl 
fisheriei a5 8 major contributor to the 
decline in the Steller sea lion population 
by depleting lbe Steller sea lion'. ",ey 
species. Additional recommendations 
included limiting trawlins to daylJghl 
hours. prohibitmg the use of gill nels 
.round rookeries. prohibi1in8 fiohiDg for 
pollock ... ·hen th.y are catryin8 roe. and 
reducin& the o"erall Quota of groWldfish. 
Or.o commenter added that Ibe rapid 
decline in the Steller sea IiOD population 
required imJr.ediate actiDD and that 
NMFS should develop an inU>rizu 
management and conservation pla., in 
the absence or final comprebensive 
protective reg.ulations. 
N~FS Hgreel with tft.e commenters 

thi:l.t more comprehensi,.e prolecti\'e 
mea~ lTldy be requ.ited. However. 
NMFS doe. not .... 0110 delay the listing 
of the specie, wbile proposed protective 
regul.toons are beiag developed and 
.. ·al .... ted. NMFS will therefore. 
propose DIOre comprehensnre protecti •• 
regulationi and aiticaJ habitat ill a 
separate ru.lema.k.ina .. iJlcUcated 1n the 
pre.roble to the propoaed ruk This rule 
includetl the lilllited pro_ •• 
regvlations apecified in the ji",poaed 
rule. NMFS. however. beIie_ liW 
these limited ~lati"". (e3-buff ... 

zones. shootill8 prohibitioo) will be 
adequi1le in the near-term. 

Research/Experimentation 

Six commenten recommended that 
NMFS sponlor research to detennine 
the caus. of the SteUer sea Ii",,'. 
·population decline and to dt!Velop 
appropriate conservation measures and 
a management plan. Several of the 
commenters suggested that NMFS focul 
on the relationship between fishery 
practices and the SteUer aea lion 
population. Another commenter 
supported reaearch to a ..... the impact 
of toxic pollutant. on the population 
decline. One commenter recommended 
that NMfS implement experimental 
conservation mcasure.& that te,t 
hypath ..... on the caus .. of the 
population decline. 

NMfS ~ thai more infonnation i. 
needed to determine the cauaej.j of the 
decline. NMFS ia andenalLins reaeudl 
to de_ide importaol feeding Iocationa 
b, wins •• tellite mooi'-d tags 
attacbed to fe"",\e ... lio .... Th_ 
studi., slao alwlllcl provide iDfanaaIDI 
on locationa of at_ axtaIities. 
Studies to delel'alim! Itoclr. 
differentiatiou will continue. Reooun:e 
,urYey. on the density of ... lion p~ 
species are propnaed. SaIelIi1e linked 
teIeasetry "'UI be "oed 10 deIenRine ... 

_lion feeding areal for oomparieoa 10 the 
findingS from th ... aurvey'. The 
behmor of &eO lions in relation 10 
commercial filhins activities .nd the 
BIRociatian betheen feeding sea lions 
.nd principal60hins area .... ill be 
examined. NMFS also will ""alue'" the 
impact of the J'I'Otective measures (iE .• 
shootin8 pnlhibition. buff ... zones) 
e.tabli.hed by this rule . 

Public Hearings 

Two commenters relluestE~d that 
NMFS hold public heanngs on the 
rolf-making. One of the commenters 
stated that public beHrjng~ were 
necessary because mcmy affected 
individuals were uiilikely to ,ubmit 
written comment5 in response to the 
publication of the proposed listing in the 
federal Regilter. 'The other <:ommenter 
indicated th.al public hearing. were 
justified ,iven the impOrtance of 
6.heri .. to the local ecooomy and the 
importance. of the Steller ..... liOn to the 
community. 

NMFS agmed with the commenl .... 
that the public hearings ..,.re 
.ppropriate lIi.en the ~ at tIJe 
nlm-king to the c:ommanity.1D 
.....,."...,. NMFS bald three public 
hea,,- ODe .. October_ll1. 1lIIIO ill 
Anchorage.ud Oft October 11. _ 

• 
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hearings were held in Kodiak and 
Cordo\"a. Alaska. 

. Summary of the Slalus of the Sped ... 

The Steller (northern) sea lion. 
Eumetopias jubatus. range, from 
Hokkaido. Japan. through the Kuril 
Illandi and Okhotsk Sea. Aleutian 
blandl and central Bering Sea. Gulf of 
Alaska. southeast AI.aka. and south to 
central California. There ill not sufficient 
information to consider animals in 
different geographic regions aa separate 
population •. The centers of abundance 
and diltribution are the Gulf of Alaska 
and Aleutian 1.lands. respectively. 
Rookeries (breeding coloniel) are found 
from the central Kurilisiands (48 ON 
latitude) to Ana Nuevo Island. 
California (31 oN latitude); mosllarge 
rookeries are in the Gulf of Alaska and 
Aleutian Islands. More than 50 Steller 
sea lion rookeries and 8 greater number 
of hauloul site. have been identified. 

During the 1985 breeding lealon. 
68.000 animall were coWlted on Alaska 
rookeries from Kenai Peninsula to Kiska 
Island. compared 10 140.000 counted in 
195&-«1. A 1988 Status Report concluded 
Ihal the population size In 1985 was 
probably below 50 percent of the . 
historic population size in 1956-00 and 
below the lower bound of its optimum 
su.tainable population level under the 
MMPA. A comparable survey conducted 
in 1989 showed that the number 
observed 00 rookeries from Kenai to 
Kiska declined 10 25.000 animals. This 
indicates a decline of aboul82 percent 
from 195&-«1 to 1989 in thil area. 
Preliminary resulll from the 1990 Steller 
sea lion survey show that about ZS,(XX) 
adult and juvenile sea lions were 
counted. similar to the 1989 count. These 
results indicate that the population has 
not declined further in areal wbere the 
decline had been significan~ and that 
the 1989 counts were not anomalous. 
The counts are not an estimate of total 
numbers of animals but include only 
those animals on thP. beach (excluding 
P:lpS) at the time of the survey. As such. 
they can be used to L'ldicate trends in 
a!.Jl~dance. rather than to estimate total 
species abundance. Copies of the 1988 
S' atus Report and a 1989 Update are 
a"ailable (.ee ADDRESSES). 

Species abundance estimates dunna 
the late 1970's ranged from 24:>-290.000 
sdull and juvenile animals. A current 
total population estimate is not 
available. However. counts at rookeries 
and haulout sites throughout most of 
Alaska and the USSR in 1989. plus 
estimates from surveys conducted in 
recent years at locations not counted in 
i:um. provide a minimum number (or the 
species during 1989. The summaries of 
th!se counts and estimates are: 

Ala.ka................................................. S3.()(() 
WA. OR and CA ........................... ..000 
Briti.h Columbia............................... 6.000 
USSR................................................... 3.000 

Summary of r_c:tora Affecting the 
Specietl 

66.000 

An endangered species is any species 
in danger of extinction throughout all or 
a significant portion of ita range and a 
threatened species is any species likely 
to become an endangered species within 
the foreseeable future throughout all or 
a significant portion of ita range. Speciea 
may be determined to be endangered or 
t !"lrea tened due to one or more of the five 
facton described in lection 4(a)(1) of 
the ESA. These factors 81 they apply to 
Steller sea lions are discussed below. 

A. The present or threatened 
destruction. modIfication. or cUrWJ1ment 
of its hobilDt or ronge. Steller .ea lions 
breed on islandl in the North Pacific 
Ocean. generally far from human 
habitations. There is no evidence that 
the availability of rookery space is a 
limiting factor for thia specie • . As the 
number of animals continuea to decline. 
rookeries are being abandoned and 
available rookery space is increasing. 
However. activities that result in 
disturbance. prey availability or other 
factors may be affecting the suitability 
of the available hobitat. 

The feeding ~abitat of SteUer sea lions 
in Alaska may have changed. State of 
Alaska biologists found that populations 
in the Gulf of Alaska during the 1980'1 
had slower growth rates. poorer 
physical fitness (lower weighll •• maller 
girth). and lowered birth rates. Some 
data show a high negative correlation 
between the amount of walleye pollock 
caught and sea lion abundance trends in 
the eastern Aleutians and central Gulf 
of Alaska. It is possible that a reduction 
in availability of pollock. the most 
important prey species in most areas. is 
a contributing factor in the decline in the 
number of Steller sea lions in western 
and central Alaska. 

B. Over-utilization for commercial. 
recreational. scientific. or educational 
purposes. Between 1963-72, over 45,000 
Steller sea lion pups were commercially 
t: ar\'ested in the eastern Aleutian 
Islonds and Gulf of Alaska. This harvest 
may explain the declines in these areaa 
through the 1970·s. The actual ",vel of 
subsistence harvest of Steiler sea lions 
is unknown. but is probably less than 
100 animals annually. primarily at SI. 
Paul Island in the Pribilofs during fall 
and winter months. This taking is not of 
sufficient masnitude to contribute to the 
overall decline. A small number have 

21so been taken for public display ond 
scientific research purposes. . 

C. Disease or predation. Sharks. k:!ler 
whales and brown bears are known to 
prey on Steller lea lion pupa. Mortality 
from sharks and beal'S is not believed to 
be .ignificant When lea tion abundance 
wal higb. the level of mortality from 
killer whales was probably not 
significant. but al aea lion numbers 
decline. 'hi' mortality may exacerbate 
the decline in certain areal. 

Disease resulting in reproductive 
failure or death could be a 1O\In:e of 
increased mortality in Steller sea lion 
populations. but it probably does not 
p.xplain the massive declines in 
numben. Antibodiea to two typel of 
pathological bacteria (LeplDspira and 
Chlom.vdia). a marine calicivirua ("San 
Miguel Sea [jon Virus). and leal 
herpesvirus were found in the blood of 
Steller sea lions in Alaska. Leptospires 
and San Miguel sea lion virnae. may be 
associated with reproductive failuree 
and deaths in California lea lions _nd 
North Pacific fur aeal •. Chlamydia hal 
nol been studied previously in lea lions. 
but i. known frnm ltudiel of Pribilof 
Island fur seall. None of the .. agentl is 
thought to be a lignificant cause of 
mortality in Steller lea tionl. 

D. The inadequacy of existing 
regulotor.v mechanism •• Some 
protection' for t~Je Steller lea lion is 
provided under the MMPA. which 
prohibita the taking of SteUer ... lions. 
with certain "exception .. including an 
interim exemption for commercial 
fishing. Once 1.350 SteUer .. a liona have 
been killed incidental to commercial 
fisbing. section 114 of the MMPA 
require. NMFS to prescribe emergency 
regulations to prevent. to the maximum 
extent practicable. any further laking. 
Intentional lethal take. are probbited. In 
addition. lection 114(g) of the MMPA 
pro"idel that regulation. may be 
prescribed to prevent taking of a marine 
mammal species in a commercial fishery 
if it is determined that IUch taking is 
having. or i. likely to have. _ lignificant 
adverse impact on that marine mammal 
population ItOck. 

E. Other natural or manmade !aclor::, 
affecting its continued existence. SteUer 
sea lions are laken incidental to 
commercial fishing operationa in the 
Gulf of Alaoka and the Bering Sea. 
Between 1913 and 1988. U.S. oblerven 
on foreign and joint venture vessels 
operating in these areal reported 3.661 
marine mammals taken. SteBer sea lions 
accounted for 90 percent of thia 
observed total. Based on tht!8e observed 
takes and an extrapolation to 
unobserved fishing, tb.e total number of 
Steller sea lions incidentally killed by 
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the foreign and joint venture commercial 
trawl fisheries during 1973-1988 is 
.stimated at 14.000. Sinc. 1985. 
however. the level and fate of observed 
incidental take has decreased to the 
point where. by itself. it is not sufficient 
to account for the most recently 
obs.rv.d declines. . 

Oboerv.r pr"8la_und.r the MMPA. 
and for the groundfi.h filh.ri .. of 
Alaska und.r the Magnuaon Fiah.ry 
Coneervation and Nanag.ment Act of-
1976. 81 am.nd.d. 16 U.S.C. 1601 ., .eq. 
(Magnueon Act). will a.sist NMFS in 
d.t.nniHlng wh.th.r the incidental take 
of St.lI.r •• a lion. during comm.rcial 
fi.hing op.rationl or oth.r Qheervabl. 
activities are factors in the decline in the 
number of th ••• animal. in Alaska. 

There are reports of fishermen and 
oth.r peopl •• hoolin8 adult St.U.r •• a 
lion. at rookeries. hauJout lites. and in 
the water near boats. but the magnitude 
of this mortali ty is unknown. Th ••• 
Bctivitiel also have the potential for 
disruption of breeding activiti.s and us. 
of rook.ri .. and haulout .ites. 

Determination 
NMFS h .. d.t.rmin.d that the 

available .vidence indicat •• the St.ll.r 
sea lion ia likely 10 become on 
.ndangered apeci •• within the 
fores.eabl. future and thaI the 
threaten.d cla.aification t. appropriat •. 
Although the precise causa. of the 
decline have not been delermin.d. it is 
likely that the current condition is 
caused by • combination of the factors 
specifi.d und.r .ection 4(8)(1) of the 
ESA. . 

Th. numb.r of Steller a.a liono 
observed on certain rookeriel in Alaska 
declin.d by 63 percent .ince 1985 and by 
82 percent .ince 1960. Th. decline has 
spread from the eaat.m A1.utian 
Islanda. wh.re It began in the e .. ly 
1970·a •• a.tto the Gulf of A1aok. and 
west to the previously Blable central 
Aleutian Island • . Declin.a are occwring 
in previoualy atable areaa and on the 
Kuril lalanda. USSR. Deapite thia well 
docum.nt.d d.clin • . NMFS doea not 
believe that an endang.red listing IS 

appropriate at !hi. time. Total counll of 
sea lions at rookeriet and bauJout eites 
throughout mo.t of A1a.ka and the 
USSR in 1989 were about 56.000. which 
would indicate 8 total population lize in 
thi s area of at least one-third more than 
lhis number. NMFS mUit consider the 
Slatus of the entire apedes. including 
areas where Steller lea lion abundance 
is 81able or not declining 'ignificantly. 
because there is not sufficient 
mformation to consider animals in 
dlffeient geographic fegiollJ a8 separate 
populations. Furthermore. preliminary 
resul ts from the 1990 Steller sea lion 

aun'ey show that about 25.000 adult and 
juverJle sea lions were counted. similar 
to the 1989 count. These results indicate 
that the population has not declin.d 
furth.r in a .. a. where the declin. had 
been .ignificant. and that the 1989 
counts were not anomalous. Therefore. 
NMFS do •• not b.liev. that the apecies 
currently is in dang.r of -extinction . 
throughout all or a aignificant portion of 
its rang. (i. .... ndangered). and ia listing 
the .peci •• . a. threaten.d. 

Final Protective Regulation. 
Until more comprehensive regulations 

ar. developed. NMFS I. adopting 
protective measures aimilar to those in 
the emergency interim rule •• 1 follows: 

1. Prohibit shooting near sea lions. 
Although the NMPA prohibits 
intentionall.thal take of Steller .. a 
lions in the course of commercial 
fishing. fisherm.n have not b •• n 
prohibi ted from harassing •• a lions tha t 
are int.rf.ring with th.ir g ... or catcb 
by sbooting at or near th.m. Since these 
practices may result in inadvert.eJlt 
mortalitie •• NMFS ia prohibiting the 
discbarg. of a firearm within 100 yards 
(91.4 m.ters) of a Stell.r sea lion. 

Exception. to the abooting provisions 
includ.: For activiti •• authorized by a 
pennit issued in accordance "'ith the 
endangered species permit provisions of 
50 CFR part 222. .ubpart C; for 
gov.rnm.nt officials taking St.lI.r sea 
lions in a humane manner. If the taking 
is for the protection or welfare of the 
animal. the prot.ction of the public 
health and welfare. or the nonlethal 
removal of nuiaance llDirIials: and for the 
taking of St.lI.r .ea lions for 
aubsiat.nee purpos.s und.r aection 10(.) 
of the ESA. 

2. ESlablish Buffer Zones. NMFS is 
.stablishing a buffer ZODe of 3 nautical 
mil •• (5.5 Idlom.ters) ""1nnd the 
principal St.ller aea lion rookerte. in the 
Gulf of Alaska and the A1.utian Islanda. 
Rookeries in southeastern Alaska. east 
of 141'. W longitud • • hav. not 
.xperi.nced the d.clin.s reported in 
centra) and western Alaska and no 
buffer zon •• are establi.bed for th ... 
area • . No ve ... ls will be allow.d to 
operate within the 3-miIe (5.5 
Idlomete .. ) buff.r %on ...... ith c.rtain 
exceptions. Similarly. no person will be 
allow.d to approach on land clo •• r than 
one-half ('fa) mil. (0.8 kilomet.rs) or 
within .ight of a Iiated St.ller a.a lion 
rook.ry. On Marmot Island. no pelIOn 
will be allow.d to approach on land 
c1o •• r than on. and one-balf (1 'fa) mile. 
(2.4 kilomet.rs) from the .a.t.m .bore. 
Marmot laland wa. previoully the 
large.t Stell.r a •• lion rookery in Alaska 
and the eastern beaches are used 
throughout the y.ar by the s.a lions. 

The purposes of the buff.r zon.s 
includ.: Re.tricting the opportuniti.s for 
individuals to shoot at sea lions and 
facilitating enforcem.nt of this 
restriction: reducing the likelihood of 
interactiortl with aea liona. such as 
accident. or incidentaltakinga in these 
areal where concentrations of the 
animal. are e>cpeeted to be high: 
minimizing diaturhaneea and 
interf.rence with •• a lion behavior. 
e.pecially at pupping and breeding sit.s: 
and. av.oiding or minimizing other 
relat.d adverse effects. 

Exeeptiona to the ·buff.r zone 
resbictiona include: activities authorized 
by p.rmits is.ued in accordance with 
the .ndang.red .peet •• pennit 
provision. of 50 CFR part 222. .ubparl C; 
for governm.nt officials taking Steller 
Bea liona in a humane manner. if the 
taking i, for the protection or welfare of 
the animal. the protecti~n of the public 
h.alth and w.lfare. or the nonl.thal 
removal of nuisance animals: for 
government official, conducting 
activiti .. neceo.ary for national def.nse 
or the performance of other legitimat. 
governmental activities: and for 
em.rg.ncy altuationo that preoent a 
threat to th. h.alth. .afely or lif. of a 
person or a significant threat to • vessel 
or property. Further. a mechanism i' 
provided to allow the Director. Alaska 
Region. NMFS to issue exemptionJ for 
traditional or biatoric Bctivitiea that do 
not bave a .lgnificant adverse effect on 
.. a liono and for whicb the", i. no 
readily availahle and acceptable 
alternative. Notice of alllUch 
exemptioDl will be publiobed in the 
Federal R.pter. There ia no overall 
exception to the buffer zone .... triction. 
(or aubsiatence taking of Steller lOa 
liono: and exemption i .. ued by the 
Regional Director will be needed. 

3. Establish IncjdentaJ JaJfQuota. 
Wh.n the MMPA w .. am.nded in 1988 
to require _ ...... ncy reguiati8na once 
1.350 St.II .. 8Oa liono were incidentally 
killed in any ye ... the population 
numbe .. were baoed. in part. on 1965 
data. in four atudy are .. in A1a.ka. 
St.U.r a.a lions d.clin.d by an av.rage 
of 63 percent from 1965 to 1989. 
Th.refore. NMFS i. prohibiting the 
incid.ntal killlng of more than 675 
Steller sea lion. o,n an annual bali, in 
Alaskan waters and adjacent areas of 
the EEZ we.t of 141' W longitud •. in 
aS80ciation with the emergency rule. 
NMFS instituted 8 more efficient 
monitoring system. Foreign proceltort 
and dom .. tic groundfish v .... I. 125 f •• t 
(38 m.t.rs) or more in I.ngth now carry 
ob.ervero during 100 percent of their 
op.rations in the EEZ of the Bering Sea 
and in the Gulf of Alaska., Groundfish 
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ve •• els of 6Q 10 12.4 feel (1810 311 me\en) 
in Ien8th carry olio,,",," durima :III 
percnt of Ihe;r __ aliou in ead> 
quarter. Thru 8ddiliouallilh.riea in 
Alasu Ilwl me daasified aa Calegroy 1 
under \he MMPA.lhe PJin ... William 
Saud let and drift &iIIBel fishery for 
salmon • ..t tile SooIIt UIIiIftak IUnlmU. 
and Fal ... _) ~ BiJInet liaIIery ra. 
salmon. had cover. dariDg \he 1900 
fishing __ .Dd an ocbeduIed 10 
~ <"""'81' durillg the 19111 .....,.., if 
!My remain in CaJesorY I ill the 1991 
Revised Usl of Fisheries. The !DIal 
incidenlallake of lea lion& will be 
esliaaled IIIODIIoIJ dllrinB the coune of 
the fiabiat; MalOll. bued OIl the in.­
season observer repo.rts.. In OI'der to· 
<011_10 !IIOII'1o< !hi. quota. NMFS i& 
relaiDiDII the obae"1!< authority of the 
emef!liODCJ ruIa by allowing the 
reop«Iift iesi<mal Direou" 10 place .u 
ob_ OD .... y.fishing vasael. U dala . 
indicate \bal Ihe q>tola ia being 
approached. tile A&sislanl 
Adminisuatao for ..... heriea. NOAA. will 
i_ emergeDCJ ruIa 10 clooe area \0 
fis1lq.. allocate the ~.jiinin8 quola 
among fisheries. or uw. odt .. ..00- \0 
ensure tl>al c;ommeociaI r ..... 
operaaoa. ti~ "'" .X<:eed ta. '11101a. 

CrftbJ n.tat.f 

TN £SA requfta abal ulI;caI ~l 
be ope . lied 10 the _-'!MIII """"" 
prudelll and Oeta.inable 81 Ihe _ 
Ibe _"jet "'..--i ra. ~NWfS 
infenda Ie ~_ £riIiI:al."laIai tba 
earliest p o,,·!bIe chote as. put ai 1M 
comprebensM pnMecIiwe....-­
NMFS will m .1m pb}'lieal aad 
biolopallaclan -.110 tIoe 
CI _"' ... .-dwd _ y 
requbw --.wu .... _nl 
conaid""- .. ~ n.e.e 
habitat ,equiI ___ iDcIude bnedias 
rookeriea. bnIoulaila. !eediJIs ...­
anA~~m 
describlnc o:riIi£aI babitaI. NMFS will 
la'" iBlo c_deralioa \erralzial 
habitat. adjaa!nl '" rooI.eries and their 
need Ius prol_a rna den" 5 sn\ 
and other ....... oudo as ..... w 
m ..... 

AdditioDBI ConM, •• ti6,, __ 

In ad~ 10 proIedive ...,.."""­
cOMII!!!"'Yatioa measures w,r spec:iIa lbaa 
are listed ... ~ftII or threatened 
under the ESA "hide iCCUg:Sticn 
recov,., actiona. desises"'" aBd 
prolecliaD ai amcaIb.bital.lIIId 
Fedenol ~ .......utah .... NMFS baa 
eMabli.becl • IIecoverJ T""", Ie> "Mist 
in ..,..elopiz ... a ilet:mery PI"" for tba 
Ste""" .... boa. Jhis plan will help lIOide 

lhe recovery effor\a of NMPS and othu 
ageDdea an<l DtganizaIioA&. 

SedioD 7\.](2} of the ESA requites 
Ibal each Federal8fleJI~y iMure th.al any 
aclion .utho<ized,. Noded. QJ carried ""I 
by Ih. ~ is "'" Ukely 10 jeopardiz.e 
the wntinued ,»MeDee of a Hated 
spec;e. or ","lilt in the destnoction or 
adverse modifio:atiall of ita critiul 
habitaL Federal..-lDoal likely 10 
a!fed the SteUer sea IioD iD<:lude 
approval and implementation ofliahery 
management plans and regulations 
under the Ma"""""" Act: pemtifled 
• cUrilies on laad neu rookeries .ad 
haulOllt .ilea..-h ulimbe7.lftiaeral 
and oil dfte/oplwfi~ .od. Leasins 
activities aaoocialed willa off.oore oil 
and gas expioratiGla and development Oil 

Ihe Ouler C_I SIoeIf.. 
Once \be SIeIft .... Iioa i.lilled as 

threalenet!. it is. '" defUU_. 
considered depieted .-leo the MMPA. 
.noI8ddilional..-_tJ under 
thai Ad. oooch .... probibilioR on lakins 
roo publio:cIiopiay p_ 
CIHSiiiarllcm 

Seo:Iiwa ",bill) of k ESA rulrids the 
iworm.li .... that....., loa cmejMred. 
wbaa p.eeeej·s apec:iM -liAtias- Baaed 
on thi& ~mM_ ...a .. apinioa ia 
Pacifi<; UgoJ F~ v.Andnto. 65l' 
F. 2d12ll1111h cir.1lII3.). NUi'Saa. 
cal~rically exchoded a111io1i1lll_ · 
unda the ESAfroIO~ 
as""""",,,al re<jWremeBIII of the N&1ioaaI 
En_DIal PoIKy Ad (4a fR 4113; 
FebruBIY "1!ld6j. 

A,.1II>teti ia \he c.mf .......... rep<lI1OD .... _.=~ ....... ESA. 
eoonomic co~ Iwl". .. 
re1en.DC.a &a d&lerWpati •• reeardma 
Ihe listing slalus of specie •. Then!io .... 
Ibe ec_ iL~~I.of 
Exeat",.. Order 12291.. tile IlegulaIdrJ 
Flexibilil, Act. _the Paperwork 
RecIoctiaJ Aa are 1101 appIirabIo> ... the 
liolins proce .... 

NMi'S" _~ ... put of lila »day 
delay belw ... the .. bI~ '" • fity/ 
rule _ ita efIet:ti .... doole -w r. us£. 
553(d).1berewilllxvuy few_ 
reguIioIory ......... =ta...,.abIe 10 
Ibe public .... reMIt ai \IDa 6DaI nle 
because it is nry 8iMilar to the 
eme_ noIe w ..... ~_1iOIed the 
Steller .... _ ••• !hre81eMd -'"' . 
silxe Apri.I1Q. HOO. Becr we aha. 
erne,... ... , .. ...,;rn _ Deceatber i. 
199Q, iI .... 1eI be Cd>Irary 10 tk .. bIN: 
inl_1o del.." the eiiedige dale'" 
Ihis fi .... 1 flIIe beyoocI D_ t r 4; any 
sadJ delay could be ~allo Ii.., 
SleiIB ... boa ""- iI ~...,..., a 
hiatus in the pc' ora of me.,ecin 
uftder Ih ESA ....... mo~. "1oO'S fi",,", 

Ih .... is good cauoe 10 waive the 3O-day 
delay in the elfediwe dale UDder sec~on 
553(d)(3). and i • .......,.111. nde 
efloQive December.,ll1111l. 

llit orSuilj_ ho acnr r.t 'lZ1 

Endangered and IIlreal.elled wildlife. 

For the reason. set ouI. tile 
pm ....... liOCI'II pari 'lZ1 '" ameDded 
as foUo,,", 

PART 227-THREATDED FISK AND 
WlLDLJF£ 

1. The aulhorily cilalio" for part ZZ7 
conlirutes 10 read 80 followII! 

A..-;q" 1& U.s.c. 1S3l "'_ 
2.lnt= ..... new~(f) .. 

added 10 read_1oiIc7wc 
§227A Eno"' __ "IQ' ..... __ 

lill;'EI 

• 
(f) SIelIer (ntJnMno) _ Iioa 
(Eum~ jubol ... ~ 

a..la .ubpart II, • new oectioo ia aoIoIed 
10 read a. follow", 
§227.12 __ __ 

. (a)Prohib~l}No~uf 
fiteDnn& i.at:ept u pIO'IioIed in . 
par.graph (b) of IDo --. ......... 
subject 10 !be j..a.lktiGIt '" \he UaiIeG 
Stale. may diocIIarp alin8lra III II< 

wilhia 100,...cIa tlJlA _) '" a 
Steller ... 1ioL A ___ .. _ 
we. pon. oudo as a piaIaI_ riiIe. . 
capable 01 iiriDa- .............. . 
expKMDveda,. .. a .. ; 'J,mt.. 

(2) No opJ1nI<IC/IiII bufJer--. 
Except a. provided io paragraph (h) 01 
lhi ... ctiurr; 

1>1No- ... ___ ........... 
t,.y allow lite -.Ito &ptII .da widoiD 
3 Daooli£alllliln 15.lI DIaIneten}'" • 
SleUer snlioa ..... ery lile Iialed i_ 
par.grapIo IalP} of lIaia_tiGc 

(ii) No ,......, .,jII08da _land 
not privatelJ..-d wi ..... LaH .1-..,. aoilee IDa 1Womefen) _ wilhin 
sight of • Steller _ boa....u.y _ 
listed ;" _ .... I.lP) trf tWa-ooa. 
whicMw_.~ • ..,..,. .. NL_ 
Island;aJOd 

liii} No,.,..,.. """,.~ "" led 
not priv • ...., .......,./ within ..... ...d one-
half sl""""" IIliIes (%.4 kiIume .... ' 01' 
wi"'n oigIJt of b _em ""'- of 
M.rmaI IsIaad. iMOcIiIog IIae Sleller .. a 
lion rookery Ii!e n.ted its jNII ....... 
(a)(3) af lIDs aect ... tit! '"Owio 
grea_. 

Il) u.ted _ JioD IPt1Ury sjfe& 

Lisled ~ _Iioa .... ~ oiIeo 
consist of the I'CIIJknieI; in the AJe.tian 
Islands and the Gulf '" A .... " !Wed in 
T;lbie 1. 
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Island 
Lat 

1. Outer I ....... ..........•. .." ............. 59'20.5 N 
2 Sugarloaf I... .. .. ............. 58·53.0 N 
3 . Marmot I sa· '4 .5 N 
4. Chil'*.ol I ............ ..................... 55'''6.5 N 
5. Chowtet I ........................ _ ........ _ .. _.. 56'00.5 N 
S. A~ I. . . .................. _ •..• _ .•..•. _.. 5S"D3.5 N 
7. ~ I ..............•..•.......... _ •••. 50& ' ''7.5 N 
e. Ptnnac:te Roca ....................•... 504·46.0 N 
i . ~ Akt (N) .................••. ___ .... S4·~.O N 
0t.tJbIng R1t5 (5) ..... _ ........... _ .•• _ •.•... 54·4.2.0 N 
10. s.. lion AkS ......•.•.•......... _ .•..•.... SS"28.0 N 
f1 . Uga1neA I... . .. .................. ..... 54"14 .0 N 
12. Akun I. ...... . .............••.. __ .. _ 504'11.5 N 
13. AIuJ1an 1 .......... .... , ............. _ .......... 54'03.5 N 

14. BogoekJf 1. ......................... _........ 53'56.0 N 
15. ()gctU I... ...............•...........•...••... j 53' 00.0 N 
16. AdugaIt I. ...................................... 52'55.0 N 
11 YunaSka I. .................................... 52' 42.0 N 
18. Seguam I. ..... ... ............................. 52'21 .0 N 

19. Aghgedek 1 ......................... ,....... 52'06.5 N 
20. Kasatocr. L . . ................ 5T10.0 N 
21. Adak 1... .. .,. 51'36.5 N 
22. GflUnp rock ................................. 51'29.0 N 
23. T~ 1........... .. ...... 51'33.5 N 
24. U~ I. .......................................... 51'20.0 N 
25. Somooopochnoo ............................ 61'''.5 N 

Semisopochoo .................................. 52'01 .5 N 
26. NncNt:ka I. .................................. 51'22.5 N 
27. AInc::::hitka I .................... ................ 5,'32.5 N 
2&. A~ Pt. .............................. 51'.5.5 N 

29. KiIka I .......................................... 51'57.5 N 
30. Kaika I. ...... _ .............. _ ..... _ .. _ ..... 51"52.5 N 
31. Walrullll. ................... _ ......... _._._ 57' 11.0 N 
32. 8&Adir I .... _ ..... .. .................... _. __ .. 52'20.5 N 

:: :::::: : ::~::::~:~::::~:::: ~~:~ ~ 
35. Aftu 1 ..... __ ... _ .. _ .............. _ ...... _ ... 52"57.5 N 

TABLE t . LISTED STEu.ER SEA LION ROOKERY SITES' 

From 

Long. 

150'23.0 W 
152' 02.0 W 
151'47.5 W 
155'39.5 W 
156' 41 .5 W 
159'18.5 W 
159'31.0 W 
181'46.0 W 
162'26.5 W 
18.2' 26.5 W 
163' 12.0 W 
164'48.0 W 
185'34.0 W 
166'00.0 W 

188'02.0 W 
166' 24.0 W 
169'10.5 W 
170' 38.5 W 
172'35.0 W 

172'54.0 W 
175'31.0 W 
176'58.5 W 
178'20.5 W 
178' 34.5 W 
178'57.0 W 
179'45.5 E 

179'37.5 E 
179'28.0 E 
178'50.0 E 
17~24.5 E 

117"21 .0 E 
17r13.0 E 
189'56.0 W 
175'57.0 E 
173' 21 .5 E 
173' 43.5 E 
172'31 .5 E 

59' 21 .0 N 

58' 10.0 N 
55'48.5 N 
58'00.5 N 

54' 45.5 N 

504'13.0 N 
504'18.0 N 
504'05.5 N 

52' 41 .0 N 
52'21.0 N 

52'10.5 N 
51'38.0 N 

51'18.5 N 
51'57.0 N 

5.2'01 .5 N 
51'22.0 N 

51 ' 56.5 N 
51'53.5 N 

52'23.5 N 

52'22.0 N 
52"54.5 N 

" 

To 

Long. 

1SO'24.5 W 

151'51 .0 W 
155'43.0 W 
158'42.0 W 

164'48.0 W 
165'31 .0 W 
168'05.0 W 

170'34.5 W 
172*33.0 W 

175' 29.0 W 
176'59.5 W 

178'59.5 W 
17V'46.0 E 

17Q-39.0 E 
171Y2S.0 E 

177'20.0 E 
17rl2.0 E 

175'51 .0 E 

1T.r41 .0 E 
172*28.5 E 

~ I Noles 

1668' S quadrant. 
16580 W't'W:M 1IWld. 
1 eseo SE qua«ant. 

'16580 S "**'ant. 
18013 S~nl 
1&540 WhoM! iI&and. 
1 &540 SE corner. 
18540 Who'e iNnd. 
18540 WhCIIIt iIIand. 
16S40 Whole 1IIend. 
16520 Whole Und. 
16520 E end at iII&and. 
16520 Billings _ B<ghl 
les20 SW c:orI*. Cape 

""'VOn. 
16500 Who6e island. 
18500 Whote iIUnd. 
16500 WhcM iIiand. 
1&500 NE end. 
18480 N cout. -..oge 

Pc 
16ot8() Whole iaand. 
16480 N halt of ISland. 
16460 SW potnl LlM.e Point 
16460 INhoIe iliand. 
16A60 Whole iIIand. 
16460 SE comer, Hugox Pt 
1&1040 E_t_ 

Pc 
16440 N QU8ant. PWeI Pt 
,&1040 East Cope. 
16440 Column Rodts. 
16440 SE coast of Rat 

1IIond. 
18440 W central. Uef Cove. 
1&1040 Cope St S_ 
1e380 WhCMt istanc1 
16420 Sa point to NW point. 
11420 (ijl11OtI Point. 
18420 Cope_. 
18420 Cope WIongoII. 
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Ragged I. 

_ RooIIery Il.miI 3 Mile buller lone 

'500 30'W 

BERING 
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ALASKA 

Outer Island Rookery 

Chart 16681 

, 50°20' 

59°25'N 
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Stevenson Entrance 

152'30W 

BERING 

SFA 

•. ..' ,P •. .... : ._ ...... 

Barren Islands 

~LASKA 

Sugarloaf I. 

Sugarloaf Island Rookery 

Chart 16580 

152"00' 
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Afognak I. 

Marmot Bay 

_ Rookery ~ 3 "'~e buffer zone 

152'30'W 152°00 

BERING 

SEA 

., ~ ... ' . __ .... 

ALASKA 

r'~ 

Marmot Island Rookery 

. 

58°4Q'N 

58°20' 

Chart 16580 
58°00' 
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'. 

Chowiet Islands Rookery 

BERING 

SEA 
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Semidi Islands 

Chowlet I. 

_ RooI<ery ~ 3 M~e buller zone 

157°00W 

ALASKA 

". 56°30'N 

56°10' 

". 55°50' 

Chart 16013 

156°30' 
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Big Konluji I. 

_ RooI<ery Ll9 3 Mie buller lone 

p BERING 

SEA 

ALASKA 

Uttle Koniujll. 

Chemabura and Atkins 
Island Rookeries 

Chart 16540 
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ALASKA 

BERING 

SEA 

\, 

' . ..... ,-_ . ~ 55·10'N 

. ' 

, Pinnacle Rock Rookery 

54°SO' 

" 
Pinnacle Rk. 

_ RooI<ery ~ 3 Mile buHer zone Chart 16540 

162"OOW 161"30' 
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Clubbing Rks. 

_ Rookery ~ 3 !Ale buller zone 

162°40W 

BERING 

SEA 

-. . .. ,,-..... . __ . 

oqerl. 

ALASKA 

55"OON 

Clubbing Rocks Rookery 

54.°00' 

Chart 16540 

162°20' 162°00' 
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Sea Lion Rock Rookery 
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"ERING 
SEA 

ALASKA 

'. "'" --, ... " ..... . __ . 

BOI:IOSI,ol l 

8ogoslof Island Rookery 

Bering Sea 

_ Rookery ~ 3 Mia buffer zone Chart 16500 
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Bering Sea 

: ! 

_ RooI<ety t'mm 3 M~e bullet zone 

168"30W 

'. 
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SEA 
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ALASKA 

BERING : 

SEA 

Bering Sea 

"'~ •. . .. ' 
.'': ._-

53°l0'N 

Adugak Island Rookery 

52°SO' 

.. 
_ RooI<ery ~ 3 Mile buffer zone Chart 16500 
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Bering Sea 

_ Rooke1Y ~ 3 Mile buffer zone 

171"OOW 

BERING 
SfA ~ 

. ~ ". .. ..... . ~- .... 

ALASKA 

Yunaska Island Rookery 

Chan 16500 

170°30' 

53°00'N 

49227 



49228 Federal Register I Vol. 55. No. 227 I Monday. November 26. 1990 I Rules and Regulations -
ALASKA 

SEA 

'. l .. ,,-..... _ ..... 

Seguam and Agligadak Island Rookeries 

Seguam I. 

Agligadak I. 

_ Rooi<ery ~ 3 lA~e buffer zone Chart 16480 

173' OO'W 
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8erir.gSea ALASKA 

SEA 

It .,,P' ... .. J.- ..... 

520:!0'N 

Kasatochl Island Rookery 

p 

KllSlllloctii I. 

52'00' 

~ 
Tagalak I, 

0 0 

_ Rook"" ~ 3 M,e buller zone Chart 16480 

175"00' 
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Ulak Island Rookery 

179°20'W 

BERING 

SEA 

ALASKA 

\, 
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b 
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Chart 16460 
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51 "20' , , 
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BERING 

SEA 
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ALASKA 

BERING 

SEA ~ 
\, 

, .,P' 
' . ..... ... -'" . 

51°40'N 

Amchitka Island Rookery 

51"20' 

. ' . 

_ Rookery ~ 3 Mile butlef zone Chart 16440 
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UttIe Sitkin I, 

, . 

178"30E 

SEA 

' W 
'. , ' .. : . __ . 

ALASKA 

Ayugadak and Column 
Rock Rookeries 

52'OO'N 

51 '40' 

Chart 16440 

179"00' 

49235 
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Kiska Island Rookeries 

_ Rookery ~ 3 Mile buller zone 

BERING 

SEA 

.,' .. . ,r ....... _ ...... 

l77~O' 

ALASKA 

52°l0'N 

51°SO' 

Chart 16440 
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Bering Sea 

St. Paull. 

170"20"W 

BERING 

SEA 

-. ..-...... . _ ...... 
Walrus Island Rookery 

, 

170·00' 

ALASKA 

49237 
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Bering Sea 

HERING 

SEA 

. . "'~ 
-. ! ...... - .... .. ~ 

Buldlr Island Rookeries . 

_ Rookery ~ 3 M~e buffer zone 

175C40'E 

ALASKA 

52°40'N 

52"20' 

Chart 16420 

176°10' 
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(4) Quota. If the Assistant 
Administrator detennines and publishes 
notice that 675 Steller sea lions hi:t\'e 
been killed incidentally in the course of 
commercial fishing operations in 
Alaskan waters and adjacent areas of 
the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) 
west of 141' W longitude during any 
calendar year. then it will be unlawful to 
kill any additional Steller sea lions in 
this area. In order to monitor thi. quota. 
the Director. Alaska Region. National 
Marine Fiaheries Service. may require 
the placement of an observer on any 
fisbing vessel. If data indicate that the 
quota is being approached. the Asaislant 
Administrator will issue emergency 
rule. to eltablish closed areas. allocate 
the remaining quota among fisheries. or 
tili other action(al to ensure that 
commercial fishing <lperations do not 
exceed the quota. : 

(b) Exceptions-{l) Permits. The 
A.liltant Administrator may issue 
permitl authorizing activities that would 
otherwise be prohibited under 
parasraph (al of thia section in 
accordance with and lubject to the 
provisions of 50 CFR part ZZ2. lubpart 

. C-Endangered Fiah or Wildlife·Pennits. 

'. 

(2) Official activities. Paragraph (a) of 
Ihis section does not prohibit or restrict 
8 Federal. state or local government 
official. or his or her designee. who is 
acting in the course of official duties 
from: 

(i) Taking a Sieller sea lion in a 
humane manner. if the ta1cilQris for the 
protection or welfare of the animal. the 
prolection of the public health and 
welfare. or the nonlethal removal of 
nuieance animals: or 

(ii) Enlering the buffer areas 10 
perform activities that are necessary for 
national defense. or the performance of 
other legitimate governmental activities. 

(3) Subsistence takings by Alaska 
natives. Paragraph (a)(l) of this lection 
doe. not apply to the talting of Sieller 
lea lions for subsistence purposes under 
section lO( e1 of the Act. 

(4) Emergency situations. Paragraph 
(a)(2) of thi. seclion does nol apply 10 
an emergency situation in which 
compliance with that provision presents 
a threat to the health. safety. or life of a 
person or presenll a significant threat to 
the ve.sel or property. 

(5) Exemptions. Paragraph (a)(2) of 
this section doe. nol apply to any 

. activity authorized by a prior written 

exemption from the Director. Alaska 
Region. National Marine Fisheries 
Seni.ce. Concurrently with the issuance 
of any exemption. the Assistant 
Administrator will publish notice of the 
exemption in the Federal Regilt.r. An 
exemplion may be gran led only if the 
activity will not have a significant 
adverse affect on Steller sea lions. the 
activity has been conducted historically 
or traditionally in the buffer zones. and 
there is no readily available and 
acceptable alternative to or site for the 
activity. 

(c) Penalties. (1) Any person who 
violates this .ectian or the Act is subject 
to the penalties specified in section 11 of 
the Act. and any other penalties 
provided by law. 

(2) Any ve.sel used in violation of this 
section or the Endangered Species Act is 
subject to forfeiture Uf!,der section 
t1(e)(4)(B) of the Act. 

Dated: November e. 1990. 
WIIIiom W. Fox. ", 
A_i8ron/ Admini&trator for Fisheries. 
National Cbonic and Atma.plteric 
Admini8trolion. 
[FR Doc.IIO-27liOO Filed 11_ 1:45_1 
......... ~.tNHI 

" . . 
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Permanent Regulations 232-12-297 

WAC 232-12-297 Endangered, tbreatened, and seR · 
sili •• wildlife species classification. 

PURPOSE 

1.1 The purpose of this rule is to identify and classify 
native wildlife species that have need of protection 
and/or management to ensure their survival as 
free-ranging populations in Washington and to de­
fine the process by whicb listing, management. re­
covery, and delisting of a species can be achieved. 
These rules arc established to ensure that consis­
tent procedures and criteria are followed when 
classifying wildlife as endangered. or the protected 
wildlife subcategories threatened or sensitive. 

DEFINITIONS 

For purposes of this rule. the following definitions apply: 

2.1 "Classify" and all derivatives means to list or de list 
wildlife species to or from endangered. or to or 
from the protected wildlife subcategories threat­
ened or sensitive. 

2.2 • List " and all derivatives means to change the 
classification status of a wildlife species to endan­
gered. threatened. or sensitive. 

2.3 • Delist' and its derivatives means to change the 
classification of endangered. threatened. or sensi­
tive species to a classification other than endan­
gered. threatened. or sensitive. 

(1990 Ed.) 

2.4 "Endangered" means any wildlife species native to 
the state of Washington that is seriously threat­
ened with extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range within the state. 

2.5 "Threatened" means any wildlife species native to 
the state of Washington that is likely to become an 
endangered species within the foreseeable future 
throughout a significant portion of its range within 
the state without cooperative management or re­
moval of threats. 

2.6 "Sensitive" means any wildlife species native to the 
state of Washington that is vulnerable or declining 
and is likely to become endangered or threatened 
in a significant portion of its range within the state 
without cooperative management or removal of 
threats. 

2.7 "Species' means any group of animals classified as 
a species or subspecies as commonly accepted by 
the scientific community. 

2.8 "Native' means any wildlife species naturally oc­
curring in Washington for purposes of breeding. 
resting. or foraging. excluding introduced species 
not found historically in this state. 

2.9 "Significant portion of its range" means that por­
tion of a species' range likely to be essential to the 
long term survival of the population in 
Washington. 

USTING CRITERIA 

3.1 The commission shall list a wildlife species as en­
dangered. threatened. or sensitive solely on the ba­
sis of the biological status of the species being 
considered. based on the preponderance of scien­
tific data available. except as noted in section 3.4. 

3.2 If a species is listed as endangered or threatened 
under the federal Endangered Species Act. the 
agency will recommend to the commission that it 
be listed as endangered or threatened as specified 
in section 9.1. If listed. the agency will proceed 
with development of a recovery plan pursuant to 
section 11.1. 

3.3 Species may be listed as endangered. threatened. or 
sensitive only when populations arc in danger of 
failing. declining. or arc vulnerable. due to factors 
including but not restricted to limited numbers. 
disease. predation. exploitation. or habitat loss or 
change. pursuant to section 7.1. 

3.4 Where a species of the class Insecta. based on sub­
stantial evidence. is determined to present an un­
reasonable risk to public health. the commission 
may make the determination that the species need 
not be listed as endangered. threatened. or 
sensitive. 

DELISTING CRITERIA 

4.1 The commission shall delist a wildlife species from 
endangered. threatened. or sensitive solely on the 
basis of the biological status of the species being 
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considered. based on the preponderance of scien­
tific data available. 

4 .2 A species may be delis ted from endangered. 
threatened. or sensitive only when populations are 
no longer in danger of failing. declining. are no 
longer vulnerable. pursuant to section 3.3. or meet 
recovery plan goals. and when it no longer meets 
the definitions in sections 2.4. 2.5. or 2.6. 

INITIATION OF LISTING PROCESS 

5.1 Anyone of the following events may initiate the 
listing process. 

5.1.1 The agency determines that a species pop­
ulation may be in danger of failing. declin­
ing. or vulnerable. pursuant to section 3.3. 

5.1.2 A petition is received at the agency from 
an interested person. The petition should 
be addressed to the director. It should set 
forth specific evidence and scientific data 
which shows that the species may be fail­
ing, declining. or vulnerable. pursuant to 
section 3.3. Within 60 days, the agency 
shall either deny the petition. stating the 
reasons, or initiate the classification 
process. 

5.1.3 An emergency, as defined by the Adminis­
trative Procedure Act. chapter 34.05 
RCW. The listing of any species previously 
classified under emergency rule shall be 
governed by the provisions of this section. 

5.1 .4 The commission requests the agency review 
a species of concern. 

5.2 Upon initiation of the listing process the agency 
shall publish a public notice in the Washington 
Register. and notify those parties . who have ex­
pressed their interest to the department. announc­
ing the initiation of the classification process and 
calling for scientific information relevant to the 
species status report under consideration pursuant 
to section 7. I. 

INITIATION OF DELISTING PROCESS 

6.1 Anyone of the following events may initiate the 
delisting process: 

6.1.1 The agency determines that a species 
population may no longer be in danger of 
failing, declining, or vulnerable. pursuant 
to section 3.3. 

6.1.2 The agency receives a petition from an 
interested person. The petition should be 
addressed to the director. It should set 
forth specific evidence and scientific data 
which shows that the species may no 
longer be failing, declining, or vulnerable. 
pursuant to section 3.3. Within 60 days. 
the agency shall either deny the petition. 
stating the reasons, or initiate the 
delisting process. 
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6.1.3 The commission requests the agency re­
view a species of concern. 

6.2 Upon initiation of the delisting process the agency 
shall publish a public notice in the Washington 
Register. and notify those parties who have ex­
pressed their interest to the department, announc­
ing the initiation of the delisting process and 
cailing for scientific informai:ion relevant to the 
species status report under consideration pursuant 
to section 7. I. 

SPECIES STATUS REVIEW AND AGENCY RECOMMENOA. 

TIONS 

7.1 Except in an emergency under 5.1.3 above. prior to 
making a classification recommendation to the 
commission. the Agency shall prepare a prelimi­
nary species status report. The report will include a 
review of information relevant to the species' status 
in Washington and address factors affecting its 
status. including thos~ given under section 3.3. The 
status report shall be reviewed by the public and 
scientific community. The status report will in­
clude. but not be limited to an analysis of: 

7.2 

7.3 

7.1.1 Historic, current, and future species pop­
ulation trends 

7.1.2 Natural history, including ecological rela­
tionships (e.g. food habits. home range, 
habitat selection patterns). 

7.1.3 Historic and current habitat trends. 

7.1.4 Population demographics (e.g. survival 
and mortality rates. reproductive success) 
and their relationship to long tenn 
sustainability. 

7.1.5 Historic and current species management 
activities. 

Except in an emergency under 5.1.3 above. the 
agency shall prepare recommendations for species 
classification, based upon scientific data contained 
in the status report. Documents shall be prepared 
to determine the environmental consequences of 
adopting the recommendations pursuant to re­
quirements of the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA). 

For the purpose of delisting, the status report will 
include a review of recovery plan goals. 

PUBUC REVIEW 

8.1 Except in an emergency under 5.1.3 above. prior to 
making a recommendation to the commission. the 
agency shall provide an opportunity for interested 
panies to submit new scientific data relevant to the 
status report. classification recommendation. and 
any SEPA findings. 

8.1.1 The agency shall allow at least 90 days 
for public comment. 
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8.1.2 The agency will hold at least one public 
meeting in each of its administrative re· 
gions during the public review period. 

FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMISSION ACTION 

9.1 After the close of the public comment period. the 
agency shall complete a final status report and 
classification recommendation. SEPA documents 
will be prepared. as necessary. for the final agency 
recommendation for classification. The classifica­
tion recommendation will be presented to the com­
mission for action. The final species status report. 
agency classification recommendation. and SEPA 
documents will be made available to the public at 
least 30 days prior to the commission meeting. 

9.2 Notice of the proposed commission action will be 
published at least 30 days prior to the commission 
meeting. 

PERIODIC SPECIES STATUS REVIEW 

10.1 The agency shall conduct a review of each endan­
gered. threatened. or sensitive wildlife species at 
least every five years after the date of its listing. 
This review shall include an update of the species 
status report to determine whether the status of 
the species warrants its current listing status or 
deserves reclassification. 

10.1.1 The agency shall notify any parties who 
have expressed their interest to the de­
partment of the periodic status review . 
This notice shall occur a t least one year 
prior to end of the five year period re­
quired by section 10.1. 

10.2 Tqe status of all delisted species shall be reviewed 
at least once. five years following the date of 
delisting. 

10.3 The department shall evaluate the necessity of 
changing the classification of the species being 
reviewed. The agency shall report its findings to 
the commission at a commission meeting. The 
agency shall notify the public of its findings at 
·Ieast 30 days prior to presenting the findings to 
the commission. 

10.3.1 If the agency determines that new infor­
mation suggests that classification of a 
species should be changed from its present 
state. the agency shall initiate classifica­
tion procedures provided for in these rules 
starting with section 5.1. 

10.3.2 If the agency determines that conditions 
have not changed significantly and that 
the classification of the species should re­
main unchanged. the agency shall recom­
mend to the commission that the species 
being reviewed shall retain its present 
classification status. 

( 1990 Ed.) 

10.4 Nothing in these rules shall be construed to auta­
matically delist a species without formal commis­
sion action. 

RECOVERY AND MANAGEMENT OF LISTED SPECtES 

11.1 The agency shall write a recovery plan for species 
listed as endangered or threatened. The agency 
will write a management plan for species listed as 
sensitive. Recovery and management plans shall 
address the listing criteria described in sections 
3.1 and 3.3. and shall include. but are not limited 
to: 

11.1.1 Target population objectives 

11.1.2 Criteria for reclassification 

11.1.3 An implementation plan for reaching 
population objectives which will promote 
cooperative management and be sensitive 
to landowner needs and property rigbts. 
The plan will specify resources needed 
from and impacts to the Department. 
other agencies (including federal_ state. 
and local). tribes. landowners. and other 
interest groups. The plan shall consider 
various approaches to meeting recovery 
objectives including. but not limited to 
regulation, mitigation. acquisition. incen­
tive. and compensation mechanisms. 

11.1.4 Public education nee-is 

11.1.5 A species monitoring plan. which requires 
periodic review to allow the incorporation 
of new information into the status report. 

11.2 Preparation of recovery and management plans 
will be initiated by the agency within one year 
after the date of listing. 

I 1.2.1 Recovery and management plans for spe­
cies listed prior to 1990 or during the five 
years following the adoption of these rules 
shall be completed within 5 years after 
the date of listing or adoption of these 
rules. whicbever comes later. Develop­
ment of recovery plans for endangered 
species will receive higher priority than 
threatened 'or sensitive species. 

I 1.2.2 Recovery and management plans for spe­
cies listed after five years following tbe 
adoption of these rules shall be completed 
within three years after the date of listing. 

11.2.3 The agency will publish a notice in the 
Washington Register and notify any par­
ties who have expressed interest to the 
department interested parties of the initi­
ation of recovery plan development. 

11.2.4 If the deadlines defined in sections 11.2.1 
and 11.2.2 are not met the department 
shall notify the public and report tbe rea­
sons for missing the deadline and the ' 
strategy for completing the plan at a 
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commission meeting. The intent of this 
section is to recognize current department 
personnel resources are limiting and that 
development of recovery plans for some of 
the species may require significant in­
volvement by interests outside of the de­
panment. and therefore take longer to 
complete. 

11.3 The agency shall provide an opportunity for in­
terested public to comment on the recovery plan 
and any SEPA documents. 

CLASSIFICATION PROCEDURES REVIEW 

12.1 The agency and an ad hoc public group with 
members representing a broad spectrum of inter­
ests. shall meet as needed to accomplish the 
following: 

12.1.1 Monitot the progress of the development 
of recovery and management plans and 
status reviews. highlight problems. and 
make recommendations to the department 
and other interested panies to improve 
the effectiveness of these processes. 

12.1.2 Review these classification procedures six 
years after the adoption of these rules and 
report its findings to the commission. 

AUTHORITY 

13.1 The commission has the authority to classify 
wildlife as endangered under RCW 77.12.020. 
Species classified as endangered are listed under 
WAC 232-12-{)14. as amended. 

13.2 Threatened and sensitive species shall be classi­
fied as SUbcategories of protected wildlife. The 
commission has the authority to classify wildlife 
as protected under RCW 77.12.020. Species clas­
sified as protected are listed under WAC 232-12-. 
011. as amended. 

[Statutory Authority: RCW 77.12.Q20. 90-11-066 (Onie, 442). § 
232-12- 297. filed 5/15/ 90. effeetive 6/ 15/ 90·1 
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, WAC 232-12-011 Wildlife cla.ssified as protected 
sbail not be hunted or fished. Protected wildlife are des­
ignated into three subcategories: Threatened. sensitive. 
and other. 

(I) Threatened species are any wildlife species native 
to the state of Washington that are likely to become en­
dangered within the foreseeable future throughout a sig­
nificant portion of their range within the state without 
cooperative management or removal of threats. 

Protected wildlife designated as threatened incl"de 
ferruginous hawk. ButeoregaJis; bald eagle. HaJiaeetus 
JeucocephaJus; western pond turtle. CJemmys marmor­
ata; green sea turtle. CheJoniia mydas; loggerhead sea 
turtle. Caretta caretta; Oregon silverspot butterfly, 
Speyeria zerene hippoJyta; pygmy rabbit. BrachyJagus 
idahoensis. 

(2) Sensitive species are any wildlife species native to 
the state of Washington that are vulnerable or declining 
and are likely to become endangered or threatened in a 
significant portion of their range within the state without 
cooperative management or removal of threats. 

(3) Other protected wildlife. 
Other protected wildlife include all birds not classified 

as game birds. predatory birds. or endangered species[.] 
or designated as threatened species or sensitive species; 
and fur seal. CaJJorhinus ursin us; fisher . Martes 
pennanti: wolverine. GuJo luscus; western gray squirrel. 
Sciurus griseus; Douglas squirrel. Tamiasciurus 
douglasii: red squirrel. Tamiasciurus hudsonicus; flying 
squirrel. Glaucomys sabrinus: golden-mantled ground 
squirrel. CaJlospermophilus saturatos: chipmunks. 
Eutamias: cony or pika. Ochotona princeps: hoary mar­
mot. Marmota caligata and olympus: all wild turtles not 
otherwise classified as endangered species, or designated 
as threatened species or sensitive species: mammals of 
the order Cetacea. including whales, porpoises, and 
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mammals of the suborder Pinnipedia not otherwise clas­
sified as endangered species. or designated as threatened 
species or sensitive species. This section shall not apply 
to han seals and sea hons which are threatening to 
damage .or are damaging commercial fishing gear being 
uuhzed 10 a lawful manner or when said mammals arc 
damaging .or threatening to damage commercial fish be­
ing lawfully taken with commercial gear. 

[Statutory Authority: RCW 77.I~.020. 90-11--065 (Order 441), § 
232-12....Q11. filed 5/15/90. effective 6/15/90. Statutory Authority: 
RCW 77.12.040. 89-1 1-061 (Order 392), § 232-12-011, med 
5/18/89: 82-19-026 (Order 192), § 232-12-011. filed 9/9/82: 81-
22-002 (Order 174), § 232-12-011. med 10/22/81: 81-12-029 (Or. 
der 165), § 232-12-011. filed 6/1/81.1 

Retiser's note: RCW 34.05.395 requires the use of underlining and 
deletion marks to indicate amendments to existing rules. and deems 
ineffectual changcs not filed by the agency in this manner. The brack­
eted material in the above section docs not appear to conform to the 
statutory requirement. 

WAC 232-12-014 Wildlife classified as endangered 
species. Endangered species include: Columbian white­
taijed deer. OdocoiJeus virginian us leucurus; Mountain 
caribou. Rangifer tarandus: Blue whale. Balaenoptera 
musculus: Bowhead whale. BaJaena mysticetus: Finback 
whale. BaJaenoptera physaJus: Gray whale. Eschrichtius 
gibbosus: Humpback whale. Megaptera novaeangJiae; 
Right whale. BaJaena gJacialis: Sei whale. BaJaenoptera 
boreaJis: Sperm whale. Physeter catodon; Wolf, Canis 
lupus: Peregrine falcon. FaJco peregrinus: Aleutian Can­
ada goose. Branta canadensis Juecopareia; Br.own peli­
can. Pelecanus .occidentalis: Leatherback sea turtle. 
Dermochelys coriacea; Grizzly bear. Ursus arctos horri­
bilis: Sea OUer. Enhydra lutris: White pelican. Pele­
canus erythrorhynchos: Sandhill crane. Grus canadensis; 
Snowy plover. Charadrius alexandrinus; Upland sand­
piper. Bartramia longicauda; Northern spotted owl. 
Strix occidentalis. 

[Statutory Authority: RCW 77.12.020(6). 88-05-032 (Order 305), § 
232-1 2~14, filed 2/12/88. Statutory Authority: RCW 77 .12.040. 82-
19-026 (Order 192). § 232-12-014. filed 9/9/82: 81-22-002 (Order 
174). § 232-12-014. filed 10/22/81; 81 - 12-029 (Order 165), § 232-
12-014. filed 6/1/81.1 
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