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Abstract

Populations of Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and coho salmon (O. kisutch) have
experienced significant declines in abundance and productivity over the last 50 years in the
Salish Sea as harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) recovered from hunting and culling. Some have
hypothesized that increased predation by seals may be responsible for the declines in salmon
survival, and their failure to recover after reductions in fishing effort. However, it is not known if
these correlations exist for every population of salmon in the Salish Sea, or how many young
Chinook and coho salmon are consumed by seals each year. I developed mathematical and
statistical models to investigate the potential causal relationship between seal predation and
declines in Chinook and coho salmon populations in the Salish Sea. I also used simulation
modeling to evaluate outcomes that may result if managers reduced British Columbia’s harbour
seal population to promote the recovery of salmon populations. I found that harbour seal
densities were strongly negatively associated with productivity of most wild Chinook salmon
populations in the Salish Sea and Washington Coast that were included in the study. Integrating
recently collected seal diet data with a novel predation model indicates that large numbers of
juvenile Chinook and coho salmon are eaten by seals, and that predation-related mortality has
likely increased significantly over the last 50 years. The results of my simulation model suggest
both lethal removals and contraception could reduce the seal population, but that important
tradeoffs exist between the two approaches. Overall, my findings increase understanding of the
role that marine mammal predation plays in the early marine life stage of juvenile salmon, and

identifies potential outcomes and tradeoffs of actively managing predator populations.
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Lay Summary

Chinook and coho salmon support indigenous, commercial, and recreational fisheries
along the west coast of North America, and are important prey for other marine organisms. To
understand the role that harbour seal predation has played in recent declines of salmon
populations, I developed mathematical models to evaluate whether seal predation is negatively
impacting their survival. I also simulated how the harbour seal population in British Columbia
may respond to efforts to reduce their population size, which could help salmon populations
recover. | found evidence that seal predation may be a significant source of mortality on juvenile
salmon in the Salish Sea, and that controlling the seal population with lethal and non-lethal
methods may be viable options for managers. My findings increase current understanding of
factors that influence survival of juvenile salmon in the Pacific Ocean, and demonstrate how the

seal population in British Columbia could be actively managed.
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Chapter 1: General introduction

1.1 Pinniped-fisheries conflicts

Protection from hunting and culling has led to the recovery of many populations of
marine mammals throughout the world (Read and Wade 2000; Bowen and Lidgard 2013).
Historically, culls or bounties on marine mammals were implemented in response to perceived
impacts to commercially valuable fish stocks, competition with fisheries, and damage inflicted to
fishing gear (Yodzis 2001; Read 2008; Oliveira et al. 2020). In North America, for example,
protection of marine mammals under the Fisheries Act in Canada and the Marine Mammal
Protection Act in the United States in the early-1970s led to recovery of several populations of
marine mammals, especially pinnipeds (seals and sea lions) (Read and Wade 2000; Jeffries et al.

2003; Brown et al. 2005; DFO 2008; Olesiuk 2010).

Coincident with protection of marine mammal populations in the middle twentieth
century was an overall increase in catches (landings) by commercial fisheries worldwide (Worm
et al. 2009), and the eventual realization that many fish stocks were over-fished (Pauly et al.
2002; Hilborn et al. 2003; Branch et al. 2011). While some overfished stocks were successfully
rebuilt following reductions in fishing mortality (Murawski 2010), others, such as Atlantic cod
and some species of Pacific salmon, remained at low abundance despite extremely low levels of
fishing (Trzcinski et al. 2006). Along with environmental factors like climate change, increases
in predation from marine mammals were posed as a possible explanation for the failure of some
fish stocks to recover (Palsson et al. 2009; Chasco et al. 2017a, b; Neuenhoff et al. 2018; Walters

et al. 2020).



1.2 Declines of Chinook and coho salmon in the northeastern Pacific Ocean

Like Atlantic cod, harvesting of Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and coho (O.
kisutch) salmon by modern commercial fisheries in the eastern Pacific peaked in the 1970s and
1980s, and subsequently experienced drastic declines in abundance and productivity (Nehlsen et
al. 1991; Beamish et al. 1995; Beamish et al. 1999; Beamish et al. 2010; Beamish et al. 2012a;
Preikshot et al. 2013). Populations in southern British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, and
California have seen the most precipitous declines. Researchers have proposed a number of
plausible biotic and abiotic explanations: loss of freshwater and marine habitat (Nehlsen et al.
1991; Magnusson and Hilborn 2003); overfishing (Rutter 1997); interspecific competition
(Ruggerone and Nielsen 2004; Ruggerone and Goetz 2004; Springer and van Vliet 2014);
changes in ocean conditions (Beamish et al. 1995; Coronado and Hilborn 1998; Mueter et al.
2005), and changes in abundance of prey like herring and zooplankton (Beamish et al. 1994;
Beamish et al. 2000a; Mackas et al. 2001; Beaugrand and Reid 2003; Ruzicka et al. 2011;

Mackas et al. 2013).

While it remains unclear what factor, or composite of factors, is driving productivity of
Chinook and coho salmon populations in the eastern Pacific, research suggests that survival rates
within the first several months of the marine life stages are the most important for determining
(pre-fishery) abundance (Beamish et al. 2010a, b; Neville et al. 2015). Total marine survival
(from natural mortality) for coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia decreased from around 10% in
the 1980s to under 2% by the 1990s and has remained stable (Beamish et al. 2000b). Chinook
salmon marine survival rates (from natural mortality) dropped from around 5% to less than 1%
over the same time period (PSC 2014; Ruff et al. 2017; Kendall et al. 2020). Scientists and

managers identified the decreasing trends in Chinook and coho salmon populations, and



implemented measures to reduce commercial harvest rates significantly during the 1990s,
particularly for coho in the Salish Sea region (PSC 2013, 2014b). Harvest rates on coho salmon
that averaged between 65-80% in the 1970s and 1980s dropped to well under 10% in the Strait of
Georgia, British Columbia. This included recreational harvest of both species, a boon to urban
and rural economies in British Columbia and Washington State. Despite the reduction in fishing
mortality from the 1990s to present day, marine survival rates remain low, recruitment remains
depressed, and some populations have been classified as “threatened” by the Endangered Species
Act (United States), and designated as threatened and endangered by the Committee on the

Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) (NMFS 1997; Walters et al. 2019).

1.3 Harbour seals in the Salish Sea

The failure of Chinook and coho salmon populations to respond to reduced fishing
mortality has led to speculation that changes in natural mortality from upper-trophic levels of the
ecosystem may be impeding recovery of some salmon populations (Miller et al. 2013). While
avian predation on out-migrating smolts has been the topic of some recent research (Evans et al.
2012; Sebring et al. 2013; Sherker 2020), pinnipeds are often assumed to inflict the most damage
on salmon populations, likely because of their size and their tendency to interact with prey at the
surface where they are visible to fishermen, scientists and the general public. Further, in regions
like the Salish Sea, populations of seals and sea lions are at historically high abundances. Olesiuk
(2010) estimated that the Strait of Georgia is home to around 40,000 harbour seals (Phoca
vitulina) as recently as 2008, up from fewer than 5,000 in 1970. Rates of increase were similar to
the south in Puget Sound, where the harbour seal population saw a 7 to 10-fold increase in
abundance from 1970-2000 (Jeffries et al. 2003). Both populations have been stable for the past

20 years. Populations of Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus) in British Columbia, a species



declining in Russia and western Alaska, have increased at a near-exponential trajectory since the
1970s (DFO 2008). California sea lions (Zalophus californianus) have also shown marked
increases in abundance throughout their range in the eastern Pacific (NMFS 1997).
Unsurprisingly, these recoveries that coincided with decreased abundances of commercially
important species like salmon and rockfish have generated increased interest in the foraging

ecology of pinnipeds.

1.4  Harbour seal foraging ecology

Much of the research on diet and foraging ecology of pinnipeds in the northeastern
Pacific focuses on harbour seals in the Salish Sea (Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound, and Strait of
Juan de Fuca), and the California current ecosystem on the west coast of the United States. A
combination of field (e.g., visual surveys) and laboratory techniques are usually combined to
describe the diets of harbour seals, or to estimate impacts to fish species of interest (Brown and
Mate 1983; Bigg et al. 1990; London 2006; Wright et al. 2007; Lance et al. 2012). Studies that
attempt to quantify impacts by visual observation of seal-salmon interactions are prone to
imprecise estimates due low coverage of spatial and temporal strata, and from uncertainty
associated with identification of prey species. For example, Wright (2007) estimated that 500-
750 harbour seals consumed 503-1,818 coho salmon returning to an estuary in Oregon, based on
approximately 760 hours of visual observations. Visual survey protocols are also unable to
estimate juvenile consumption, as predation usually occurs beneath the surface for small prey

items.

The role that harbour seals may have played in the declines of Pacific salmon since the
1970s, or the extent to which predation may be preventing their recovery, is still uncertain.

However, it is clear from diet studies that salmon are an important source of prey for seal



populations in British Columbia and the northwestern United States (Olesiuk 1993; Lance et al.
2012; Howard et al. 2013; Adams et al. 2016; Thomas et al. 2017). Further, it is evident that,
under certain conditions, seals are capable of consuming significant percentages of salmon runs
during the migration of adults to the spawning grounds. In the Puntledge River in British
Columbia, Bigg (1990) estimated that harbour seals ate 46% of the fall run of Chinook salmon in
1989. Wright (2007) estimated 20% of returning coho were lost to seal predation in the Alsea
River on Oregon’s coast in 2002. A study by Thomas et al. (2017) estimated that, between April
and July, coho and Chinook salmon comprise up to 7% and 15% of total harbour seal diet in
nearshore areas in the Strait of Georgia, respectively. Considering the small size (5-15 grams) of
young salmon during the first few months in the marine environment, this suggests consumption

of juveniles during the spring may be substantial.

Attempts to quantify predation on salmon are also made using bioenergetics modeling
approaches that use data from fecal material (scats) to describe diet composition (e.g., Olesiuk
1993; Howard et al. 2013). Most of these studies do not attempt to quantify impacts to juveniles
and typically present consumption estimates as total mass consumed annually or seasonally. This
information is of limited use to natural resource managers, who presumably require estimates of
total individuals consumed to make meaningful inferences via quantitative fisheries stock
assessment or population dynamics modeling (Walters 1986; Hilborn and Walters 1992). The
number of young salmon eaten by harbour seals has been estimated (Chasco et al. 2017a, b), but
certain assumptions used in these models are inconsistent with current understanding (Nelson et

al., in review), and there are no comparable studies for coho salmon.



1.5 Objectives and approach

The primary goals of this dissertation were to investigate the degree to which harbour
seal predation may be impacting Chinook and coho salmon in the Salish Sea ecosystem, and to
evaluate potential management alternatives that may promote the recovery of these valuable
species. The specific objectives of my research were to: 1) evaluate evidence for an apparent
statistical correlation between productivity of multiple wild Chinook salmon populations in the
Salish Sea and harbour seal abundance; 2) estimate the number of juvenile Chinook and coho
salmon that have been consumed by harbour seals in recent years in the Strait of Georgia, and 3)
predict outcomes and quantify tradeoffs associated with two approaches to reducing the harbour
seal population abundance in British Columbia, which some stakeholders favor as a means of
recovering salmon populations. Resolving these questions will advance our current
understanding of factors impacting marine survival of young Chinook and coho salmon in the
northeastern Pacific, and will provide managers with information they need to evaluate the
efficacy and feasibility of management alternatives that may facilitate the recovery of Pacific

salmon stocks of high conservation concern.

In Chapter 2, I developed and compared multiple formulations of Bayesian hierarchical
models to assess the support for an association between wild Chinook salmon productivity and
seal density in the Salish Sea and Washington coast. Using several public resources, I compiled a
dataset consisting of 20 different stocks from major Chinook-producing rivers in British
Columbia and Washington State. With this information, I calculated the annual productivity (in
recruits per spawner) of each cohort for each stock. Expanding on the standard Ricker model, I
introduced two biotic covariates that may explain variation in Chinook salmon productivity:

regional densities of harbour seals and regional abundance of hatchery-origin Chinook salmon.



While evaluating the explanatory power of changing seal density was my primary interest,
increases in hatchery production of Chinook salmon have also occurred since the 1970s, so
controlling for this alternative hypothesis was appropriate. In addition to these independent
variables, I also tested models that explicitly accounted for spatial structure among model
parameters, and for temporal autocorrelation in the error residuals. I then used the best-
performing statistical model to infer how changes in both seal density and hatchery production

would affect management reference points, such as maximum sustainable yield.

Chapter 3 of this dissertation used harbour seal diet data collected in the field from 2012-
2014 and a predation model I developed to estimate the annual number of Chinook and coho
salmon consumed during their first year at sea by harbour seals. Over 1,400 harbour seal “scats”
were used to estimate the average monthly contribution of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon to
the seal diet. We combined these diet proportions with a predation model that accounts for the
growth and mortality dynamics of young salmon, and the monthly prey requirements of the total
harbour seal population. A separate model for each prey species was then fit to yearly abundance
data from trawl surveys in the Strait of Georgia, which allowed me to estimate the natural
mortality rate from seal predation and other sources, including the numbers of individual fish
consumed. Along with historical estimates of cohort size for each salmon species, we used the
consumption rates of young salmon to estimate how much predation-related mortality has

increased since the 1970s.

Finally, in Chapter 4, I developed two types of population dynamics models to serve as
the “operating model” for a simulation study that compared two approaches to actively
controlling the harbour seal population in British Columbia: indiscriminate lethal removals and

non-lethal contraception. I fit simple logistic growth models and complex sex- and age-



structured population models to abundance, harvest, and demographic data from previous
studies, then compared their projections under numerous management scenarios involving lethal
and non-lethal reductions in population size. I evaluated both the effort and duration of each
management scenario required to reach a target abundance of 50% of the current population,
which has recently been proposed by stakeholders as part of an effort to recover threatened

salmon stocks.

My dissertation comprises three data chapters that improve understanding of the effects
of marine mammal predation on young salmon in the northeast Pacific Ocean. Additionally, the
simulation modeling approach I developed to test management scenarios that use lethal removals
and contraception to control British Columbia’s harbour seal population provide a general
modeling framework that could be applied to future conservation problems involving aquatic or

terrestrial species.



Chapter 2: Wild Chinook salmon productivity is negatively related to seal

density and not related to hatchery releases in the Pacific Northwest

2.1 Summary

Predation risk and competition among conspecifics significantly affect survival of
juvenile salmon, but are rarely incorporated into models that predict recruitment in salmon
populations. Using densities of harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) and numbers of hatchery-released
Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) smolts as covariates in spatially structured

Bayesian hierarchical stock-recruitment models, we found “significant” negative correlations

between seal densities and productivity of Chinook salmon for 14 of 20 wild Chinook salmon
populations in the Pacific Northwest. Changes in numbers of seals since the 1970s were

associated with a 74% decrease (95% CI: —85%, —64%) in maximum sustainable yield in

Chinook salmon stocks. In contrast, hatchery releases were significantly correlated with Chinook
salmon productivity in only one of 20 populations. Our findings are consistent with recent
research on predator diets and bioenergetics modeling that suggest there is a relationship
between harbour seal predation on juvenile Chinook salmon and reduced marine survival in parts
of the eastern Pacific. Forecasting, assessment, and recovery efforts for salmon populations of
high conservation concern should thus consider including biotic factors, particularly predator-

prey interactions.

2.2 Introduction

The abundance of predators and intensity of competition within a spatial arena give rise
to risks associated with foraging activities that may ultimately affect the survival rates of juvenile
fish (Chapman 1966; Walters and Juanes 1993; Walters and Korman 1999). When food is scarce,

9



due to poor environmental conditions or large numbers of competitors, young fish must spend
more time actively foraging, which increases their risk of being preyed upon (Walters and Juanes
1993; Ahrens et al. 2012). Physical and environmental factors often mediate these trade-offs
between growth and predation risk (Friedland et al. 1993; Linehan et al. 2001; Lee et al. 2016;
Andersson and Reynolds 2017), which may explain why strong, enduring correlations between
recruitment and any one factor are rarely observed (Walters and Collie 1988; Bradford et al.

1997).

Many studies have attempted to explain recruitment in Pacific salmon populations via
environmental (abiotic) covariates in the marine life-history stages (Beamish and Bouillon 1993;
Coronado and Hilborn 1998; Beamish et al. 2000b; Sharma et al. 2013). However, fewer stock-
recruitment analyses have incorporated biological covariates with mechanistic explanations such
as competition, disease, and predation that influence numbers of returning salmon (Beamish et
al. 2000a; Ruggerone and Goetz 2004; Ruggerone and Connors 2015). Incorporating such biotic
factors (e.g., abundance of hatchery produced smolts, and densities of predating harbor seals)
may improve predictions as well as provide a means to assess their impact on salmon
populations of high conservation concern. This could be particularly relevant for Chinook
salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) populations for which recruitment data have been compiled

for several decades.

Marine survival rates of many Chinook salmon populations in the eastern Pacific have
declined considerably since the 1970s, particularly in the inland waters of the Salish Sea
(Beamish et al. 1995; Neville et al. 2015; Ruff et al. 2017). Concurrently, harbour seal (Phoca
vitulina) populations along the west coast of North America have grown rapidly following

federal protection from hunting and culling in Canada and the United States (Jeffries et al. 2003;
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Brown et al. 2005; Olesiuk 2010). In the Strait of Georgia in southern British Columbia, the
population of harbour seals has increased from a few thousand animals in the late 1960s to nearly
40,000 in 2008, and appears to have stopped growing (Olesiuk 2010). Further south, in Puget
Sound, seal populations have seen similar seven-fold increases in abundance (Jeffries et al.

2003).

The importance of adult salmon to the diet of harbour seals has been recognized for some
time (Olesiuk et al. 1990; Howard et al. 2013). Harbour seals have also been known to target out-
migrating smolts in some areas of the Strait of Georgia (Olesiuk et al. 1995; Yurk and Trites
2000), but were not thought to cause significant mortality until recently (Thomas et al. 2017).
Some biologists now suspect there may be a causal relationship between harbour seal predation
on smolts and the low marine survival rates of some salmon and steelhead populations

(Berejikian et al. 2016; Chasco et al. 2017a, b; Thomas et al. 2017).

In addition to the effects of predation on salmonids, there is a substantial literature on the
deleterious effects of hatchery supplementation on wild populations of salmon in the eastern-
Pacific (Naish et al. 2007). However, the majority of research on the effects of hatcheries has
focused on interactions between wild and hatchery populations in freshwater (Quinn 2011), and
the genetic consequences of hatchery supplementation (e.g., decreased fitness, reductions in
effective population size, and weakened portfolio effects) (Waples 1991; Baskett and Waples
2013; Satterthwaite and Carlson 2015). Few studies have considered interactions between wild
and hatchery populations in the marine environment (Ruggerone et al. 2003; Ruggerone et al.
2010; Zhivotovsky et al. 2012), or attempted to quantify the potential impacts of hatchery fish on

wild stocks of conservation concern shortly after ocean entry (Levin et al. 2001), the life-history
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stage that likely determines brood year recruitment for Chinook and coho salmon (Beamish et al.

2010b; Beamish et al. 2012; Neville et al. 2015).

Concern has been expressed in the past about potentially “overloading” the marine
environment with hatchery fish (Healey 1980a), and the counterproductive density-dependent
impacts of large hatchery releases to overall management goals (i.e., increased yield) that could
pose risks to wild populations (Peterman 1978). Potential mechanisms for negative interactions
between hatchery and wild populations in the early marine stages include increased competition
when foraging (Walters and Juanes 1993), or a change in the functional response that results in
increased predation rates (Peterman and Gatto 1978). After nearly four decades of annual
releases in the tens of millions of Chinook salmon smolts, many of the ecological tradeoffs
associated with hatchery supplementation remain unclear (Naish et al. 2007), and some have
questioned whether the marginal gain from hatchery releases is worth the removal of the wild

fish that would sustain hatchery production (Levin et al. 2001; Beamish et al. 2012).

We sought to assess the potential impacts that harbour seal predation and hatchery
releases have on wild Chinook salmon productivity, and how these vary spatially among
Chinook salmon populations in British Columbia and Washington State. We did so using
Bayesian hierarchical models applied to 20 individual salmon populations from the Salish Sea
and Washington coast and used the best-performing model to identify potential spatial patterns
and infer the strength of the relationships between productivity and the covariates. We then used
the model to simulate Chinook salmon productivity over a range of combinations of seal
densities and hatchery abundances to assess whether predation by seals and competition with

hatchery-released fish may negatively affect the sustainable harvest of Chinook salmon.
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2.3 Methods

2.3.1 Chinook salmon life-cycle

Wild Chinook salmon originating from watersheds in the Salish Sea and Washington
coast spend 0-1 years in freshwater before migrating to the ocean to rear for 1-5 years, typically
between the months of February and June. Juveniles that migrate to the sea after a brief
freshwater residency (< 1 year) are known as “ocean-type” or “sub-yearling” fish, while
populations with extended fresh water residency (at least one year) are termed “stream-type” or
“yearling” fish (Quinn 2011). Fish exhibiting an ocean-type life history typically return to spawn
in natal streams between August and October, and are known as “fall” Chinook salmon. Mature
stream-type Chinook salmon enter natal streams as early as April. Ocean-type Chinook salmon
far outnumber stream-type Chinook salmon in both wild and hatchery populations in the Salish

Sea and Washington Coast. Chinook salmon are semelparous and die within weeks of spawning.

2.3.2 Salmon data

We used data published by the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC), an international body
mandated to implement the Pacific Salmon Treaty between the United States and Canada
(www.psc.org). The PSC analyzes technical information from both countries and provides
recommendations pertaining to fisheries management, run forecasting, and enhancement
operations. Specifically, we used time-series of wild Chinook salmon escapements, brood year
exploitation rates, and terminal catches (PSC 2015a, b, 2016) (Table 2.1). Wild Chinook salmon
from the Salish Sea and coastal stocks are captured in a large marine mixed-stock fishery that
targets both wild and hatchery fish. However, due to the high conservation concern surrounding
some wild stocks, hatchery fish are marked by adipose fin clips, which allow them to quickly be

distinguished from wild fish. Hatchery fish are often implanted with coded-wire tags, which
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(when recovered in the fishery) allows estimation of exploitation rates on a stock-by-stock basis.
Often, these exploitation rates are used as a proxy for harvest rates of wild stocks (PSC 2015a,
b). In this analysis, we only included wild stocks where the exploitation rates were believed to be
comparable between wild and hatchery populations originating from the same river. Upon
returning to their natal streams, wild fish are counted on their spawning grounds using a variety
of methods (also described in PSC 2015a, b, 2016). These methods include aerial surveys, mark-
recapture studies, snorkel surveys, etc. Hatchery-origin fish are collected at the hatchery,
although fish are known to stray to wild populations (Naish et al. 2007).

Table 2.1: Summary of information used to compile spawner-recruit data for 20 stocks of
wild fall Chinook salmon in British Columbia and Washington State. Included in the table
are population regions: Strait of Georgia (SOG); Puget Sound (PS); Strait of Juan de Fuca

(JDF), and Washington Coast (WA Coast). Also provided are the number (n) and range of
brood years for each population in the stud, in addition to the source of the data.

Stock No. Stock Name Region n__ Brood Years (range)  Sources
1 Cowichan River SOG 23 1985-2008 1,2,3
2 Puntledge River SOG 33 1975-2008 1,2,4,5
3 Nanaimo River SOG 19 1979-2004 1,2,6
4 Quinsam River SOG 31 1976-2007 1,2,7
5 Big Qualicum River SOG 36 1973-2008 1,2,4,8
6 Harrison River (Fraser) SOG 24 1984-2008 1,2,4,8
7 Shuswap River (Fraser) SOG 25 1984-2008 1,2,4,8
8 Chilliwack River (Fraser) SOG 28 1981-2008 1,2,4,8
9 Skokomish River PS 29 1972-2006 1,2,9,10
10 Skagit River PS 26 1983-2008 1,2,10
11 Snohomish River PS 27 1980-2007 1,2,10
12 Stillaguamish River PS 23 1980-2007 1,2, 10
13 Green River PS 31 1975-2007 1,2,10
14 Lake Washington PS 31 1975-2007 1,2, 10
15 Nisqually River PS 28 1979-2006 1,2, 10
16 Hoko River JDF 20 1986-2006 1,2,10
17 Elwha River JDF 7 1986-1994 1,2, 10
18 Queets River WA Coast 29 1977-2006 1,2,8
19 Quillayute River WA Coast 26 1980-2006 1,2,8

20 Hoh River WA Coast 29 1977-2006 1,2,8

-
-

Sources: 1, PSC (2015a, b); 2, PSC (2016); 3, Tompkins et al. (2005); 4, NuSEDS Database (via
www.npafc.org); 5, Trites et al. 1996; 6, Lam and Carter (2010); 7, Bennett et al. (2010); 8, NMFS (1997); 9,
www.streamnet.org; 10, WDFW (2010).
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Some datasets—specifically, the escapements of non-indicator stocks—were augmented
by the Salmon Escapement Database (NuSEDS) managed by Canada’s Department of Fisheries
and Oceans (DFO) (DFO 2016), and the StreamNet database managed by the Pacific States

Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) (www.streamnet.org).
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Figure 2.1: The study area showing locations of the 20 Chinook salmon populations in
British Columbia and Washington State included in the analysis. Numbers correspond to
the population information and data summaries shown in Table 2.1. Map data: Schnute
(2017); Wessel and Smith (1996).
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Spawner-recruit data were compiled for 20 individual stocks (N=20) of fall Chinook
salmon from British Columbia and Washington State (Table 2.1; Fig. 2.1). Because seal
predation rates on salmon smolts may vary according to the body size of their prey (Thomas et
al. 2017), we controlled for size-related predation effects by restricting our analysis to
populations that exhibit an “ocean-type” life-history, where juvenile freshwater residency is less
than one year (i.e., “sub-yearlings”). Limiting our analysis to “ocean-type” Chinook salmon also
minimized the possibility of capturing density-dependent effects of hatchery abundance in
freshwater, which are believed to be minimal due to the very short residency period. We used a
cohort reconstruction approach to calculate the number of recruits produced in each brood year
(the calendar year when parents spawned) from the escapement and catch data (Fleischman et al.
2013). Pre-fishery recruitment (ocean age-2) for each brood year (R;) was calculated by adding
the total run (N;) to the number of individuals harvested in ocean and terminal fisheries, which
was derived from the stock-specific brood year exploitation rates (U;) provided by the PSC (PSC

2015a, b):

(Eq. 2.1) R = N,
T a-uy

where the total run (N;) is the sum of spawning adults from the same brood year t across

multiple ages (a):

(Eq. 2.2) S5+
N; = Z St+a,a Pt+aa
a=2

and S 4 4 1s the number of observed spawners in calendar year t + a, and p;,, 4 are the

proportions of spawners at age a in that calendar year. Because age-at-maturity can be highly

variable for Chinook salmon (mature at 2-7 years), age composition from coded-wire tag data
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gathered on the spawning grounds is necessary to assign escaped fish to brood year. These data
were compiled from various resources that were publicly available (see: Table 2.1). For many
stocks, age-composition data were not available for every year. In these instances, we used the
mean age-composition calculated from years where data were available to complete the cohort

reconstruction.

Annual hatchery releases of fall Chinook salmon in each region of British Columbia and
Washington State (i.e., Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound, Washington Coast) were summarized
using data from the North Pacific Anadromous Fish Council (NPAFC)
(http://www.npafc.org/new/science_statistics.html) (NPAFC 2016), technical documents
published by the PSC (PSC 2016), and the Regional Mark Information System database

(http://www.rmpc.org, accessed 25 February 2017) (Fig. 2.2).

2.3.3 Harbour seal densities

We used published estimates of harbour seal abundances from aerial surveys to estimate
predator densities by region (i.e., seals/km of shoreline). Regional seal densities were calculated
by dividing the total annual abundance in each region by the lengths of shorelines in the
corresponding region (Fig. 2.2; Table 2.2). A time-series of harbour seal abundances in the Strait
of Georgia was available from DFO’s published aerial survey data (Olesiuk 2010), and estimates
of harbour seal abundance in the Puget Sound, Washington coast, and Strait of Juan de Fuca
were available from Jeffries et al. (2003). In both British Columbia and Washington, abundance
estimates were not available every year—typically every 2-3 years. We thus fit autoregressive
state-space models to survey data published by Jeffries et al. (2003) and Olesiuk (2010) to

impute abundances for years when surveys were not conducted (see: Appendix A).
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Table 2.2: Summary of information used to calculate time-series of harbour seal densities
in each region in British Columbia and Washington State. Using 2008 as an example, this
includes the annual estimate of abundance and an estimate of shoreline length in each
region. The Chinook salmon populations associated with each region are listed in the last
column.

Ron s Shee ML i fopatons
Abundance )
Strait of Georgia 37,552 2,965 12.7 1-8
Puget Sound 15,032 2,144 7.0 9-15
Juan de Fuca 2,704 225 12.0 16-17
Washington Coast* 7,019 224 31.3 18-20

* Includes Washington coastal shoreline north of Grays Harbor and south of Neah Bay, which coincides with the
“Olympic Peninsula” region delineated in Jeffries et al. (2003).
2.3.4 Modeling approach

The Chinook salmon spawner-recruit datasets were assembled with the seal density and
hatchery release data described above, and Bayesian regression models were used to assess how
each factor, or combination of factors, may have affected productivity since the 1970s. We
evaluated 144 candidate models, using different model structures (non-hierarchical vs.
hierarchical, non-spatial vs. spatial), covariates (seal density, hatchery releases), and
assumptions. Our modeling approach used the Ricker stock-recruitment relationship (Ricker

1954) as a base model to account for intra-population density-dependent impacts on productivity:
(Eq. 2.3) R, =S; te(ai—ﬁisi,t+€i,t)

where R; , 1s the number of recruits produced from the spawners S; ; in brood year t for stock i (i
=1,..., N); a is the productivity parameter, [ is the density-dependent parameter (Quinn and
Deriso 1999), and &, are the error residuals, which are assumed to be normally distributed

Normal(0, 67).
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We used the Ricker stock-recruitment relationship here because it is conveniently
linearized (from Eq. 2.3) to enable evaluation of additional covariates (Hilborn and Walters
1992). Additionally, the Ricker formulation allows for the possibility of reduced productivity at

high spawner abundances (Ricker 1954):

(Eq. 2.4) Ry,
In S—l =a; — BiSit + €t
it

In the base model, stock-specific parameters (a;, 5; and 6/) are estimated separately and without
additional covariates. Temporal autocorrelation was accounted for by modeling the error
residuals as an AR(1) process: & ; = p;&;r_1 + O, where 8; ,~Normal(0,a?). The AR(1)
process was omitted from the model during the first brood year of the time-series, and in brood

years where data from the preceding year was not available.

To infer the potential effects of harbour seal predation and hatchery releases on stock

productivity we introduce two covariates to Eq. 2.4:

(Eq. 2.5) l <Ri,t
Sit

n —> = a; — PiSi¢ + q;Sealj 1 + hHatchy yq + &

where g; is the coefficient associated with harbour seal density near stock 7, in region j, in year
t+1 (Seal; 1), which is lagged one year to coincide with the salmon cohort’s first year at sea.
The coefficient h; relates productivity to the number of hatchery conspecifics released in region
k (Hatchy, ++1), and is also lagged to correspond to ocean entry timing of smolts from stock i.
Prior to fitting the models we re-scaled the values of both independent variables for more

efficient computation: (Hatch x 107), (Seal x 107).
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2.3.5 Hierarchical and spatially correlated prior distributions

We evaluated two types of hierarchical priors on «;, q;, and h; parameters in full and
nested versions of Eq. 2.5. The first was a conventional prior that assumed an exchangeable
distribution where the stock-specific parameters arise from a common distribution (e.g.,
qi~Normal(ug, 2)). This approach is used frequently in stock-recruitment modeling of salmon
populations (Su et al. 2001; Michielsens and McAllister 2004; Liermann et al. 2010), and has the
advantage of allowing data-poor stocks to “borrow strength” from those with more informative
data. This can lead to more precise estimates of the individual parameters and “shrinkage” of the
parameter estimates around a global mean. Non-informative priors were assigned to both the

mean (e.g., g~Normal(0, 10°)) and variance (e.g., r§~IG(0.01, 0.01)) hyper-parameters for «;,

qi, and h;, where IG is an inverse gamma distribution (Su et al. 2001; Su et al. 2004). We also
evaluated models with variance hyper-parameters of IG(0.001, 0.001) and found no meaningful

differences in parameter estimates.

The second hierarchical prior we evaluated was a spatially correlated Gaussian
conditional autoregressive (CAR) prior (Su et al. 2004). Similar formulations of CAR priors are
widely used in medical and epidemiological studies, particularly for disease mapping (Carlin and
Banerjee 2003; Jin et al. 2005). The spatially correlated prior allows values for individual
parameters for those populations in close proximity (e.g., @;, q;, and h; ) to cluster, thereby
capturing the dynamics that may be unique to a specific region. For instance, it is well
documented that variation in migration routes (i.e., different ocean entry points) can result in
different survival rates for several species of Pacific salmon (Melnychuk et al. 2010; Welch et al.

2011; Furey et al. 2015; Moore et al. 2015; Healy et al. 2017). We hypothesize that encounter
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rates with predators and conspecifics (competition, disease, etc.) could be a function of where

smolts commence their marine migrations.

As an example, the formulation of the CAR prior used on g;, conditional on the

parameters at other locations (q; given q;, j # i), is:

(Eq. 2.6) Yj=i il T4

YiziPij  Djzi Pij

qilq;,j # i~Normal< );i,j =1,..,N

where @; ; is the influence of g; on q;, and ‘L'é is the variance parameter. When employing a CAR
model, a neighborhood structure needs to be specified to facilitate inference about the spatial
relatedness among individual parameters (Rodrigues and Assung¢ado 2012). The “neighborhood”
for our analysis consisted of a matrix of pairwise distances between populations i and j, which
we defined as the approximate over-water distance (in km) between the ocean entry points of
each population. More specifically, this is the shortest hydrologic distance (i.e. not crossing over
land) between the terminuses of the two individual rivers associated with each population. We

assumed an exponential relationship (Su et al. 2004; Ward et al. 2015)

(Eq. 2.7) 0 = exp(—d; jog)

where d; ; is the inter-population spatial distance, and w, is an estimated parameter that
quantifies the degree of spatial relatedness among individual g’s. Very small values of w, would

suggest an exchangeable model where individual parameter values are not dependent on spatial
proximity, while large values would suggest parameters that are fully independent from others
(also unrelated spatially). Alternatively, moderate values would indicate clustering towards a

local average. Similar to Su et al. (2004), we assigned uniform priors to w,, wg, and wp, using a
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lower bound of zero and an upper bound of 2. This interval was determined to cover all plausible
values of the w parameters. We assessed sensitivity to the prior for w using the alternative
distributions U(0, 5) and U(0, 10), and concluded there was no discernable difference in model

output or performance.
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Figure 2.2: Time-series of harbour seal densities (top panel) and hatchery releases (bottom
panel) of fall Chinook salmon in each region between the 1970s through 2010. Geographic
regions include: Strait of Georgia (SOG), Puget Sound, Juan de Fuca (JDF), and
Washington Coast (WA Coast).
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2.3.6 Other prior distributions

For all models, we assigned non-informative prior distributions to the stock-specific
parameters f5; and 6/: B;~Normal(0, 10°) and 67~1G(0.01, 0.01) (Su et al. 2004). In models
where «a;, q;, or h; were fixed effects, we also imposed non-informative priors on the coefficients

in the form of a normal distribution with a mean of zero and a large variance: e.g., a;~Normal(0,

10%).

2.3.7 Multicollinearity in the independent variables

Harbour seal density and hatchery releases of fall Chinook salmon exhibit similar
increasing trends since 1970 in some regions (Fig. 2.2), so we assessed multicollinearity for
combinations of independent variables in all 20 populations (Zar 2009). Variance Inflation
Factors (VIFs) were calculated for each independent variable included in the model: VIF, =
(1 — RZ)™1, where R is the coefficient of determination for the linear regression where the kth
independent variable is a function of the remaining independent variables. The VIF quantifies the
increase in variance of a regression coefficient due to collinearity among the independent
variables. VIFs of 10 or above are indicative of pathological multicollinearity, which requires re-
evaluating the choice of independent variables included in the model (Hair et al. 2010), while a
VIF of 1 would indicate no correlation among independent variables. We also calculated
correlation coefficients for each combination of parameters associated with the independent
variables (spawners [Ricker b], seal densities [q], and hatchery abundance[h]) for the best
performing model. If collinearity exists between independent variables, the level of correlation

between their associated parameters may be high.
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2.3.8 Estimation of reference points (Umsy and MSY)

One of the most appealing features of the Ricker equation (Egs. 2.3 and 2.4) is the
availability of precise analytical approximations for biological and management reference points
(Hilborn and Walters 1992): a stock’s maximum sustainable yield (MSY); the harvest rate that
produces MSY (U,sy); the number of spawners required to produce MSY (Sysy), and the size of
the spawning stock that yields the most recruit production (Sysz). However, because of the
complex age and maturation patterns of Chinook salmon (2-7 years), and the relatively high
number of pre-fishery age-2 recruits (indicated by large values of a in Eq. 2.3) (Fleischman et al.
2013), we computed Uy,sy and MSY using equilibrium yield calculations detailed in Appendix
A. For each stock, we computed U5y and MSY at different combinations of seal densities and
hatchery abundances to evaluate the implications of both covariates on levels of sustainable

harvest.

2.3.9 Bayesian computation

Bayesian inference was performed using WinBUGS software (Spiegelhalter et al. 1996)
via the “R2WinBUGS” package (Sturtz et al. 2005) in the R Programming Environment (R Core
Team, 2014). For each candidate model, we generated three separate Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) chains of 100,000 iterations per chain and discarded the first half of each (50,000). The
remaining samples were used to calculate posterior means, standard deviations, medians, and
quantiles for all parameters and quantities of interest. We assessed model convergence by visual
inspection of trace plots, and evaluation of Gelman-Rubin diagnostic statistics (R-hat) for each

model parameter (Gelman et al. 2013).
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2.3.10 Model comparison and posterior predictive checking

To compare the within-sample predictive accuracy of candidate models in the analysis,
we calculated their deviance information criterion (DIC), which is often used to evaluate
Bayesian models with hierarchical structure (Ward 2008; Gelman et al. 2013). A difference of at
least two DIC units (ADIC) would indicate a significant difference in performance between two
competing models (Spiegelhalter et al. 2002). We also used the posterior predictive distributions
to evaluate the ability of our best performing model to replicate the observed data (Gelman et al.
2013). This was achieved by calculating the proportion of data points captured by the 95%
posterior predictive intervals, and by graphically displaying the observed data alongside the
simulated data (i.e., the 95% posterior predictive intervals) to see if any observable patterns or
systematic differences existed between the observed and predicted values. Additionally, to assess
the goodness-of-fit of the best performing model, we calculated its posterior predictive p-value
(Meng 1994; Gelman et al. 2013). We used the chi-squared discrepancy measure as a test

statistic (T) to compare observed and simulated data:

(Eq. 2.8)

_ Ny - B0
10,0 = ) )

where y; is the observed (or simulated) data, and E (Y;|0) is the expected value, which is a

function of the data and the parameters (6).

2.4 Results

2.4.1 Bayesian computation and posterior predictive checking
Convergence diagnostics and predictive checking did not suggest any problems

associated with autocorrelation in the MCMC chains, convergence, or model fit (Appendix A).
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2.4.2 Multicollinearity in the independent variables

Of the 60 combinations of independent variables (20 populations x 3 variables) used in
the candidate models, none exhibited serious levels of multicollinearity (VIF > 10) (Table Al).
Only one of the variables (seal density, Puntledge River population) had an intermediate VIF of
4.27. The mean VIF (weighted by the sample size of each dataset) was 1.89 for seal density, 1.27
for hatchery abundance, and 1.86 for spawner variables across study populations (Table Al). In
addition, the correlation coefficients of the parameter combinations for the best model (Model 1)

only showed low to moderate levels of correlation (Appendix A, Table A2).

2.4.3 Model comparison

According to our model selection criteria (described in the previous section), candidate
models that assumed a common variance among stocks performed much more poorly than
identical models with a unique variance for each stock (6/). Additionally, models that accounted
for temporal autocorrelation by assuming error residuals follow a first-order autoregressive
process (AR[1]) outperformed identical models without this assumption. Therefore, in the
following sections we only present the results for the 48 models that assumed a stock-specific

variance term and temporal autocorrelation in those terms.

Several notable outcomes arise from comparing the 48 candidate models. The most
obvious and important result is that the models incorporating regional seal density as a covariate
performed far better than those that did not (Table 2.3; Fig. 2.3). The top hierarchical (Model 1)
and non-hierarchical models (Model 23) out-performed their counterparts that omitted a seal
covariate by a wide margin (Table 2.3 and Fig. 2.3). The disparity in DIC between the lowest
ranked model that included a seal covariate (Model 36) and the highest ranked model that

omitted the seal covariate (Model 37) is substantial (ADIC=90). The highest ADIC between
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models that included a seal covariate is only DIC 25 units (Fig. 2.3). The best-performing model
is a hierarchical model (Model 1) that estimated stock-specific a; parameters separately and
drew seal-associated coefficients g; from a common distribution (i.e., they were exchangeable).
Both models with a ADIC < 2 include a hierarchical prior on q; without spatial structure (Models

1 and 2).

The second important finding from model comparison was the relatively small
improvement in model performance gained by including a covariate for regional annual hatchery
abundance (Fig. 2.3). Of the top 36 models that contained a covariate for seal density (Models 1-
36), 27 of them included hatchery covariates (Table 2.3). The top five models according to DIC
(Models 1-5) included hierarchical priors on h;, but the added complexity was not a meaningful
improvement over the next highest rated model (Model 6), which had a ADIC < 2. Both of the

top-tier models (ADIC < 2) included a covariate for hatchery abundance.

Accounting for spatial correlations among stock-specific covariates did not significantly
improve model performance (Table 2.3). Only one of the top-tier models (Model 2) included
spatial structure using the CAR prior (on the h; coefficient). The most complex candidate models
evaluated (number of parameters >124), imposed exchangeable or spatially structured priors on
three coefficients (a;, q;, h;), and were outperformed by models that had no hierarchical
structure (Model 17) (Table 2.3). However, there was a positive correlation between model
complexity and performance and ranking (Table 2.3). For example, the top models all had at
least 100 parameters, while the worst performing model (Model 48), the basic Ricker, had the
fewest parameters (60). As intended, hierarchical models facilitated borrowing of information, as
suggested by the lower number of effective parameters (pD) compared to the actual number of

model parameters (Np) in all cases (Table 2.3). Conversely, the non-hierarchical models had
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numbers of effective parameters that were close to or even exceeded the number of actual

parameters (e.g., Models 17 and 48; Table 2.3).

2.4.4 Effect of seal density

The mean seal density coefficient (q) for the best performing model (Model 1,
exchangeable prior on q) was -0.96 (95% CI: -1.39, -0.57) and had a very high probability of
being negative (> 99%). In addition, the individual posterior means (q;) were negative for 19 of
20 populations (Table 2.4), and 14 of those populations had 95% posterior credible intervals that
did not overlap with zero (Table 2.4 and Fig. 2.4). Regions where there was a high probability
(>95%) of a negative q; included the central Puget Sound (Snohomish, Stillaguamish, Green,
and Lake Washington), east Vancouver Island (Cowichan, Nanaimo, Quinsam, Qualicum), and
the Washington coast (Queets, Quillayute, Hoh) (Table 2.4). The only populations where the
probability of a negative q; was less than 90% included the Puntledge (73%) and Shuswap (87%)
in the Strait of Georgia, the Nisqually (87%) in the Puget Sound, and the Hoko (45%) in the

Strait of Juan de Fuca (Table 2.4).

2.4.5 Effect of hatchery releases

The mean coefficient for hatchery releases (h) for the top-ranked model (DIC) (Model 1,
exchangeable prior on h) was 0.00 (95% CI: -0.12, 0.12) and had a 48% probability of being
negative. Ten of the stock-specific coefficients h; had posterior means with negative values.
However, 19 of the 20 coefficients had posterior credible intervals that overlapped with zero
(Table 2.4). The Stillaguamish River in the central Puget Sound was the only stock whose
posterior distribution of h; did not overlap with zero (Table 2.4). Several populations in the
analysis had a high (but not statistically significant) probability of a negative h; parameter:
Nanaimo (80%), Lake Washington (88%), and Queets (89%) (Table 2.4).
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No spatial patterns were apparent when examining the individual h; parameters generated
by the best-performing model (Model 1) (Table 2.4; Fig. 2.4). Furthermore, the second ranked
model by DIC (Model 2), which performed virtually the same as the highest ranked model
(ADIC=2), included a CAR prior on h; with a posterior mean of 0.03 (95% CI: 0.00, 0.09) for
wy. The mean value implies populations separated by less than approximately 23 km have
correlated h; parameters (assuming a correlation of 0.50, using Eq. 2.7). However, the wide
credible intervals associated with this parameter preclude making any strong conclusions

regarding the spatial relatedness of hatchery effects.
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Figure 2.3: The top 48 candidate models for 20 Chinook salmon stocks ranked according to
their deviance information criterion (DIC). The y-axis unit is the model DIC minus the
lowest DIC among all candidate models. Model numbers are on the x-axis and correspond
with model structures shown in Table 2.2. Models 1-10 contain both seal and hatchery
covariates. Models 1-36 contain the seal covariate, while Models 37-48 do not.
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Table 2.3: Model selection criteria for the top 30 candidate models (Models 1-30), the
highest ranked model not including seal density (Model 37), and the least credible model
overall (Model 48). Coefficients with spatially structured CAR priors are denoted CAR;
coefficients with exchangeable hierarchical priors are labeled EXH; coefficients with
independent estimates for each stock are denoted simply by the parameter symbols ai, qi,
and h;. Stock-specific p parameters were estimated individually in all candidate models.
Included in the table are the number of effective parameters (pD), the total number of
parameters (Np), average deviance (D), total DIC, ADIC, and the coefficient of
determination (R-squared).

Model Model Structure pD Np D DIC ADIC R-squared
1 0;i + EXH qi + EXH h; 100 124 773 773 0 0.68
2 a;i + EXH gi + CAR h; 102 124 673 775 2 0.68
3 EXH o; +qi+ EXHhy 98 124 678 776 3 0.67
4 a; + CAR qi + EXH h; 99 124 677 776 3 0.67
5 CAR 0; +qi+ EXHhy 99 124 678 777 4 0.67
6 0i + EXH qi + h; 110 122 668 778 5 0.69
7 0; + CAR q; + CAR hy 101 124 677 778 5 0.68
8 EXHo; + EXHq +h; 104 124 674 778 5 0.68
9 ai+q+EXHh 106 122 673 779 6 0.68
10 CAR o + EXH qi + Iy 104 124 675 779 6 0.68
11 EXH ai + q; 91 102 688 779 6 0.67
12 EXH 0; + qi + CAR b 100 124 679 779 6 0.67
13 CAR 0; + g+ CAR b 101 124 679 779 6 0.67
14 ai + EXH g; 90 102 689 780 7 0.67
15 CAR 0; + q; 91 102 689 780 7 0.67
16 ai + CAR qi + h; 107 122 673 780 7 0.68
17 ai+q+ CAR 108 122 673 781 8 0.68
18 EXH o; + EXH q; + EXH h; 91 126 691 782 9 0.67
19 EXHo;+qit+h 110 122 672 782 9 0.68
20 CAR0; tqith; 111 122 672 783 10 0.68
21 EXH ai + CAR gi + Iy 100 124 683 783 10 0.67
22 CAR a;i + CAR gi + Iy 101 124 683 784 11 0.67
23 ai + qi 97 100 687 784 11 0.67
24 ai + CAR g; 90 102 695 785 12 0.67
25 oi + gi + h; 118 120 667 785 12 0.68
26 CAR 0; + EXH q; + EXH 91 126 696 787 14 0.66
27 EXH o; + EXH q; + CAR 93 126 694 787 14 0.67
28 EXH a; + EXH g; 83 104 707 790 17 0.67
29 EXH 0; + CAR q; + EXH 85 126 705 790 18 0.66
30 CAR 0; + CAR q; + EXH 86 126 706 792 19 0.66
37 o;+ EXH h; 89 102 799 888 115 0.64
48 0; (Basic Ricker) 76 80 840 916 143 0.61
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2.4.6 Management reference points

The implications of seal density and hatchery abundance on the sustainable harvest rate
(Umsy) and maximum sustainable yield (MSY) for each stock (Figs. 2.5 and 2.6) were based on
projections using the estimated parameters from Model 1. After simulating yield over all
observed levels of hatchery abundance, we estimated that changes in seal density between 1970
and mid-2000s resulted in an average decrease in MSY of -74% (95% CI: -85%, -64%) (Table
2.5). Similarly, the average decrease in Umsy due to seal effects across all stocks was 44% (95%
CI: -52%, -35%). With the exception of the Hoko River population, there was an inverse
relationship between seal density and yield (Fig. 2.5). The most drastic reductions in yield due to

seal effects were in the Cowichan River (-94%) and along the Washington Coast (Table 2.5).

The effect of hatchery releases on Umsy and MSY was not nearly as consistent compared
to the effect of seal density (Fig. 2.6; Table 2.5). We estimated that changes in hatchery releases
between 1970 and mid-2000s resulted in an average increase in MSY of 9% (95% CI: -6%, 25%)
(Table 2.5). High levels of hatchery releases were associated with increased sustainable harvest
rates and yields for some populations (Fig. 2.6). The model suggests that increased hatchery
abundance may buffer harvest yield against low to moderate seal densities in the Skokomish and
Stillaguamish populations in the Puget Sound (Fig. 2.5). However, hatchery releases appeared to
suppress the potential yield in others (Fig. 2.5-2.6). The effect of hatchery releases on Umsy and
MSY varied considerably, even among populations within the same geographic region. For
example, on east Vancouver Island in the Strait of Georgia, high harvest rates on the Nanaimo,
Quinsam and Qualicum River stocks appear to have coincided with low seal densities and low

levels of hatchery production (Fig. 2.5). Conversely, harvest rates of Chinook salmon from the
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Cowichan and Puntledge populations appeared to be higher when densities of seals were low and

hatchery releases were high.
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Figure 2.4: Plots of q; (seal density coefficient, top panel) and h; (hatchery releases
coefficient, bottom panel) by Chinook salmon stock. The black series show estimates for the
full non-hierarchical model (Model 25), while then grey series is the top-ranked
hierarchical model by DIC (Model 1). Circles represent the posterior means and the
colored lines show the 95% posterior credible intervals. The black vertical dashed lines
separate the stocks by region: Strait of Georgia (SOG); Puget Sound (PS); Strait of Juan de
Fuca (JDF), and Washington coast (Coast).
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For the Chinook salmon populations examined here, observed harvest rates dropped by
an average of 45% over the range of brood years for which we had data. The Shuswap River was
the only population where harvest rate increased (33%). However, our simulations suggest
observed harvest rates still exceeded Umsy in recent years for many populations, such as the
Cowichan, Puntledge and Shuswap in the Strait of Georgia, the Skagit and Green in the Puget

Sound, and all three populations on the Washington Coast (Queets, Quillayute, and Hoh).

2.47 Trends in wild Chinook salmon productivity

For many of the Chinook salmon populations we considered, our models suggest
productivity declined between the late 1970s and early 1980s, and the mid-1990s (Fig. 2.7).
Populations in east Vancouver Island (Cowichan, Quinsam, Qualicum), central Puget Sound
(Snohomish, Stillaguamish, Green, Lake Washington), and Washington Coast (Queets,
Quillayute, Hoh) showed the most pronounced drops in productivity, while Fraser River stocks
(with the exception of the Chilliwack) were relatively stable. The two Juan de Fuca Chinook
salmon stocks did not show any clear temporal patterns in productivity, nor did several stocks
from the northern and southern regions on Puget Sound (Skagit, Skokomish, and Nisqually).
Stocks that experienced the most pronounced drops in productivity between the 1970s and 1990s
appear to be associated with negative q; values whose posterior distribution did not overlap with
zero (i.e., 1s “significant”) (Table 2.4). Following the declines in productivity that occurred
between the 1970s and 1980s, many stocks exhibited somewhat stable trends after 1995. This
appears to coincide with seal populations in the Salish Sea reaching carrying capacity (Olesiuk
2010) (Fig. 2.2). The best examples of this pattern are the Cowichan, Qualicum, and Chilliwack
populations from the Strait of Georgia, the Stillaguamish and Green in the Puget Sound, and all

three populations on the Washington Coast (Fig. 2.7).
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2.5  Discussion

We evaluated the relationship between two biotic covariates (seal density and hatchery
abundance) and productivity in 20 populations of wild fall Chinook salmon in British Columbia
and Washington State and found negative relationships between Chinook salmon productivity
and harbour seal density in 19 of the 20 populations, of which 14 were considered ‘significant’.
Our model projections showed that increases in the number of harbour seals since 1970 was
associated with an average decrease in MSY of 74%. Thus, predator density is associated with
reduced productivity and yield in populations in most of the major Chinook salmon-producing
rivers in lower-British Columbia and Washington State. In contrast, effects of hatchery
abundance on wild stock productivity were mixed and weak in most populations, except for one

population (Stillaguamish River) in central Puget Sound.

There is a tendency in analyses of fish recruitment to over-estimate the strength of
correlations and predictive power (Shepherd et al. 1984; Myers 1998). Therefore, evaluating
correlative evidence for causality in the absence of manipulative experiments requires
consideration of such factors as 1) the strength of the correlation; 2) its consistency across
multiple populations or units of observation; 3) mechanistic explanations from experiments, and

4) alternative/competing explanations (Hilborn 2016).

2.5.1 Effects of seal predation

The density of harbour seals in the Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound, and along the
Washington coast was negatively associated with Chinook salmon productivity in nearly every
population in these three regions. Scientists have been cognizant of the concurrent decrease in

Chinook salmon abundance and the increase in seal numbers in the Salish Sea for at least two
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decades. However, the magnitude of decline in marine survival in Chinook salmon has not been

consistent among the different populations (PSC 2015a, b; Ruff et al. 2017).

Our study is the first to assess the relationship between seals and Chinook salmon
abundances at the population (sub-basin) scale in the Pacific Northwest. In addition, our
approach provides a rigorous statistical framework to quantify the effect of biotic covariates on

key management parameters.

Our model predictions are consistent with recent mechanistic evidence for a causal
relationship between seal predation and declines in Chinook salmon marine survival since the
1970s. Most notably, new methods for quantifying juvenile salmon in predator diets have found
seals targeting juvenile Chinook salmon more than chum (O. keta) and pink salmon (O.
gorbuscha) smolts, despite the latter two species being much higher in abundance (Thomas et al.
2017). These studies show that the overall contribution to the seal diet is small during the spring
and summer (typically < 5%), but potentially results in the loss of tens of millions of Chinook
salmon smolts each year because of the large number of seals in the Strait of Georgia.
Bioenergetics modeling further suggests that predation on Chinook salmon smolts by seals in the
Puget Sound has probably increased 7-fold following enactment of the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, and that as many as one in four hatchery smolts are eaten by harbour seals in

recent years (Chasco et al. 2017a).

While much of the recent research involving seal predation in the eastern-Pacific has
focused on the Salish Sea, including a major transboundary research effort (Riddell et al. 2009),
our results suggest that seal predation on Chinook salmon from coastal stocks may also be of
concern. The three coastal populations assessed showed very high probabilities of a significant

negative relationship between seal densities and productivity (Fig. 2.5; Table 2.4). Additionally,
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populations along the Washington coast also appear to have experienced declines in productivity
since the 1970s, although they appear to have stabilized at higher levels compared to those in the
Strait of Georgia and Puget Sound (Fig. 2.3). It is possible that the relatively pristine freshwater
and estuarine habitat of these coastal watersheds has buffered population productivity and
abundance against factors causing poor marine survival, which may allow these populations to
be harvested at higher rates than those from the Salish Sea (Fig. 2.7). Despite these modest
harvest rates, our analysis suggests MSY for the Washington State’s coastal populations has still
been drastically reduced since 1970 (Fig. 2.5). Unfortunately, we were not able to investigate
trends along the outer British Columbia coast (west Vancouver Island) due to the paucity of

abundance data for harbour seals in this region (Olesiuk 2010).

2.5.2 Spatial patterns in predation

The strength and consistency of the correlations we detected may not be surprising given
the clear inverse relationship between seals and salmon (Fig. 2.2). However, the weak degree of
spatial relatedness of seal effects (q;) among populations is noteworthy. One explanation for the
weak spatial relatedness may be that there simply is not enough information in the data to detect
a spatial (statistical) effect (Banerjee et al. 2015). Alternatively, it is conceivable that estuary
location, which defines the “neighborhood” of our spatially-structured candidate models, was
unimportant to, or was a poor proxy for, factors that determine the dynamics of seal predation

during the first year that salmon are at sea.

The hypothesis that seal predation is highest for juvenile Chinook salmon outside the
estuary is consistent with a recent study in the Strait of Georgia (Allegue et al. 2020). Harbour
seals did not respond numerically or change their foraging behavior to target hatchery released

Chinook salmon smolts during spring at the mouth of the Big Qualicum River on Vancouver
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Island. It appears instead that some seals target the Chinook salmon smolts later in mid-summer

when the fish are bigger (Allegue et al. 2020), which coincides with movement out of the

estuaries to nearshore or offshore habitats (Healey 1980b; Duffy and Beauchamp 2011; Beamish

et al. 2012). This may explain the high proportion of juvenile Chinook salmon found in the

summer seal diet at a number of non-estuary sites (Lance et al. 2012; Thomas et al. 2017).

Table 2.5: Percent change in maximum sustainable yield (MSY) and harvest rate at MSY
(Umsy) between 1970 and the last year in the time series due to changes in each variable

(seal density and hatchery abundance), for all 20 populations of Chinook salmon. Regions
include the Strait of Georgia (SOG); Puget Sound (PS); Strait of Juan de Fuca (JDF), and
Washington Coast (WA Coast).

% Change in MSY % Change in Umsy
Seal Hatchery Seal Hatchery
Stock Stock Name Region Density Releases Density Releases
1 Cowichan SOG -94 44 -61 14
2 Puntledge SOG -51 12 -24 4
3 Nanaimo SOG -86 -31 -41 -9
4 Quinsam SOG -81 -33 -38 -11
5 Qualicum SOG -64 -14 -29 -5
6 Harrison SOG -88 57 -55 19
7 Shuswap SOG -47 1 -22 0
8 Chilliwack SOG -86 -29 -40 -9
9 Skokomish PS -78 72 -47 26
10 Skagit PS -54 -9 -25 -3
11 Snohomish PS -84 9 -50 4
12 Stillaguamish PS -80 71 -45 23
13 Green PS -91 -1 -64 -1
14  Lake Washington PS -87 -24 -55 -11
15 Nisqually PS -48 -21 -20 -8
16 Hoko JDF 2 71 1 26
17 Elwha JDF -87 33 -52 11
18 Queets WA Coast -96 -24 -74 -11
19 Quillayute WA Coast -97 -3 -73 -1
20 Hoh WA Coast -89 9 -56 3
Mean (95% CI):  -74 (-85,-64) 9 (-6,25) -44(-52,-35) 3(-2,9)

There is evidence that smolts using regions with low predator densities may fare better

than others. For example, in the Strait of Georgia, steelhead smolts originating from the same

watershed were twice as likely to survive if they passed through Malaspina Strait, compared to
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those that migrated west of Texada Island (Furey et al. 2015). Similarly, trawl surveys found
high abundances of sub-yearling Chinook salmon from the South Thompson River, a population
whose marine survival rates have actually increased over the last two decades (Beamish et al.
2010a; Neville et al. 2015), rearing along the British Columbia’s inner coastline from Malaspina
Strait to Howe Sound (Neville, unpublished data). In terms of seal abundance in this area, aerial
surveys have found significantly lower seal numbers along the inner stretch of coastline than in
most regions of the Strait of Georgia (Olesiuk 2010). All told, this suggests that predation by
seals on multiple stocks mixing in common rearing and foraging areas may be high during the
summer months. This could explain why location of saltwater entry and its distance to the open

ocean may not be as influential as we initially hypothesized.

The lack of spatial correlation among the coefficients calculated and the findings from
other studies, suggest that predation effects on Chinook salmon are strongest outside the estuary
at an across-basin scale. Interestingly, this does not appear to be the case for other Pacific salmon
species of high conservation concern. Recent research suggests that seal predation on steelhead
smolts in the Puget Sound occurs very shortly after ocean entry, and that early marine survival is
lower for those fish that have longer migration routes to the open ocean (Moore et al. 2010;
Moore and Berejikian 2017). In the Strait of Georgia the Big Qualicum River estuary is a
foraging “hotspot” for a portion of the local seal population that specializes in targeting out-
migrating coho smolts at the river mouth (Allegue et al. 2020). Other evidence similarly
suggests that seal predation on coho salmon smolts is highest within the first month of ocean
entry (see: Chapter 3). The apparent disparity in peak seal predation mortality on coho and

steelhead, and Chinook salmon smolts, may be a function of prey size. Chinook salmon smolts
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may be too small compared to coho and steelhead smolts at ocean-entry to be worthwhile

targeting (Tollit et al. 1997; Allegue et al. 2020; Thomas et al. 2017).

2.5.3 Effects of hatchery releases

There is some evidence that hatchery smolt abundance may negatively impact marine
survival of Chinook salmon in the eastern Pacific (Levin et al. 2001), but our analysis does not
support this. A few of the Chinook salmon populations analyzed had moderately high
probabilities of a strong negative correlation between productivity and hatchery abundance
(Table 2.4), but the only statistically ‘significant’ relationship we found was positive (Table 2.4).
One possible explanation for a positive relationship between productivity and hatchery
abundance could be predator swamping, which has been observed in freshwater habitats (Furey

et al. 2016).

Although our best performing model had an exchangeable hierarchical prior on h
(hatchery effect), we could not completely rule out the second ranked model (ADIC=2), which
had a spatially-structured CAR prior (Table 2.3). Parameter estimates for this model imply that
the hatchery effects on Chinook salmon populations occurring within 23 km of each other are
correlated with productivity. Only stock combinations from the central Puget Sound region fell
within this threshold: Green-Lake Washington, Stillaguamish-Skagit, Snohomish-Stillaguamish,
and Snohomish-Skagit. However, uncertainty around the degree of spatial relatedness of
hatchery effects (wy) was high, and no obvious patterns existed in the individual estimates of the
hatchery effects. It therefore remains unclear from our analyses how hatchery smolt abundance

impacts wild populations, and whether those impacts occur at local or regional scales.
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2.5.4 Model assumptions

The structure of our model (Eq. 2.5) makes several important assumptions that warrant
discussion. Most relevant to our key findings is our assumption that the functional relationship
between predator and prey is Type I (q; x Seal; ), and not subject to constraints of handling time
(Holling 1965). However, this is likely not an issue here, as Peterman and Gatto (1978) found
most predators of salmon smolts are not being saturated, and operate on the low end of the
functional response curve. This likely applies to interactions between harbour seals and salmon
smolts, as all species of juvenile salmon rarely make up more than 10% of the diet of harbour

seals at any time throughout the year (Thomas et al. 2017).

A second assumption in our model implies that important alternative prey species are
relatively constant over the time series in the analysis. Given comparable abundance time series
for key alternative prey species including herring, hake, or pollock (Lance et al. 2012; Steingass
2017), it is plausible that a multi-species relationship could be integrated into this model
structure (Walters et al. 1986). However, mass-balance ecosystem models or models of
intermediate complexity (Plaganyi et al. 2014) are probably better suited for multi-species

inference.

2.5.5 Conclusions

Our analysis suggests that harbour seal predation could be driving productivity of wild
Chinook salmon populations, but the correlative nature of our study and the inherent possibility
of detecting spurious relationships demand treating these findings with caution. The same could
be said about the ability of our models to capture important fine-scale interactions between wild
populations and hatchery smolts, especially if these interactions are linked to predation or

mediated by abundances of other prey species. Deliberate manipulative experiments are
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necessary to address methodological issues with our modeling approach, but predator control of
seals may not be a viable option for political and ethical reasons (Yodzis 2001). However,
hatcheries present a clear opportunity to engineer controlled, replicated experiments, and would
provide a unique environment to explore questions related to functional relationships between

seals and smolts.

Combined with the mechanistic evidence found in the recent diet, and bioenergetics of
harbour seals studies conducted in the Salish Sea, it may be reasonable to conclude that the
relationships we detected between Chinook salmon productivity and seal densities are causal.
However, in addition to the increase in marine mammal predators, the Salish Sea and adjacent
regions have seen other major ecosystem changes since the 1970s. These include increases in
certain contaminates, introduction or proliferation of pathogens, habitat degradation, and
changing ocean conditions, which all have the potential to impair the health and behavior of
Chinook salmon in the early marine stage of life (Noakes et al. 2000; Magnusson and Hilborn
2003; O'Neill and West 2009; Irvine and Fukuwaka 2011). Therefore, it is conceivable that a
composite of factors make juvenile Chinook salmon more vulnerable to predation by efficient,
opportunistic predators like harbour seals. None of the approaches applied to date have the
ability to evaluate the possibility that seals are merely a proximate source of mortality instead of

the ultimate source.

The predatory impacts of seals on commercially important salmon populations are not
unique to salmonids in the eastern Pacific. In the Baltic Sea, changing environmental conditions
and prey availability appear to have exacerbated predation on Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar)
post-smolts by gray seals (Halichoerus grypus), which have also increased in abundance since

the 1980s (Méntyniemi et al. 2012; Friedland et al. 2017). As conflicts continue to arise from
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concurrent conservation efforts to recover both predator and prey populations, pressure will
increase to develop science-based management strategies and policy tools for navigating these
challenges (Marshall et al. 2015; Samhouri et al. 2017). In the interim, studies such as ours
highlight the importance of including predator-prey interactions in forecasting and assessment
methods, and the need to seriously consider well-designed experimental manipulations to test

hypotheses about predator-prey interactions and their impact on fisheries.

44



0.8 —

Umsy

MSY

I | I | | I | I
00 02 04 06 08 1000 02 04 06 08 10

Seal Density Hatchery Releases

Figure 2.6: Plots show the harvest rate at maximum sustainable yield (Umsy) and maximum
sustainable yield (MSY) over a range of seal densities (A and C) and hatchery releases (B
and D). The independent variable on x-axis is scaled from zero to the highest observed
value (1.0) in the time series, while the other variable remains constant at the most recent
value in the time series. MSY on the y-axis of plots C and D is scaled from zero to the
largest value of MSY (1.0) for each stock. The grey lines represent the individual stocks,
and dark lines show the mean Umsy and MSY for all 20 stocks of Chinook salmon.
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Chapter 3: Quantifying impacts of harbour seal predation on juvenile

Chinook and coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia

3.1 Summary

The failure of Chinook and coho salmon populations in the Strait of Georgia to respond
to reduced fishing pressure has led some to hypothesize that increases in harbour seal predation
may be impeding recovery. However, it is not known how many juvenile Chinook and coho
salmon they might consume. We estimated predation rates by combining diet data from 1,484
seal scats with a novel predation model that captures the prey demands of seals, and the growth,
survival and abundance of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon. Our models suggest that the small
proportion of juvenile salmon consumed by harbour seals (< 5% of the diet) constitutes a
significant proportion of the annual production of juvenile Chinook and coho in the Strait of
Georgia. We estimate that harbour seals consumed an annual average of 37-44% of juvenile
Chinook salmon (13-14 million fish) and 46-59% of juvenile coho salmon (6-7 million), from
2004-2016. Our research suggests that harbour seal predation on young Chinook and coho
salmon should be treated as a potentially important factor that affects productivity of salmon

populations in the Salish Sea.

3.2 Introduction

Rapid increases in predator populations can alter ecosystem dynamics considerably, often
posing serious challenges to natural resource managers tasked with achieving multiple
conservation objectives (DeMaster et al. 2001; Marshall et al. 2015; Smith et al. 2015). Often,

paucity of data can limit the ability to understand species interactions, and may thwart efforts to
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identify trade-offs or evaluate competing alternative management strategies. In many cases,
abundance time-series are the only data available to establish relationships between predator and
prey. While correlative approaches are commonly used in ecology and fisheries to establish an
association between predators and their prey (Worm and Myers 2003; Méntyniemi et al. 2012;
Tanasichuk and Emmonds 2016), the strongest analyses demonstrate both strong correlation and
a credible mechanistic explanation (Hilborn 2016), supported by estimates of predator

consumption rates.

Protection from hunting and culling has led to the recovery of many marine mammal
populations throughout the world (Read and Wade 2000; Bowen and Lidgard 2013).
Historically, culls or bounties on marine mammals were enacted to mitigate perceived impacts to
valuable fish stocks, competition with fishers, damage inflicted to fishing gear, and depredation
(Yodzis 2001; Trzcinski et al. 2006; Read 2008; Oliveira et al. 2020). While some stakeholders
regard such recoveries as an unqualified conservation success story, the resulting ecological
consequences of interactions between marine mammals and exploited or protected fish

populations are often complex and unclear (Williams et al. 2011; Surma and Pitcher 2015).

Harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) experienced some of the most rapid population recoveries
in the inland waters of the Salish Sea (Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca)
following protection under the Fisheries Act (Canada) and the Marine Mammal Protection Act
(United States) (Read and Wade 2000; Jeffries et al. 2003; Brown et al. 2005; Olesiuk 2010). In
the early-1970s, harbour seals in the Strait of Georgia numbered less than 5,000 animals, while
recent surveys suggest the population is between 35,000-40,000 animals (Olesiuk 2010;
Majewski and Ellis, in review). In addition, surveys in Washington state suggest that harbour

seals in the Puget Sound have exhibited a 7 — 10-fold increase in abundance since 1970 (Jeffries
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et al. 2003). Both populations are believed to be at or near the carrying capacity for the region.

Unsurprisingly, these trends in harbour seal abundances have prompted increased interest in the
foraging ecology of these generalist predators (Olesiuk et al. 1990; Thomas et al. 2011; Howard
et al. 2013), especially since abundances of valuable fish species like salmon and rockfish have

declined severely over the same time period (Palsson et al. 2009).

Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and coho (O. kisutch) salmon populations in the
Salish Sea experienced drastic declines in abundance and productivity in the 1970s (Beamish et
al. 2010a; Beamish et al. 2012; Preikshot et al. 2013). Researchers have investigated a number of
plausible biotic and abiotic explanations: loss of freshwater and marine habitat (Nehlsen et al.
1991; Magnusson and Hilborn 2003); overfishing (Rutter 1997); hatchery practices (Irvine et al.
2013); interspecific competition (Ruggerone and Goetz 2004; Springer and van Vliet 2014);
changes in ocean conditions (Coronado and Hilborn 1998; Mueter et al. 2005); changes in prey
abundance (Beaugrand and Reid 2003; Ruzicka et al. 2011; Mackas et al. 2013), and even
exposure to ultraviolet radiation (Melnychuk et al. 2012). Despite the considerable breadth and
depth of research, only a handful of studies have attempted to quantify the impacts of predation
on these populations of salmon in the Salish Sea (Beamish et al. 1992; Beamish and Neville

1995; Chasco et al. 2017a, b).

The failure of Chinook and coho salmon populations in the Salish Sea to respond to
reduced fishing pressure has led some to hypothesize that increases in natural mortality on
juvenile fish from upper trophic levels, such as pinnipeds, may be preventing the recovery of
some salmon and steelhead (O. mykiss) populations (Beamish et al. 1997; Beamish et al. 2010a;
Sobocinski et al. 2020). Pinnipeds are often suspected of inflicting significant damage to salmon

populations because of their size, high energetic requirements, and tendency to interact with prey

49



at the surface where they are visible to people. Recent diet studies have also raised concerns that
harbour seals may consume a major portion of the number of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon
residing in the Strait of Georgia, despite making up a minor portion of the overall harbour seal

diet (usually less than 5%) (Thomas et al. 2017).

Previous attempts to estimate the number of Chinook eaten by seals in the Salish Sea
(Chasco et al. 2017a, b) have raised concerns about model assumptions related to seal diet data
that need to be addressed (Nelson et al., in review). Additionally, there has not yet been a similar
effort to estimate the number of juvenile coho consumed annually by seals, despite a strong
negative association between coho survival rates and seal abundance (Sobocinski et al., in
review). Thus, improved estimates of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon lost to seal predation
each year in the Strait of Georgia are important for identifying the most important factors

affecting the productivity of both salmon species.

In this chapter, we estimated seal predation rates on juvenile Chinook and coho salmon
by combining diet data from seal scats with a novel predation model that captures the prey
demands of seals, and the growth, survival and abundance of juvenile salmon. We use this model
not only to estimate current predation rates, but also to infer how natural mortality rates may
have changed for both salmon species since the 1970s. Thus, we attempted to assess whether
predation by harbour seals on young Chinook and coho salmon has negatively affected

productivity of salmon populations in the Salish Sea.

33 Methods
3.3.1 Study area
The Salish Sea is a large, inland body of water in the eastern Pacific Ocean consisting of

an intricate network of rocky fjords, shallow bays and estuaries. The region is located between
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southwestern British Columbia, Canada, and the northwestern border of United States in
Washington State, and consists of three main sub-regions: the Strait of Georgia, the Puget Sound,
and Strait of Juan de Fuca (Fig. 3.1). Its close proximity to two major metropolitan areas—
Vancouver and Seattle—make it a vital component of both country’s fishing industries; it serves
as a fishing ground and a hub for fleets that target stocks throughout the north Pacific. The Salish
Sea provides habitat for a multitude of commercially and recreationally important fish stocks,
many of which have seen significant declines in catch and abundance since the mid-1980s

(Harvey et al. 2012; Preikshot et al. 2013; Walters et al. 2020).

3.3.2 Predation model

We quantified the impact of seal predation on Chinook and coho salmon by constructing
a model that accounts for the abundance and prey requirements of the seal population in the
Strait of Georgia, and the abundance, growth and the natural mortality rates of juvenile salmon in
their first year at sea. Using estimates of annual natural- and hatchery-origin smolt production in
the Strait of Georgia, along with abundance estimates of the harbour seal population, we also
inferred how predation rates may have changed over time. The model described here is
predicated on the assumption that natural mortality of coho and Chinook salmon can be modelled
as a decaying power function of size —that is, natural mortality rates decrease as fish increase in
size (Lorenzen 1996). Several studies have documented a strong relationship between body size
and natural mortality in fish in both freshwater and marine environments, and in both natural and
captive settings (Lorenzen 1995, 1996, 2000). Further, it is well-documented that the highest
mortality rates experienced by juvenile salmon in the marine environment typically occur shortly

after they enter the marine environment (Parker 1968, 1971).
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Figure 3.1: Locations of harbour seal haulouts in the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia,
Canada, where scat collections occurred. The four sites include three estuary haulouts
(Fraser River, Cowichan Bay, and Comox) and one non-estuary haulout (Belle Chain). See
Table 3.2 for a summary of the exact locations and sample sizes for each site. (Map credit:
A. Thomas)

3.3.2.1 Salmon abundance data
Calculating the mortality/predation rates of Chinook and coho salmon required annual

estimates of total juvenile production (i.e., the total number “at risk’’) from both natural and
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hatchery populations. For this analysis, we only considered natural and hatchery populations of
Chinook and coho salmon that originate from streams and rivers within the Strait of Georgia
(Fig. 3.1). While juvenile Chinook and coho salmon move among basins in the Salish Sea
throughout the spring and summer (Rice et al. 2011; Beacham et al. 2016), the goal here was to

estimate prey predation rates only for the Strait of Georgia.

Annual hatchery production for both species was calculated by collating publicly
available release records from the RMIS database (www.rmpc.org; accessed June 1, 2019). In
the Strait of Georgia basin, hatchery releases of Chinook salmon average between 12-15 million
fish per year in recent years, while the number of hatchery-origin coho salmon released is
typically between 5-10 million fish per year (Fig. 3.2; Table B3). It is important to acknowledge
that not all hatchery-released fish survive to reach the marine environment where they are fully
vulnerable to predation by seals, even though seal predation can occur in the riverine
environment (Olesiuk et al. 1995). For Chinook and coho salmon, downstream/freshwater
survival rates from release to saltwater are likely to vary considerably by watershed, and
probably average between 50-90% (Bradford 1995; Quinn 2018). Based on recent estimates
from tag experiments in the Cowichan River (Pellett, unpublished data), we assumed that the
freshwater survival rates were 50% for Chinook salmon, and 70% for coho salmon (Melnychuk

2009). We estimated total juveniles entering the Strait of Georgia each year (y) as:

(Eq. 3.1) Nos,y — ysNgj?tural + ysN;I;tcheTy

where y; is the species-specific freshwater/downstream survival rate, and Ny y is the initial

number of fish of species s in year y. The hatchery component of the population is known from

stocking records, and the natural component was estimated as indicated in the next paragraph,
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with a calculation that included a natural mortality rate for downstream migration, prior to ocean

entry.

Estimating ocean entry numbers of natural-origin Chinook and coho salmon was less
straightforward than hatchery-origin salmon, as there are no public or private records of the
hundreds of individual streams that produce juvenile Chinook and coho salmon in the Strait of
Georgia basin. Accordingly, we depended on existing studies that estimated recent juvenile
production in the region to serve as inputs into our model. While there is currently no
comprehensive database or study of juvenile production from major Chinook salmon-producing
rivers in the Strait of Georgia, annual escapement estimates are recorded by DFO-Pacific in the
NuSEDS database (https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset). A previous study used this database
to estimate a recent five-year average Chinook salmon escapement for the Strait of Georgia at
approximately 461,000 spawners (Nelson et al. 2019a). We assumed a 1:1 female-to-male ratio
of spawners, then used an estimate of 220 juveniles per female (Chasco et al. 2017b) to calculate
the mean annual production. Assuming a 50% downstream/freshwater survival rate, this resulted
in approximately 25.4 million Chinook smolts per year. For natural-origin coho salmon, we used
an estimate of annual smolt production from an existing model that used the predictive
distribution of the number of smolts produced per spawner from a Bayesian hierarchical model
to extrapolate to the entire Strait of Georgia, based on total available habitat (Korman and
Tompkins 2014). The study concluded that average production of natural-origin coho salmon

smolts had not changed significantly since the 1970s.

3.3.2.2 Harbour seal abundance data
A time-series of harbour seal abundances in the Strait of Georgia is available from DFO’s

published aerial surveys in British Columbia (Olesiuk 2010). Actual count data are not available
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every year—typically every 2-3 years— so we used model-estimated abundances from the
previous chapter, wherein a state-space model was fit to aerial survey data (see: Chapter 2 and/or

Nelson et al. 2019b) (Fig. 3.2; Table B3).
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Figure 3.2: Annual harbour seal abundance (black), and hatchery releases of Chinook
(teal) and coho (purple) salmon in the Strait of Georgia. Black dashed lines are the 95%
confidence intervals around the estimates of seal abundance, assuming a coefficient of

variation of 0.07 (Olesiuk 2010). Annual hatchery releases of Chinook and coho salmon
were calculated from entries in the RMIS database (www.rmpc.org; accessed June 2019).

3.3.2.3 Harbour seal diet data

Harbour seal scat samples were collected from haul-outs at four different locations in the
Strait of Georgia, British Columbia (Fig. 3.1; Table 3.2), between April and December, from
2012-2014. Scat collections were conducted by researchers from the University of British
Columbia under Federal Permits MML 2011-10 and MML 2014-07 from the Department of
Fisheries and Oceans, Canada, and under Animal Care Permit A11-0072, which was approved

by the University of British Columbia. A detailed description of scat collection protocols is
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available in Thomas et al. (2017) and Voelker et al. (2020). Essentially, this dataset consists of
the samples from Thomas et al.’s (2017) previous study, in addition to 288 samples collected in

Cowichan Bay between April-December of 2014 (Fig. 3.1; Table 3.2).

We combined the diagnostic hard structures (e.g., otoliths, bones) with DNA extracted
from each scat sample to estimate the proportion of salmonids (by species) in the seal diet using
Thomas et al.’s (2017) DNA metabarcoding approach. This method integrates separate analyses
of hard parts and DNA through an algorithm that apportions the salmonid DNA component in
each sample to a “juvenile” or “adult” classification. The decision algorithm is based on the
presence/absence and/or co-occurrence of juvenile and adult hard parts with DNA, and on known
seasonal life-history information. We used the resulting diet sample proportions to calculate
monthly averages for each prey species, then used a simple moving average calculation
(period=4) to smooth the monthly estimates and thereby create a weekly time-series for input

into the predation model (Table 3.3).
3.3.2.4 Predation model formulation

In each year y, an initial cohort of out-migrating smolts of species s leaving freshwater in

the spring (N y) is subjected to a total natural mortality rate, which is the sum of mortality from

harbour seal predation and all other sources. The model was projected forward from the
beginning of the spring out-migration in the first week of April on a weekly time step (7), for a

full year (~=1,...,T; T=52):

(Eq‘ 3'2) Ns,t+1,y = s,t,yexp[(_Mggher - Mgg,gl/l)t]
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Other

Non-seal mortality Mg ;"“" is a function predicted from a “reference” mortality rate at the

species’ asymptotic length relative to their current size (see: Lorenzen 1996, 2000):

(Eq 33) Ref lfef Cs
Ms E

MOther —
s,t T

where M 5 °fis the instantaneous natural mortality rate at the reference length lfef ; Is¢ 1s the
length in week t, which is the length from the previous week plus a weekly growth increment
(41 = lse + %) that is constant (Argue et al. 1983; Fisher and Pearcy 1995)—weekly growth
is simply the monthly growth increment g, partitioned into weekly intervals. ¢, is the allometric

length exponent that shapes the function (c=1.0 implies a mortality rate inversely proportional to

length).

Mgg‘;,l is the instantaneous mortality rate from seal predation, which was calculated with a
Baranov-type function (Branch 2009) that relates the “catch” from seal predation to other

sources of natural mortality and the current abundance:

Mg)ther + s,t,y)
(Eq. 3.4) MSeal = (Es'f'y> ( Y7 Ny

S,t,y - N E
01— e [ (et + 2 )|

ity

Here, E ,, is the number of individual salmon eaten by seals, which is calculated by dividing the
weekly total biomass of salmon eaten by the seal population by the average weight (in kg) of the

prey species:

(Eq 35) _ ps't]/y

E =
sty
I’l’s,t
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where p;; is the mean proportion of salmon in the seal diet in week t, and V, is the weekly
biomass of all prey consumed by the seal population. Note that Eq. 3.4 is overly complex for

weekly calculations over which change in N is relatively small; the same basic result can be
obtained simply by setting the weekly M g?al = % The length-to-weight conversion for prey is
s,t

an exponential relationship commonly used for salmonids (Froese 2006) (Fig. B1-B2):

(Eq. 3.6) a(lst)ﬂ
Wst = 1% 105

where [, is the mean length in week t, and a and S are allometric parameters for juvenile
salmonids (Table 3.1), which were estimated using length/weight data from a previous study
(Nelson et al. 2019a). The weekly total biomass of prey consumed for the seal population is

estimated as the product of the seal population abundance (S,,) times the average daily prey

requirement, by mass (Q) in kg:
(Eq. 3.7) V, =(S,Q)x7

We assumed the average harbour seal in the Strait of Georgia requires between 1.9-2.0 kg of
prey per day (Table 3.1), which is based on the mean estimated daily requirements from the two
most comprehensive bioenergetics studies of harbour seals in the Salish Sea (Howard et al. 2013;
Olesiuk 1993). These and other studies suggest harbour seals consume a diverse diet typical of a
generalist predator, but proportions of their major dietary components like clupeids (Pacific
herring), gadoids (Pacific hake [Merluccius productus], walleye pollock [Gadus
chalcogrammus]) and adult salmon appear to be relatively consistent in the Salish Sea (Olesiuk
et al. 1990, Lance et al. 2012, Howard et al. 2013). Thus, while the average wet weight of prey

required to sustain an animal likely varies as a function of its individual diet composition (Rosen
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and Trites 2000), the agreement between the two studies referenced above—which use diet data
from different regions (Strait of Georgia vs. Puget Sound) and decades (1980s vs. 2000s)—
suggests variability is probably low when generalizing the daily prey requirements over entire

population.

3.3.2.5 Model fitting

To estimate the mortality rates, numbers of individual fish consumed by harbour seals,
and other quantities of interest, we used several parameter values available in the literature
(Table 3.1). While some parameters used in the model are well-established from recent empirical
studies (e.g., harbour seal abundance, daily energetic requirement), others are uncertain, or are

not well studied. In particular, the allometric length exponent (c,), and the instantaneous

mortality rate at each species’ reference length (M;2 ef ) are difficult to estimate from the
information available in the literature. The allometric length exponent is likely very close to 1.0
for both coho and Chinook salmon, but the only estimates for the genus are for rainbow trout (O.
mykiss) in captive (i.e., hatchery) studies (Lorenzen 2000). M. 5 ° at the reference length (lfef )
used in this study corresponds with the mortality rate of sub-adult coho and Chinook salmon on
their high-seas feeding grounds of the north Pacific, prior to fishing mortality, and their terminal
migration through the Salish Sea where they would encounter marine mammals (e.g., pinnipeds,

killer whales). Little is known about the mortality rates during this stage of the life cycle (Argue

et al. 1983, Quinn 2018), but our model outputs are likely sensitive to their values.

We estimated these poorly-known parameters (M, 5 °f and cs), by fitting our predation
models to 13 estimates (for each species) of juvenile salmon abundance in the month of
September, which are estimated from trawl surveys in the Strait of Georgia (Beamish et al.

2010b; Boldt et al. 2019). We assumed deviations between the natural logs of the observed and
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model-predicted abundances to be normally distributed, and used the following objective

function to fit the models:

Eq. 3.8 2
(Eq. 3.8) 2016 . (n(N2&ye) = In(Ns sepey))

L= ex 7
S

Obs / 2
¥=2004 Ns,Sept,y 2nog

where g2 = In(CV + 1) is the variance on the log scale, N85, ,, is the observed abundance,
and N s¢pt , 18 the model-predicted abundance. We assumed the CV of the trawl surveys for
juvenile coho salmon to be 0.30, which was the mean of four published surveys conducted
between 2004-2007 (Beamish et al. 2010a). For Chinook abundance via trawl surveys, we
assumed a CV of 0.21 (Beamish et al. 2012). Function minimization—in addition to all other

quantitative analysis—was performed in R (R Core Team. 2017), and the negative log-likelihood

—In(Lg) was minimized using the “optim” function with the “BFGS” algorithm.

Table 3.2: Summary of harbour seal scat collection data from four sites in the Strait of
Georgia. For each collection site (locations shown in Fig. 3.1), the location, total sample
size, collection years and collection months are shown, in addition to the source of the data.

Sample Collection Collection

Site Lat./Long. size years months Source
N s s o mead A
Comox ‘1‘2432242231;7 305 20122013 cii;ﬂﬁer Thomas et al. 2017
lgzlste; 1429;42;,2479'_116"},\&, 311 2012-2013 OAclt)(zli)lér Thomas et al. 2017
cl?;ii 1428303289',1304.763;}\\]{] 183 2012-2013 Oﬁf;gér Thomas et al. 2017
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Table 3.3: Monthly mean diet proportions of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon in the
harbour seal diet. Diet proportions are based on 1,484 scat samples from four haul-out
sites, collected between April and December from 2012-2014.

Month Sample size Chinook Coho
April 74 0.012 0.048*
May 158 0.015 0.005
June 152 0.031 0.026
July 178 0.038 0.038
August 189 0.014 0.009
September 336 0.014 0.001

October 303 0.005 0.006
November 83 0.000 0.000
December 11 0.000 0.000

* Diet proportions for coho in the first three weeks of April are set to zero, as out-migrating coho salmon
likely do not reach the ocean until late-April, at the earliest.

3.3.3 Predation model validation

While the predation model described above provides a relatively simple mechanistic
basis for quantifying the impacts of seal predation relative to other sources of mortality, the
estimation of the non-seal mortality component, which is a function of some base mortality rate
Mf ef , implies additive predation effects from seals, an assumption that is not always true for
juvenile salmon populations (Haeseker et al. 2020). Thus, simply adding an estimated base
mortality rate to the estimate of seal-related mortality to fit the model to observed data may result
in overestimates of actual additive effects (Walters and Christensen 2019). Therefore, we applied
the set of equations below as an alternative method to estimate M3s¥™™Me" the period of high seal
predation and a component of total mortality during the first year at sea MT°t*, With these

equations, we used a basic Monte Carlo simulation to generate a broad “prior” estimate of seal
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predation for each prey species that does not depend on estimating a base mortality rate like the
one in the predation model. This can be used as a way to validate the previous method without
assuming complete additivity of the mortality components. The approach also allowed us to
depict uncertainty in parameters where there is a lack of data and/or precision (e.g., freshwater

survival) (Table B1).

First, we note that the total mortality in the first year for each prey species M@ can be

partitioned into three broad seasonal components (stanzas):
(Eq_ 3.9) MSTotal — Mé:resh + Mgummer + M;/ther

where ME7esh is the mortality rate for the short period of downstream migration from hatchery or
natural rearing sites to the estuaries where seal consumption begins; M3%*™™Me" is mortality rate
during the summer months (e.g., May-September) when seal predation occurs, and M teT jg
mortality rate occurring from the fall until the end of the first ocean year of life the following

calendar year. M3%™™Me" can be partitioned into two components:
(Eq 3 10) MSummer — prSeal + MOther
cT S S S

where M2¢%is the seal predation component, and M9t"¢"is a simultaneous ongoing, and
potentially high, summer mortality rate due to factors other than seal predation. By varying the
MSe and MOtheT components of Eq. 3.10, we generate alternative hypotheses about the additive

MSummer
s

importance of seal-related mortality M$¢* while maintaining a total estimate that is

consistent with the juvenile trawl survey data.

For coho salmon, scattered observations of freshwater/downstream mortality rates from

release to ocean entry indicate a substantial loss, with MF"¢5" as high as 0.69 (Bradford 1995;
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Melnychuk 2009). For Chinook salmon, recent tagging studies on the Cowichan River on east
Vancouver Island suggest even higher mortality rates, perhaps as high as 1.0 (Pellett,
unpublished data). For both species, the over-winter mortality rate MY 7" is likely much lower,
probably not exceeding 0.60 (Argue et al. 1983). After the first year of life, the [recent] estimates
of total instantaneous mortality for Chinook salmon range between 4.0-5.0 year” (Kendall et al.

2020), while rates for coho salmon are probably between 3.0-4.0 year!, on average (Zimmerman

etal., 2015).

Note that for any assumed values for MFeshand MWinter pgSummeriq oiven in terms of
y S S > S

the observed MIot®! a5
(Eq. 3.1 1) Mgummer — Mg"otal _ Mfresh _ M;/Vinter

For the summer period when M5¢*and M9t"®" are occurring simultaneously, we used a Baranov-
type catch equation, similar to the one in the previous section (Eq. 3.4), to predict the net number
of fish killed E; by each of the mortality agents. In particular, the Baranov prediction of seal E¢

is given by

(Eq. 3.12) ( MSeal
El =

> Nse(—Mgresh) [1 _ e(-MSSummer)]

MSummer
s

where N, is the number of smolts at the start of the stanza; this equation simply partitions the
total number of summer deaths over that stanza (number surviving to enter the summer ocean

period times the proportion dying in the period given by [1 — Survival3¥™mer]

). For a given
consumption estimate E{ and set of MF7¢sh MWinteryalyes, we can solve this equation for the

seal predation rate M5¢%  as
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(Eq. 3.13) Es’ Mgummer

MSeal —
S MSFTesh) 1 _ e(_

- Nse(‘

Mgummer)

and then calculate MOt"¢" by subtraction: MIther = pSummer _ prSeal Note that an indication
of nonsensical values in Eq. 3.13 is given by negative estimates of M2t"¢" Varying the E. value
in Eq. 3.13 leads to alternative hypotheses about the additivity of mortality caused by the

estimated consumption by predators.

The set of equations described above were applied in a Monte Carlo simulation (10,000
draws) using the range of parameter values summarized in Table B1 to generate a prior
distribution for seal-related mortality during the summer M3¢%. Median estimates of annual seal-
related mortality rates from the predation model were compared with that prior distribution. If
estimates from the predation model are to be considered credible, we would expect them to fall

within the range of the prior distribution.

34 Results

3.4.1 Harbour seal diet

A total of 1,484 scat samples were collected from all four sites between April-December,
during the years 2012-2014 (Tables 3.2-3.3). The highest monthly sample size occurred in
September (n=336), while December was the month during which the fewest number of samples
(n=11) were collected. Samples from Cowichan Bay (n=595) made up the largest percentage
(40.1%) of the dataset, while the Belle Chain islets produced the fewest (n=183; 12.3%)).
Juvenile Chinook and coho salmon were present in the harbour seal diet from April through
October; neither species occurred in the diet (as juveniles) during November or December (Table
3.3). Interestingly, the largest mean monthly diet percentage for both species was 3.8% during
the month of July (Table 3.3). A more detailed analysis of this dataset (excluding 288 samples
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collected from Cowichan Bay in 2014) can be found in Thomas et al. (2017). This study includes
seal diet proportions of other species of Pacific salmon, in addition to Chinook and coho salmon,

in addition to an assessment of the spatial and temporal aspects of the data.

3.4.2 Parameter estimation and model fit
Initial fits of the predation models revealed strong confounding between the Mf °f and Cs

parameters for both prey species. Thus, we elected to fix ¢, and keep Mf “fas a free parameter in
the estimation. Given that previous studies suggest ¢, is close to 1.0 for Pacific salmonids
(Lorenzen 2000), we chose this value as the “base case” scenario, then evaluated four alternative
models (for each species) that assumed c; was larger or smaller than 1.0 by 10% and 20%. We
compared the alternative models with the base case using small-sample Akaike Information
Criteria (AICc), which suggested no meaningful differences for either species (< 2 AICc unit
difference) (Table B2). Accordingly, we proceeded to use the predation models for both Chinook
and coho salmon with ¢ fixed at 1.0. The predation models fit the observed abundance data from
trawl surveys reasonably well for both Chinook and coho salmon (Figs. 3.3 and 3.4; Tables 3.4
and 3.5). For both Chinook and coho salmon, the mean observed September abundance fell

within the 95% probability interval of the model-predicted abundance in 12 of the 14 years of

data (Figs. 3.3-3.4). Estimates for M f °/ for the Chinook and coho salmon predation models were
0.39 year™ (SE: 0.05) and 0.47 year™ (SE: 0.09), respectively. These estimates translate to

survival rates at reference length (IR¢/) of 68% for Chinook salmon, and 63% for coho salmon.

3.4.3 Predation rates on juvenile salmon
The median estimated number of juvenile Chinook salmon consumed by harbour seals in

the first year at sea (April-March) ranged from 12.7-14.1 million individuals per year during
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2004-2016 (Table 3.4). This equates to median estimates of proportions of the annual cohort of
Chinook salmon lost to seal predation ranging from 0.37-0.44 (Fig. 3.3; Table 3.4). These
estimates suggest that, during the marine phase, seal predation accounts for between 39-47% of
natural mortality during the first year. For coho salmon, our model estimated median annual
losses to seal predation of between 6.4-7.0 million juveniles (Fig. 3.4; Table 3.5). Thus, the
median estimates of the annual proportion of the cohort lost to seal predation ranged from 0.46-
0.59. This equates to median estimates of 44-59% of total natural mortality from seal predation
during the first year at sea. If we assume freshwater productivity did not change significantly
between 1970-2016 for either species, total annual instantaneous mortality from harbour seal
predation during the first year at sea increased from 0.08 year! (95% CI: 0.05-0.11) to 1.47 year
1 (95% CI: 0.81-8.01) on Chinook salmon, and from 0.10 year! (95% CI: 0.08-0.13) to 1.78
year! (95% CI: 1.05-8.00) on coho salmon (Fig. 3.7; Table 3.5). In 1970, seals consumed an
estimated 4.0% (95% CI: 3.4-4.6%) of juvenile Chinook salmon and 6.7% (95% CI: 5.8-7.7%)
of coho salmon (Fig. 3.7). By 2016, our model estimates that those percentages had risen to
41.8% (95% CI: 35.4-48.1%) if Chinook salmon, and 59.4 (95% CI: 50.7-68.5%) of coho

salmon (Fig. 3.7).

For Chinook salmon, our model estimates imply that non-seal mortality exceeded seal-
related mortality shortly after the out-migration period between April and early-May (Fig. 3.5).
After the first 1-2 months at sea, mortality from seal predation increased steadily to eventually
exceed other sources of natural mortality between June and late-summer/early-fall (Fig. 3.5). In
all years, the median weekly mortality rate from seal predation peaked in the summer, between
June-August. For juvenile coho salmon, median peak mortality from seal predation occurred

from ocean entry in late-April until early-May (Fig. 3.6). A secondary peak in seal-related
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mortality also occurred in all years during the summer months between July-August, around the

same time as peak seal mortality on Chinook salmon.

3.4.4 Predation model validation

All annual median estimates of M¢% from the predation model fell between the 2.5%
and 97.5% quantiles of the “prior” distribution for both prey species (Fig. 3.8). Using the values
of EL, and METesh and MY "teT from Eq. 3.12 gives a median MZ¢% estimate of 1.19 (95% CI:
0.73-1.83) for coho salmon, and 1.57 (95% CI: 1.06-2.34) for Chinook salmon. The median
estimates of M3¢% are somewhat lower than the implicit estimates of around 2.0 obtained for
both species from regressions of MT°t® on seal abundance (Chapter 2 and Nelson et al. 2019b;
Walters, unpublished data). Non-seal mortality rates (MF7esh + MOther 4 MWinter) were 2.28
(1.67-2.92) for coho salmon, and 2.90 (2.18-3.56) for Chinook salmon, which were comparable
to the observed survival/mortality rates observed in the late-1970s, when survival rates for coho
salmon typically ranged between 10-15%, and around 5% for Chinook salmon (Zimmerman et
al. 2015). The M3 estimates were of course sensitive to the estimates of seal consumption E,
and are also very sensitive to assumed [initial] smolt numbers Ny .. For coho salmon in
particular, the estimated natural smolt abundances are likely biased upward due to incomplete
sampling of CWT in the escapement (Korman and Tompkins 2014). Assuming a lower Ny, due
to the CWT bias problem, results in higher estimates of seal predation rates M5¢%*. Likewise,
higher assumed values for freshwater mortality ME¢"1ead to higher M5¢# estimates, and higher

estimates of MYeT |ead to lower estimates of M€,
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Figure 3.3: Monthly abundance of juvenile Chinook salmon in the Strait of Georgia, from
2004-2016. Solid circles depict the observed abundance in September from annual trawl
surveys, with 95% probability intervals shown by vertical black lines. Model-predicted
abundance is shown by the decaying black lines, with 95% probability intervals shown by
dashed lines. Also shown is the median percentage of the cohort lost to seal predation in the

first year.
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Figure 3.4: Monthly abundance (in millions) of juvenile coho salmon in the Strait of
Georgia, from 2004-2016. Solid circles depict the observed abundance in September from
annual trawl surveys, with 95% probability intervals shown by vertical black lines. Model-
predicted abundance is shown by the decaying black lines, with 95% probability intervals
shown by dashed lines. Also shown is the median percentage of the cohort lost to seal
predation in the first year.
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Figure 3.5: Weekly instantaneous mortality rate of Chinook salmon from seal predation
(purple) and other sources (teal) in the first year at sea. Solid lines show the median
estimate and shaded bands depict the 95% probability intervals.
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Figure 3.6: Weekly instantaneous mortality rate of coho salmon from seal predation
(purple) and other sources (teal) in the first year at sea. Solid lines show the maximum
likelihood estimate and shaded bands depict the 95% probability intervals.
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3.5  Discussion

We combined harbour seal diet data from 1,484 faecal samples with a quantitative
modeling framework to estimate impacts of predation on juvenile Chinook and coho salmon in
the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia. Our analysis suggests that predation by seals during
spring and summer could be a significant source of natural mortality for Chinook and coho
salmon in their first year of the marine stage — despite these species being a minor component
of the harbour seal diet. Our models estimate that harbour seals consumed an annual average of
37-44% of juvenile Chinook salmon (13-14 million fish) and 46-59% of juvenile coho salmon
(6-7 million fish) from 2004-2016. These consumption estimates, when combined with
abundance data for seals and salmon, suggest mortality rates from seal predation have increased
significantly since the 1970s for both prey species. These trends provide evidence for a causal
relationship between seal abundance—which has been stabilized or near carrying capacity for the
past two decades—and the chronically low marine survival of juvenile Chinook and coho

salmon.

Our study complements previous work on the impacts of harbour seal predation on
Chinook salmon in the Salish Sea (Chasco et al. 2017a, b; Thomas et al. 2017), and is the first to
quantify possible impacts of pinniped predation on juvenile coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia,
at an ecosystem scale. Predation and mortality estimates presented here are potentially useful for
quantifying predator-prey dynamics within the context of ecosystem-based fisheries management
framework (Marshall et al. 2018a) and ecosystem modeling, in addition to updating current
understanding of factors influencing marine survival of Pacific salmon stocks of high

conservation concern.
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3.5.1 Predation impacts to juvenile Chinook and coho salmon

As shown in previous studies, juvenile Chinook and coho salmon comprise a relatively
small fraction of the annual harbour seal diet in the Strait of Georgia and the Salish Sea (Lance et
al. 2012; Thomas et al. 2017; Nelson et al., in review). However, the prey consumption
calculations presented here, and in other studies show that even small diet proportions (< 5%) of
juvenile salmon can equate to large numbers of individual prey being consumed (Chasco et al.,
2017a. b; Nelson et al., in review). Despite the fact that neither prey species exceeded 4% of the
overall diet in any given month, we estimated that harbour seals consume an average of 37-44%
of juvenile Chinook salmon entering the ocean during the spring in the first year at sea. This is
somewhat higher than Chasco et al.’s (2017a) estimate of seal predation on Chinook salmon in
the Puget Sound (~22%), which may reflect the significantly higher densities of predators in the

Strait of Georgia (Chapter 2; Nelson et al. 2019b).

It is important to note that this modeling study and others (Chasco et al. 2017a) assume
no movement of Chinook salmon between the Strait of Georgia and Puget Sound, which is surely
incorrect. A subsequent study by Chasco et al. (2017b) estimated annual juvenile Chinook
salmon consumption by harbour seals for the entire Salish Sea at 8-47 million fish. If we assume
consumption of Chinook salmon in the Puget Sound was half of what was estimated in our study
(~7 million), the combined estimate of annual consumption (~21 million) for the Salish Sea

would fall well within the bounds of Chasco et al.’s (2017b) estimate.

The range of predicted annual mortality from seal predation on Chinook salmon (1.15-
1.63; see Table 3.4 and Fig. 3.7) suggests that the regression effect sizes estimated in Chapter 2
are likely unrealistically high. Specifically, the mean effect size of apparent seal predation on

wild Chinook stocks in the Strait of Georgia from the previous chapter implies an instantaneous
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mortality rate of 11.79 (Table 2.4; Fig. 2.4). However, the mean of the lower credible intervals
across these stocks imply a predation rate of 1.79 (Table 2.4), which is comparable to the
average predation rates estimated in the chapter for juvenile Chinook. Notably, our predicted
increases in seal-related mortality from 1970-2016 for juvenile Chinook (1.39) and coho salmon
(1.68) are similar to increases in total mortality from another regression analyses using coded-
wire-tag data that estimated an increase in total mortality of 1.5 for Chinook salmon and 2.0 for
coho salmon (Table B4; PBPS 2019). This comparison suggests increases in the magnitude of
seal predation between the 1970s and present day could explain most of the increases in total

marine mortality throughout the same time period.

Future research on impacts of seal predation on coho salmon would benefit from a
modeling framework that is spatially explicit and accounts for movement of predators and prey
throughout the entire Salish Sea ecosystem, as some estimates have suggested a large fraction of
coho salmon rearing in the Strait of Georgia may be of Puget Sound origin (Beacham et al.
2016). Similarly, the close proximity of the Fraser River delta to north Puget Sound, in addition
to the high abundance of natural- and hatchery-origin Chinook and coho salmon emigrating from
the Fraser River (Nelson et al. 2019a), suggest that a significant number of Canadian Chinook
and coho salmon stocks likely rear in U.S. waters for a substantial period of time. Studies on the
movements of individual harbour seals in the Salish Sea ecosystem reveal home ranges of
animals that suggest migration across boundaries is common (Peterson et al. 2012)—which

could also influence efforts to quantify impacts of predation.

While most recent research efforts related to pinniped predation on salmon in the
northeast Pacific and Salish Sea ecosystems have focused on impacts on Chinook salmon, ours is

the first study to quantify consumption and mortality rates of juvenile coho salmon in the Strait
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of Georgia basin. Coho salmon currently do not have the same federal, state and provincial
protections that Chinook salmon do in the Salish Sea, but it is important to acknowledge their
benefit to ecosystem function, as potential prey for southern resident killer whales (Orcinus
orca) (Ford et al. 2016), in addition to their contribution to indigenous, commercial, and
recreational fisheries in the region (Beamish et al. 2010a; Bendriem et al. 2019). Rapid declines
in coho salmon abundance have been a major driver for restrictive fisheries policies in the Strait

of Georgia and outside waters (Walters et al. 2019).

Our work suggests that harbour seal predation is a significant factor affecting early
marine survival of coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia, as our model predicts one out of every
two young coho salmon are eaten by seals within the first seven months. The marked decline in
coho salmon marine survival between the early-1970s and late-1990s appears to show a very
strong association with the mortality rates predicted in this study. Recent work by other
researchers has also established a negative statistical correlation between seal density and coho
salmon marine survival rates in the Salish Sea, even while controlling for several other abiotic

and biotic covariates (Sobocinski et al., in review).

3.5.2 Management implications

The seasonal dynamics of seal-related mortality on juvenile Chinook and coho salmon
may have important implications for designing effective management strategies that might
actively try to control predator populations. Our models predict that mortality from seal
predation spikes during the middle of the summer for both species, when large numbers of young
salmon—particularly coho salmon—have departed estuarine and nearshore habitats to rear in the
offshore pelagic environment. However, relative predation rates appear to be higher upon ocean

entry for coho salmon, compared to Chinook as observed in a recent study, where tagged harbour
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seals along east Vancouver Island responded to pulses of hatchery-released juvenile coho
salmon, while ignoring much [numerically] larger releases of Chinook salmon from the same

hatchery (Allegue et al. 2020).

Research on foraging patterns, growth, and survival of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon
suggest that individuals that survive to mid- and late-summer are typically larger, and have a
higher probability of survival (Duffy and Beauchamp 2011; Gamble et al. 2018). Thus, predation
on these individuals is likely to have a much higher relative impact on the cohort, compared to
individuals that succumb to mortality shortly after ocean entry in the late-spring. With these
seasonal mortality dynamics in mind, it would appear that management alternatives involving
only targeted culls of individual predators within river mouths or estuaries are unlikely to have
substantial benefits, due to delayed compensatory mortality that occurs later in the summer. Such
policies would be “lose-lose” options that would likely incur the condemnation of some
stakeholders while not producing measurable benefits for others. It is unclear whether the high
seal predation rates on Chinook and coho salmon during the summer months reflects predators
targeting young salmon, or is due to temporal and spatial overlap with species like Pacific
herring and Pacific hake, which are the preferred prey of harbour seals in the Salish Sea

ecosystem (Trites and Rosen 2019; Trzcinski 2020).

3.5.3 Model assumptions and limitations

Despite accounting for uncertainty in several key model inputs and parameters in
predation models for both prey species, and confronting those models with an alternative set of
equations and predictions, this analysis does have several important limitations. First, the
empirical foundation of this study are the estimates of monthly proportions of juvenile Chinook

and coho salmon in the harbour seal diet. Accurately quantifying and describing predator diets
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using DNA and hard structures [extracted from faecal material] is notoriously difficult for
ecologists (Bowen and Iverson, 2013). Also, developing a sampling protocol that can reliably

differentiate across temporal and spatial strata adds a formidable layer of uncertainty (Trites and

Joy, 2005).
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Figure 3.7: Estimated annual total instantaneous mortality from seal predation during the
first year at sea (top row) for Chinook and coho salmon, and the proportion of the juvenile
cohort lost to seal predation (bottom row) annually in the Strait of Georgia, from 1970-
2016. Solid black lines show the maximum likelihood estimates, while the colored bands
depict the 95% probability intervals. Note that these projections assume production from
natural-origin stocks of Chinook and coho in the Strait of Georgia have remained
stationary over time, while hatchery releases have decreased in recent years (see: Fig. 3.2).
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While the methods we used represent an improvement from the studies performed almost
three decades earlier (Olesiuk et al. 1990), the sampling design used to produce our dataset does
introduce potential bias with regards to representation of the harbour seal diet in the Strait of
Georgia. Of the four sampling sites we used in our study (Fig. 3.1), two of them (Fraser River
and Cowichan Bay) are unambiguously estuarine habitats. The seal haul-out near Comox likely
represents a hybrid of estuary- and nearshore-type habitat in the Strait of Georgia, and the Belle
Chain islets are rocky reef areas. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that our samples could be
biased towards animals in estuary sites, which may have higher encounter rates with juvenile
salmon because of their close proximity to river mouths. However, it is important to
acknowledge that some harbour seals using estuary haul-outs almost certainly spend time
foraging in non-estuary areas (Peterson et al. 2012; Thomas et al. 2017). Additionally, a closer
examination of the prey proportions by site reveals non-estuary samples have some of the highest
proportions of juvenile Chinook salmon of any strata (Thomas et al. 2017). This finding is also
consistent with a previous study that documented seal diets in the San Juan Island archipelago in
Washington State, located less than 50 km from the Belle Chain islets (Lance et al. 2012).
Finally, recent efforts by DFO scientists to test for differences in seal diets between estuary and
non-estuary haul-out sites have not found statistically meaningful difference in the proportions of
juvenile salmon (Majewski, unpublished data). All told, the combined evidence suggests the data
we used are likely representative of the Strait of Georgia harbour seal diet, and could be

construed by some as a conservative estimate of salmon predation.

The model-predicted mortality rates shown here require an estimate of the number of
young salmon at risk to seal predation each year: the sum of hatchery-origin smolts, which is

known from detailed release records, and what we assume is a constant average number of
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naturally-produced salmon originating from tributaries in the Strait of Georgia. Our model
projections are quite sensitive to this input and, by extension, the freshwater downstream
survival that scales the estimate. Because abundance (i.e., number of fish at risk to predation) is
inversely related to seal mortality rates, conservative estimates of freshwater survival rates will
likewise predict relatively conservative impacts of predation. While survival no doubt varies
considerably by stock and location, our estimates of 50% freshwater survival for Chinook
salmon and 70% for coho salmon probably represent conservative estimates. A study that
included Fraser River Chinook salmon stocks consistently estimated downstream survival of
those populations at less than 50% (Welch et al. 2008), and while stocks in regions like east
Vancouver Island probably have higher survival because of their shorter migration distance, they
are much lower in total abundance. Likewise, coho salmon survival rates during freshwater
migration are also likely much lower than the 70% estimate used here (Bradford 1995;
Melnychuk 2009); using lower survival rate estimates would also increase our predation

estimates.

Finally, the predation estimates made here and similar studies (Chasco et al. 2017a, b) are
sensitive to assumptions about prey size, particularly during the period shortly after ocean-entry,
when smolts are relatively small (< 12cm) and growing in mass at exponential rates. Our model
assumes that harbour seals in the Strait of Georgia consume juvenile Chinook and coho salmon
at an average size equal to those sampled in scientific surveys. In light of previous work that
suggests harbour seals may select for larger individual prey relative to available prey (Tollit et al.
1997; Nelson et al. 2019a; Allegue et al. 2020), it is possible that our assumed prey size is biased
low (Nelson et al., in review). Correcting for this bias would reduce the estimated number of

individual salmon eaten annually. However, when we examine the observed prey sizes from a
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sample of Chinook and coho salmon otoliths recovered from scat samples (see: Fig. 6 in Thomas
et al. 2017), it is clear that prey size over time is comparable with our assumed pattern of

Chinook and coho salmon growth (Fig. B1-B2).
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Figure 3.8: “Prior” distributions for seal-related instantaneous mortality rates for Strait of
Georgia Chinook and coho salmon during their first year at sea. The histograms (solid
bars) for each species are based on 10,000 parameter combinations drawn from the
uniform distributions shown in Table B1. Individual arrows along the x-axis show annual
median estimates from the predation model for 2004-2016.
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3.5.4 Ecosystem considerations

Although multiple model inputs and assumptions contribute to uncertainty in the analysis
presented here, our findings provide evidence that harbour seal predation could be an important
driver of marine survival during the first year at sea for Chinook and coho salmon in the Strait of
Georgia. The recent correlative findings (Nelson et al. 2019b; Sobocinski et al., in review), in
addition to diet and bioenergetics analyses (Lance et al. 2012; Thomas et al. 2017; Chasco et al.
2017a, b), suggest that population control of predators might facilitate the recovery of Chinook
and coho salmon stocks that have experienced chronically low levels of marine survival since the
1980s. While predator removals would provide a direct means to test the existence of a causal
relationship between predation and declining salmon stocks—as opposed to continuing to devote
resources to further data gathering and modeling exercises—it is important to acknowledge that
non-additive mortality from other sources may complicate such management alternatives. Non-
additive or “compensatory” mortality occurs when a prey population’s total mortality rate
remains unchanged despite decreasing abundance or density of a particular predator (Nichols et

al. 1984).

An apparent example of compensatory mortality dynamics in populations of juvenile
salmonids was documented in a recent study of out-migrating steelhead in the Columbia River
basin (Haesaker et al. 2020). It found that removing avian predators like double-crested
cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus) and Caspian terns (Hyrdoprogne caspia) did not
meaningfully increase overall survival, as fish navigated a gauntlet of potential predators in a
heavily altered riverine environment. The Strait of Georgia and the greater Salish Sea ecosystem
have also undergone major changes, with potential threats to fish populations from climate

change, pathogens, and contaminants, all of which have the potential to mediate predator-prey

&4



interactions (Tucker et al. 2016; Selden et al. 2018; Mordecai et al. 2019). It is also important to
recognize that removal of predators to benefit one species could affect other species within the
ecosystem (Lessard et al. 2005), such as transient killer whales that have become increasingly
dependent over the past three decades on consuming harbour seals in the Salish Sea (Shields et
al. 2018). Thus, while studies such as ours are imperative for understanding the ecology of
Pacific salmon and developing realistic strategies for their recovery, we caution others to temper
drawing simple conclusions about the potential efficacy of removing predators with the

recognition that the surrounding marine ecosystem is inherently complex.

While recent policy discussions about whether to deliberately reduce harbour seal
populations in the Strait of Georgia have focused mainly on the quantitative uncertainty about
the numbers of young Chinook and coho salmon consumed (Trites and Rosen 2019; Trzcinski
2020), the most important uncertainty about such policies is actually about whether seal
predation is causing additive mortality in the first place (Walters and Christensen, 2019), or
whether mortality inflicted by seals is concentrated on juveniles that would have died anyway,
due to other factors like disease, high water temperatures, and lack of prey. There is no way, in
principal, to resolve this deeper uncertainty by continued predator diet studies and more precise
modelling results. Rather, a reduction in seal abundance would be necessary to test whether
mortality rates decrease, as predicted. Essentially, any active population control of the harbour
seal population in the Strait of Georgia should be viewed as an adaptive management experiment

over one to two decades with a highly uncertain outcome.
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Chapter 4: Comparing lethal and non-lethal methods of active population

control for harbour seals in British Columbia, Canada

4.1 Summary

Pinniped populations around the world increased rapidly after hunting and culling during
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries ended. Some believe that pinnipeds are now preventing
the recovery of certain fish populations, and that one way to recover them might be to control
pinniped population abundance using lethal measures such as sustainable harvesting, or by non-
lethal means like contraception. However, it is unclear how effective and how long it would take
for such methods of population control to bring numbers of pinnipeds down to target levels. We
used sex- and age-structured population models to estimate the time it would take to reduce
harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) numbers in British Columbia by 50% via lethal removals and
sterilization of adult females. Simulation modelling suggests reliance on contraception
exclusively is unlikely to significantly reduce the current harbour seal population (numbering
~100,000) within a 25-year time horizon, and would result in higher variation around target
abundances, compared to lethal removals. However, results suggest contraception could be
combined with sustainable harvesting to maintain a target abundance of harbour seals (although
captive studies with harbour seals are needed to confirm the efficacy of contraception). Our
simulation modeling approach provides a useful framework to assess how non-lethal measures
could be integrated into policies that promote active population control of harbour seal numbers,

in addition to providing coarse estimates of effort and time required to implement such actions.
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4.2 Introduction

The recovery of many marine mammal populations in ecosystems around the world is
considered one of the great wildlife conservation success stories in the twentieth century
(Magera et al. 2013). Examples are numerous, and include cetaceans (whales, dolphins, and
porpoises), pinnipeds (seals and sea lions), and otters (Lotze et al. 2011; Monnahan et al. 2015;
Valdivia et al. 2019). While many have celebrated the outcomes of these protections, the
recovery of some marine mammal species has presented formidable challenges for managers
tasked with recovery of mammals and fish that they prey on (Samhouri et al. 2017). Management
conundrums also arise when recovered marine mammal species consume species valued by
fisheries (Punt and Leslie 1995; Trijoulet et al. 2017), or compete with other species of high

conservation concern (Williams et al. 2011; Chasco et al. 2017b).

Harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) are the most widely distributed pinniped species in the
world and can be found in temperate and Arctic seas of the Northern Hemisphere. On the west
coast of North America, harbour seal populations increased exponentially following protection
from hunting and culling in the early-1970s, then leveled off in the 1990s (Jeffries et al. 2003;
Brown et al. 2005; Olesiuk 2010). In British Columbia, prolonged hunting and culling efforts in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were not controlled by any specific management policy,
and are believed to have been preceded by some ambient level of hunting by First Nations

groups (McKechnie 2013).

Coincident with the recovery of harbour seals in British Columbia were declines in
marine survival of some stocks of Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho salmon
(O. kisutch), and steelhead (O. mykiss) (Zimmerman et al. 2015; Nelson et al. 2019b; Sobocinski

et al. 2020). Chinook and coho salmon are valuable components of fisheries (commercial,
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recreational, and indigenous), and are of high cultural significance to indigenous North
Americans. Arguably, the most important role of Chinook salmon serve in the ecosystem today
is prey for resident killer whales (Orcinus orca), an ecotype of killer whales that specialize
almost exclusively on adult Chinook salmon (Ford et al. 2016). Southern resident killer whales—
a distinct group of fish-eating killer whales—are currently listed as “endangered” in Canada
(Species at Risk Act) and the United States (Endangered Species Act), and the recovery of
Chinook salmon is believed to be of high importance to reducing their risk of extinction (Wasser
et al. 2017). In response to the perceived impact of predation on Chinook salmon populations,
and the potential competition with southern resident killer whales, some stakeholders have
advocated reducing the abundance of harbour seals in British Columbia and Washington State
(USA) through permitted culling and/or sustainable harvest (Southern Resident Orca Task Force

2018; PBPS 2019).

The large numbers of harbour seals killed in British Columbia before federal protection
in the 1970s demonstrates that this population could likely be effectively controlled through
intensive harvest (Olesiuk 2010). However, there are several reasons why using lethal measures
exclusively may not be desirable. For example, the Strait of Georgia has the highest densities of
harbour seals in the province (Olesiuk 2010), but its proximity to major population centers
(Vancouver and Victoria) and recreational areas could pose unacceptable risks to human safety.
Additionally, wildlife managers may lack the political will to undertake such a policy because of
the ethical issues associated with large numbers of lethal removals (Lavigne 2003). Similarly,
embarking on a policy of active population control using lethal measures would likely be met

with litigation from animal welfare and conservation interests. Thus, solutions that reduce seal
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abundance or curtail reproduction that do not involve lethal methods of population control could

be of interest to managers.

Fertility control of terrestrial mammal species has been implemented in many ecosystems
as an alternative or complimentary management strategy to hunting and culling, and is viewed by
some as a humane means of controlling wildlife populations (Kirkpatrick and Turner 2008;
Carroll et al. 2010; Messai and Cowan 2014). There has been growing interest in the scientific
literature on the subject of fertility control in wildlife populations, with the most common
application in mammal species being immuno-contraceptive vaccines that are intended to
sterilize females. Species where such methods have been applied include rabbits, possums,
badgers, foxes, cats, dogs, pigs, deer, elk, bison and horses. Applications to these wild
populations have been successfully achieved in Asia, North America, and Australia (Messai and

Cowan 2014).

Research has shown that a considerable initial investment of effort and resources is
necessary to achieve meaningful reductions in fertility in wild populations, if immuno-
contraceptive methods are used exclusively. Large field applications have also yielded mixed
results, ranging from completely unsuccessful (Twigg et al. 2000; Williams et al. 2007) to
marked reductions in abundance and population growth rate (Kirkpatrick and Turner 2008;

Rutberg and Naugle 2008).

Among pinnipeds, two primary forms of contraception have been previously explored,
mainly for application in captive populations. These include injection of exogenous sex
hormones that interrupt ovulation, and vaccine administration (zona pellucida antigens) that
trigger an autoimmune response directed at the ova, which in turn prevents fertilization (Dierauf

and Gulland 2001). Single-administration zona pellucida vaccines have been successfully used
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on wild grey seals (Halichoerus grypus) in the Atlantic Ocean (Sable Island, Nova Scotia),
which resulted in reduced pup production among treated animals by around 90% (Brown et al.
1997). This immuno-contraceptive was further found to be effective over a wide range of ages,
although it was unclear how quickly efficacy of the vaccine diminished after it was administered.
Zona pellucida has not yet been administered to harbour seals in an experimental setting, but is
expected to result in similar outcomes to those seen in grey seals (M. Fraker, SpayVac®, Inc.,

Victoria, B.C., Canada, pers. comm.).

Before allocating resources to test the efficacy of zona pellucida on harbour seals, the
potential outcomes of large-scale applications of this contraceptive should be evaluated and
compared with lethal methods used in the past (i.e., indiscriminate culling and hunting). One way
of doing so is by combing population models fit to data with simulation models, which has been
done to estimate the effects of fertility control in pig and horse populations (Ballou et al. 2008;
Raiho et al. 2015; Pepin et al. 2017). Such approaches can explicitly incorporate uncertainty into

key system inputs and parameters to evaluate model predictions and management outcomes.

Using both simple logistic growth models, and age- and sex-structured models of the
harbour seal population in British Columbia, we compared expected outcomes of lethal
(sustainable harvesting) and non-lethal (sterilization by immuno-contraception) population
control. The primary goal of our analysis was to compare an alternative form of population
control to the management alternative of indiscriminate harvesting that has been proposed.
Performance measures for management actions include the expected duration of actions
necessary to achieve a desired predator abundance, and the level of effort needed to maintain the

target abundance.
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4.3 Methods

4.3.1 Harbour seal data

We used estimates of total seal abundance, historical kill records, and estimates of
population age-composition to develop an age- and sex-structured population dynamics model of
the harbor seal population in British Columbia. A total of 19 abundance estimates were available
from aerial surveys of harbour seal haul-outs in British Columbia, which were performed
periodically between 1973 and 2014 (Olesiuk 2010; Majewski and Ellis, in review) (Table 4.1).
Kill records from hunting and culling programs in the late-nineteenth and twentieth centuries
were compiled from various sources as summarized by Olesiuk (2010). Because the number of
recorded pelts and bounties likely underestimated the number of animals actually killed due to
unrecoverable carcasses, Olesiuk (2010) assumed 62% of animals killed were accounted for.
Additionally, since the number of animals reported killed via programmatic culling was likely
overestimated (i.e., all animals shot did not necessarily die), the study assumed a kill probability
of 75% (Olesiuk 2010). Seal pups were likely to have been more vulnerable to harvest than older
individuals (Bigg 1969; Olesiuk 2010), so we assumed different vulnerability parameters for
pups and non-pups (Table 4.2). Finally, we used age-composition estimates for seals shot during
a period of intensive culling in the 1960s, which were based on analysis of canine teeth from 324
animals sampled during these hunts (Bigg 1969). These three datasets, along with prior
distributions on several parameters, were used to fit the population model using a Bayesian

approach, which is described in the following sub-section.

4.3.2 Population dynamics models
The primary population dynamics model developed for this study is a state-space age-

and sex-structured model that estimates the total abundance of each age-sex group on an annual
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time step between 1880 and 2018. The state-space framework used here allows us to explicitly
account for error associated with the observation of the abundance data, in addition to process
error, which we assume enters the population model in the form of annual recruitment
deviations. In addition to the full sex- and age-structured model, we developed a simpler logistic
growth model for the harbour seal population, which we fit to the same abundance data. This was
done to evaluate whether sufficiently similar results could be obtained using a logistic model that
was fitted to the same abundance data, and applied to evaluate the effectiveness of the alternative
harbor seal control options. The details of the logistic model are described in Appendix C, and

we include a comparison of the two model formulations in the Results section of this chapter.

Table 4.2 summarizes the symbology of estimated and fixed parameters used in the full
age-structured model, in addition to the subscripts associated with model parameters and
variables. The maximum age for each sex (A4°) was assumed to be 25 for females and 15 for
males; the small numbers of animals thought to be older were assumed to fall into these “plus
groups”. We assumed the harvested population in 1880 was at a stable age distribution and

initialized the population model with the following equations:
(Eq.4.D Niq = v*Nigzoss @ V(1 = s = v,Uy) l<a<a
(Eq. 4.2) Nio = ¥*Nigr055 "V (1 = v, Uy) a=A

where v, and U, are the vulnerability at age and harvest rate in year t. y*° is the proportion of the

Ta=old

population of sex s at equilibrium: y° = =&
ZS le:O la

Here, [} is the survivorship of animals of sex s

at age a:

92



(Eq. 4.3) 1 a=0
15 =313 =153-150-1 0<a<A’®
la=1-15a-1 a=A’
Annual survival for pups (s,=73%), females (s7¢™%€=9(0%)), and males (sM*¢=85%) were
assumed to be constant over time, and known from previous estimates from tagging studies in
the literature (Olesiuk 1993). Because tagging studies such as these are susceptible to bias from
issues like tag shedding, and because natural mortality can be non-stationary over time, we also

evaluated two alternative models: 1) a version with female and male survival rates 25% greater

than the nominal rates, and 2) a version with 25% less than the nominal survival rates.

The population model was projected forward from initial conditions with the following

set of equations:

(Eq. 4.4) Nigsa(1 —v,Uyp) 1<a<A4®

WA =
t+la+l {(Nga + Nfy_y)ss(1 — v Uy) a=AS

The annual harvest rate was calculated using the equation:

C
(Eq. 4.5) U, = Lt

= N,

where C; is the number of animals killed in year t, which is assumed to be known exactly from
published estimates described above (Olesiuk 2010). To improve the stability of the model-
fitting process, we assumed a minimum annual harvest rate of 0.001. The maximum annual

harvest rate was limited to 0.90.
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Table 4.1: Estimated and observed annual abundances of harbour seals in British
Columbia, Canada between 1973 and 2014. Observed abundances were calculated from
aerial survey data in Olesiuk (2010) and adjusted by the observability coefficient (q), while
estimated abundances were taken from the best-performing age-structured population
model.

Abundance
Year Estimated (95% CI) Observed/q
1973 11,991 (8,723-15,258) 10,068
1974 13,042 (9,771-16,314) 11,105
1976 15,470 (12,975-17,966) 13,834
1982 25,823 (21,607-30,039) 25,336
1983 28,114 (23,882-32,346) 28,151
1984 30,602 (26,198-35,007) 31,346
1985 33,289 (27,836-38,742) 34,334
1986 36,189 (31,026-41,352) 37,620
1987 39,311 (33,463-45,160) 42,436
1988 42,635 (35,401-49,869) 46,512
1990 49,919 (43,555-56,284) 56,998
1992 57,888 (47,840-67,936) 58,842
1994 66,469 (54,991-77,947) 76,423
1996 74,859 (67,518-82,200) 80,610
1998 82,342 (74,099-90,585) 75,817
2000 88,426 (78,495-98,356) 87,624
2003 93,792 (85,619-101,964) 93,268
2008 96,606 (88,584-104,627) 93,692
2014 97,537 (88,438-106,637) 99,345
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Annual pup production was assumed to be the density-dependent process limiting
population growth, and was described by a theta-logistic/Pella-Tomlinson relationship (Pella and
Tomlinson 1969), where the number of pups that enter the population annually is a function of
total abundance relative to population carrying capacity. We believe this is a reasonable
assumption, as population growth is likely limited by suitable habitat and/or prey availability
(Brown et al. 2005), and because it is well-documented that pup production/survival in pinniped
populations is often inversely related to animal density at haul-outs and pupping areas (Coulson
and Hickling 1964, Bigg 1966). We assumed a 1:1 sex-ratio for pup production in each year
(Bigg 1969):

(Eq 46) AFemale
N§, =0.5| F, Z foNfgmate

a=1

where f, is the fecundity at age (Table 4.2), and F; is the time-varying birth rate:

(Eq. 4.7) l(l — N;1>el exp (&)

Here, K is the population carrying capacity, 6 is the parameter that controls the strength of
density-dependence, and ¢, is the annual recruitment deviation, which were assumed to be
normally distributed: e,~Normal(0, og..). Recruitment deviations were only estimated for pup
production between 1940 and 2018, as the first year of observed data (age-composition) wasn’t
available until the mid-1960s. To limit the amount of process error, we set gz, to 0.075, which
is comparable with levels of annual recruitment variation in other seal populations (@igard and

Skaug 2015). In addition to Eq. 4.7, we also evaluated an alternate pupping function:
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(Eq. 4.8) N4

F, = [1 —(1-F) ( X )el exp (&)

where F is the pupping rate at carrying capacity (K) (Skaug et al. 2007). Versions of the age-
structured model that used Eq. 4.8 were found to be far less stable during the model-fitting
process (described below), and did not consistently produce valid parameter estimates. Thus,
from this point forward, we only discuss methods and results using versions of the age-structured

model that incorporate Eq. 4.7 as a pupping function.

4.3.3 Parameter estimation

We fit our state-space models to the abundance, age-composition, and harvest data by
minimizing the objective function described below, which is comprised of the sum of two
likelihood terms and the prior distributions specified above: (L; + L, + priors). For the
observation model, we assumed the natural log of the abundance estimates were normally

distributed with the following log-likelihood:

(Eq. 4.9) L, = —nlog.(oops) + ¢4

where ¢, is a component of the lognormal log-likelihood that remains constant at different

parameter values and can be ignored; g, 1s the observation error standard deviation:

Eqg. 4.10
(Fa ) \/ ?=1loge(xi/Q/Ni)2
Oops = n

where x; is the observed total abundance, N; is the predicted total [non-pup] abundance from the

population model described above, n is the number of abundance observations, and q is the

“observability coefficient” for the abundance of harbour seals:

96



(Eq. 4.11) IZL 1loge (xi/Ni)l

A normal prior distribution of 1.0 was imposed on g, assuming a standard deviation of 0.15.
Age-composition data from lethal sampling efforts in the 1960s (Bigg 1966, 1969) were
incorporated into the likelihood function by assuming the observed proportions at age follow a
multinomial distribution. Although the samples were collected over several consecutive years,

we assumed all samples were from 1965, because only the aggregate proportions were reported:

(Eq. 4.12)

Z e z X7965q109 | Nig z Niogs.q +C;
1965

where c, is a component of the multinomial log-likelihood that remains constant at different
parameter values and can be ignored, and x7¢45 , are the observed numbers of animals for each
sex, and age class from the lethal sampling circa 1965. To account for the fact that these samples
were likely not random (e.g., bias in behavior of captured animals), we assumed an effective
sample size of 25 animals (Skaug et al. 2007), which is far lower than the actual number of
samples, but large enough to influence the log-likelihood. The objective function was minimized
using the ‘mle’ function (“BFGS” algorithm) in the ‘stats4’ package in the R Programming

Environment (R Core Team 2017).

4.3.4 Comparison of lethal versus non-lethal population control

We used the posterior parameter estimates from the age-structured population model to
simulate future harbour seal population dynamics over a range of active population control
scenarios. Two general population control methods were tested: 1) indiscriminate lethal harvest

of both pups and adults, and 2) contraceptive measures through vaccination of adult females.
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When simulating future population dynamics, we assumed the annual recruitment deviates were
auto-correlated through a first-order auto-regressive process, which was modeled by: €; =
P€i—1 + Uz, where u;~N (0, og,.) and p=0.70 (Digard and Skaug 2015). A total of 1000

simulations were performed for each scenario.

4.3.4.1 Lethal removals

In future projections of lethal management actions, we assumed animals were killed at
random, with no age-specific assumptions about vulnerability (pups=1.0; non-pups=1.0). Here,
we make no specific recommendation or assumptions about how lethal removals are made (e.g.,
clubbing, shooting), but we do assume that the total number of removals under each scenario is

executed without error.

4.3.4.2 Contraception

For simplicity, and because no long-term studies were available, we assumed sterilization
lasts the entire lifetime of a treated animal, which is plausible, based on studies of similar
contraceptive agents on other species (Dierauf and Gulland 2001). Further, it was assumed that
treatments are applied randomly across all non-pup age classes, and that all treated animals are
marked, so that re-treatment will not occur. We assumed that the treated population of females
experienced a 90% reduction in fecundity, and that the effect was the same across all age classes
(Brown et al. 1997). Essentially, these scenarios depict the most optimistic outcomes, in terms of

implementation efficacy, and results should be interpreted as a “best case” scenario.

For the time period after contraception has commenced, annual pup production is

calculated by modifying Eq. 4.7:
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(Eq 413) AFemale AFemale
NS =05 ([ B D faNEm@e(i=p) | +(F Y fiNEgmep,
a=1 a=1

where p; is the proportion of females treated in year t, and f; is the altered fecundity schedule

Sterile
for treated animals. The proportion of treated females in the population is *'¢ NFemale:

where the number of treated females in the population is

(Eq. 4.14) v sfemale ¢t =2019

N Sterile — ]
‘ {(Nts_ti”le +V,)sFemale, > 2019

V¢ ¢ 1s the number of females (non-pups) treated in year t, which are subject to the same annual
survival rate as untreated animals. For the purposes of this simulation, we did not track the age-

structure of the vaccinated female sub-population separately.

4.3.4.4 Management scenarios

Under both lethal and non-lethal management options, we simulated the population
dynamics of the harbour seal population over multiple levels of effort. For lethal measures (i.e.,
indiscriminate lethal removals), we assumed the maximum number of animals that could be
killed annually was comparable to the maximum observed harvests in the historical records,
which was around 16,000 animals per year (Fig. 4.1). For contraception of females (vaccination),
we assumed the maximum effort could be 10,000 animals, which is likely far higher than would
be logistically feasible (S. Jeffries, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA, USA,
pers. comm.). We evaluated scenarios where exclusively lethal or exclusively non-lethal methods
were used, as well as scenarios that used a combination of both methods from the start of the
management period. For each scenario, we calculated the mean number of years necessary to

achieve the target abundance for the harbour seal population, which we set at 50,000 adult
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animals. We selected this target based on the abundance of seals desired by some stakeholders in

British Columbia (PBPS 2019).

For scenarios where a combination of both lethal and non-lethal methods were used, we
evaluated two different implementations: 1) a combination of lethal and non-lethal efforts occur
simultaneously from the start of the management period, and 2) an approach in which lethal
harvesting was used exclusively until the seal population was depleted to the target abundance,
after which contraception was performed in an attempt to maintain the target abundance through
non-lethal efforts. The second approach was added to the analysis after preliminary simulation
results suggested depletion of the seal population using contraception exclusively would require
a very large number of vaccines, which could be cost-prohibitive. Previous research on terrestrial
species has shown more realistic management scenarios may involve using contraception to

suppress or maintain a population previously depleted through culling (Raiho et al. 2015).

In addition to the total abundance of the harbour seal population, we also assessed the
change in biomass of the daily prey requirement for the total population (B;) in response to the
management scenarios described above. This was achieved by multiplying the simulated
abundance of each sex-age group by their respective daily prey requirements (D), which are
available from previous studies in the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia (Olesiuk 1993; Fig.
Cl):

(Eq. 4.15) A

Bo= ) ) NiuD;
1

s a=
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Since daily prey biomass is a function of the energetic content of the prey composition (Rosen

and Trites 2000), the assumption made here is that the prey composition used to estimate daily

prey biomass in Olesiuk (1993) has not meaningfully changed. Agreement between two studies
from the Salish Sea—which use diet data from different regions (Strait of Georgia vs. Puget

Sound) and decades (1980s vs. 2000s)—suggests this is a reasonable assumption.

4.4  Results
4.4.1 Seal population dynamics

According to Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) (Burnham and Anderson 2002), the
best age-structured model used a value of 0.50 for the vulnerability of non-pups (before 1915),
which will be referred to hereafter as the “base case” age-structured model (Fig. 4.1; Table 4.1).
Nine different models were evaluated, with different assumptions regarding harvest vulnerability
before and after 1915 (Table C1). The alternative age-structured model, which assumes a non-
pup natural mortality rate that is 25% less than the base case model, tracked the dynamics of the
base case model from the first year (1870) of the time series through the mid-1990s, at which
point the total abundance began to approach an asymptote (Table 4.3; Fig. C2). The total
abundance of the alternative model stabilized at a lower population size compared to the base
case model, but the mean abundances between 1995 and 2018 still overlapped with the 95%
probability intervals for the estimated abundance of the base case model (Fig. 4.1 and Fig. C2).
For example, the estimated abundance in 2018 from the alternate age-structured model was

90,233, compared to 97,767 animals predicted by the base case model (Fig. 4.1).

When fit to the same abundance data as the full base case age-structured model, the best-
performing theta-logistic model showed the same general population dynamics from 1940-2018

(Fig. C2). A theta-logistic model with 8 as an estimated free parameter out-performed the basic
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logistic growth model where 8 = 1 (Table C4). Uncertainty around annual population size in the
decades prior to and up until the mid-1960s was considerably higher for the theta-logistic model
estimates compared to the full age-structured model—this is likely the result of the lack of age-
composition data. While current abundance estimates of the seal population were very similar for
both model structures, the age-structured model estimated a higher carrying capacity relative to

the theta-logistic model (Table 4.3 and Table CS5; Fig. C2).

Table 4.3: Parameter estimates for two sex- and age-structured harbor seal population
models. The marginal posterior estimates and standard deviations (SD) are shown for the
base case model, which assumes non-pup natural mortality rates reported in Olesiuk
(1993), and for an alternative hypothesis where natural mortality of non-pups is 25% less
than the literature value. An additional model (+ 25% natural mortality) was also tested,
but was not able to produce a stable solution. Standard deviations for each parameter
estimate are shown in parentheses, except for q,,;., which has a closed-form solution.

Parameter Base case -25% M +25% M
K 117,673 (10,570) 109,190 (9,997) -
Nig79 49,825 (3,745) 44,832 (3,018) -
0 2.97 (0.27) 1.87 (0.32) -
q 1.08 1.15 -

Using the base case age-structured model, the estimated mean population size in 1879
was 49,825 seals (95% PI: 42,485-57,165) (Fig. 4.1). The seal population reached its minimum
abundance in 1967 at 8,149 animals (95% PI: 5,391-10,906), a consequence of the very high
harvest rates that occurred throughout the decade. The current (2018) estimated abundance of
harbour seals in British Columbia is 97,767 animals (95% PI: 87,553-107,982), and the
estimated carrying capacity of the population is 117,673 (95% PI: 96,955-138,390), which
implies the current abundance is at 83% of carrying capacity. The process error in the base case

age-structured model (i.e., the recruitment deviates) was highest as the population grew rapidly
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between 1970 and the 1990s (Fig. C3). Interestingly, the estimated observability coefficient,
Qmie» for all three models was greater than 1.00, which implies that either aerial surveys over-
counted the actual numbers of adult harbour seals in the survey area or the factor applied by
DFO to convert counts to the total population was positively biased. Previous research suggests
that potential sources of observation error could be from immigration/emigration, and/or

inclusion of pups in the adult counts (Olesiuk 2010).
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Figure 4.1: Predicted (solid line) and observed (circles) abundance of harbour seals in
British Columbia, from 1880-2018. The 95% probability intervals for estimated abundance
are depicted by the dashed lines. The number of annual kills (bars) from records of
hunting and culling (Olesiuk 2010) are shown along the x-axis.

Once the population was protected from hunting and culling, the ratio of females to males
in the population increased steadily, with the current sex ratio estimated to be 59.6% females and
40.4% males (Fig. 4.2). The estimated population proportions at age in 1965 showed a good fit to
the observed data for both females and males (Fig. 4.3). The average age of non-pups in the

population increased following cessation of harvesting in the early-1970s, as the proportions of
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young animals began to decline (Figs. 4.4-4.5). Specifically, the average age of adult females
increased from 9.2 to 11.5 years, while the average age for males went from 6.1 to 7.4 (Fig. 4.5).
The maximum estimated harvest rate for harbour seals in British Columbia occurred in 1964 at
47.2% (Fig. 4.4). It is estimated that birth rates were highest during periods of intense harvest,
but declined steadily once the population was protected in the 1970s (Fig. 4.5). Average age has
been stable since the 2010s for males, while the average age of females appears to still be

increasing (Fig. 4.5).
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Figure 4.2: Model-predicted abundances of female (black) and male (gray) harbour seals in
British Columbia, from 1880-2018.

4.4.2 Comparison of management alternatives

The future population dynamics of the harbour seal population were simulated under nine
different scenarios of active population control: three scenarios using varying levels of
indiscriminate harvesting exclusively, three using fertility control exclusively, and three using a

combination of lethal measures and fertility control from the first year of the management period
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(Fig. 4.6). Simulations of these nine scenarios suggest that adoption of indiscriminate harvesting
as a management alternative would require considerable effort to achieve the target depletion
level (50,000 animals) within 10 years (Fig. 4.6). For example, a simulated annual removal of
5,000 animals failed to achieve the target population level within 25 years (Figs. 4.6-4.8). On
average, an annual removal of 9,000-10,000 animals would be required to reduce the seal
population to the target abundance within a decade (Figs. 4.6-4.8). Annual removals of 15,000
animals per year, which would be comparable to the annual largest efforts during the twentieth
century, would reduce the population to the target abundance within approximately five years, on
average (Fig. 4.7). Using non-lethal measures exclusively, between 4,000-5,000 females would
need to be vaccinated annually to achieve the target abundance within 25 years (Figs. 4.7-4.8).
Approximately 7,500 females, on average, would need to be vaccinated annually to reach the
target abundance in 15 years. Once annual vaccination efforts reach 7,000-7,500 females per
year, there is a clear level of diminishing returns, with regard to decrease in population level per

vaccination (Fig. 4.7).

Management scenarios involving a simultaneous combination of sustainable harvesting
and fertility control reduced the number of years necessary to achieve the target abundance,
compared with those only using lethal methods. (Fig. 4.6-4.7). For example, while indiscriminate
harvesting of 5,000 animals a year would fail to achieve target abundance within 25 years, such
an effort that is augmented with the vaccination of 2,500 females would achieve the target
population abundance in approximately 15 years (Fig. 4.6). Similarly, an annual combination of
5,000 culls and 5,000 vaccinated females would achieve target abundance within approximately
10 years of management (Fig. 4.6-4.7). When non-lethal methods were applied after the target

abundance has been achieved through harvesting, moderate levels of contraception were required
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to maintain the population below or at the target abundance (Fig. 4.9). Scenarios where 2,500
vaccines were applied annually following a period of harvesting failed to maintain the seal
population at target abundance, and the population steadily recovered, albeit to a lower level
(Fig. 4.9). It appears that annual efforts involving the vaccination of at least 5,000 females would
be required for scenarios where fertility control was implemented after target abundance was

reached through harvesting.
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Figure 4.3: Predicted (grey) and observed (black) age-composition of the harbour seal
population (non-pups) in 1965 for females (top panel) and males (bottom panel).
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While augmenting lethal approaches with non-lethal contraceptive methods did result in
faster depletion of the seal population, scenarios that used both methods—or used contraception
exclusively—resulted in higher deviations from the target abundance (Fig. 4.7; Table C7). Use of
contraception also resulted in higher variation around the target abundance than scenarios that
only used lethal methods (Fig. 4.7; Table C8). Scenarios that used only lethal methods, or
combinations of methods with low to moderate numbers of vaccines, typically had a coefficient
of variations (CV) of population abundances of 0.05 or less once target abundance was reached.
In contrast, scenarios that used large numbers of vaccines (>7,500 per year) had higher variation

around the target abundance, and much higher negative deviations from that level (Fig. 4.7;

Table C8).
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Figure 4.4: Estimated pupping rate (squares) in the population and harvest rates (circles)
in the British Columbia harbour seal population between 1880 and 2018.
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Generally, the base case and alternate age-structured models produced similar population
responses across the various management scenarios simulated in this analysis (Fig. 4.7; Fig. 4.9).
More specifically, for 13 of the 22 management scenarios (59%; Fig. 4.7) where target
abundance was achieved, the median difference between the two models in terms of number of
years to target abundance was only one year (Table C6). In all scenarios, the difference between
the base and alternative age-structured models never exceeded four years. Because the base case
version of the age-structured model estimated a higher current abundance of the harbour seal
population, the time/effort needed to reach the target abundance was longer/higher compared to
the alternate version (Fig. 4.7 and Fig. 4.9; Table C6). Compared with the age-structured models,
the logistic model produced comparable outcomes in some scenarios, but markedly different
outcomes in others (Fig. 4.7 and Fig. 4.9; Table C6). Specifically, when management scenarios
involved lethal methods exclusively, the logistic population model projected dynamics that were
very similar to the two age-structured models, particularly the base case (Fig. 4.7; Fig. 4.9).
However, the logistic model failed to match the age-structured models in scenarios that relied
exclusively, or heavily, on non-lethal methods. The clearest example of this discrepancy occurs
in scenarios where non-lethal measures are used exclusively (e.g., row 1 of Fig. 4.7). Because the
logistic model relies on adjustments to the intrinsic growth rate of the population (r) to simulate
diminished fecundity, a population at or near carrying capacity will not decrease significantly as
a result of simply decreasing r. While the logistic model did capture reduced fecundity from
fertility control in scenarios where there was an initial depletion, that reduction was not as strong

as the age-structured models (Fig. 4.9).

Finally, the change in population energetic requirements of a seal population reduced to

target abundance by lethal measures (-47.3%) was not markedly different from the energetic
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requirements of one reduced by non-lethal measures (-53.2%) or a combination of the two (-
46.2%) (Fig. 4.10). However, a population reduced by moderate to high levels of contraception
is expected to have a smaller proportion of pups at the end of the 25-year management period

(Fig. 4.10).

4.5 Discussion

Active population control of terrestrial and aquatic species has been used to recover their
prey or competitors, to control invasive species, and to reduce conflicts with human populations.
Providing decision-makers with multiple management options for altering abundance or
reproductive capacity of these species is needed when logistical, ethical, and political
considerations are present. Our analysis provides a quantitative assessment and comparison of
lethal and non-lethal management actions that could potentially be used to manage British
Columbia’s harbour seal population, which may be impeding the recovery of salmon species of

high conservation concern (Chasco et al. 2017b; Thomas et al. 2017).

Our simulation models suggest a considerable effort would be required to reduce the
current harbour seal population to the 50% level proposed by some stakeholders, regardless of
whether lethal or non-lethal measures are used. Using indiscriminate sustainable harvesting
exclusively would require removing at least 6,000-7,000 adult animals each year to reduce the
current population by half, within a 25-year period. Achieving the same reduction in population
size within the same time period using fertility control would require sterilizing over 5,000 adult
females annually. However, a combination of lethal and non-lethal methods could also be used
effectively to deplete, then maintain the harbour seal population at the target abundance. This
conclusion is consistent with the findings of similar studies that forecasted management options

for terrestrial species (Raiho et al. 2015; Pepin et al. 2017). Management scenarios that include
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moderate to high levels of fertility control will have low precision relative to target abundance
because of the delayed effect of sterilization on population fecundity—and will tend to deviate
from the target abundance by a significantly higher magnitude than if lethal harvesting is

undertaken.

4.5.1 Harbour seal population status in British Columbia

The “base case” age-structured population model we developed estimates the current
(2018) abundance of British Columbia harbour seals is almost 100,000 animals (mean: 97,767;
95% PI: 87,553-107,982). This estimate is comparable to Olesiuk’s (2010) estimate of
abundance for British Columbia in 2008 of 105,000 animals, as is our median estimate of
population size around 1880 of between 55,000-60,000 animals. Further, the general population
trends throughout the 19" and 20" centuries (and the levels of uncertainty) produced by our age-
structured model are similar to the reconstruction in the same study, although our estimates of
total abundance between 1930-1960 appear to be somewhat higher. Unlike previous work, our
age-structured model was able to estimate current population demographics, and how they

changed during periods of heavy harvesting and culling.

Our estimates imply a current sex ratio of nearly 60:40 females to males, and may be
useful for updating bioenergetics models that estimate consumption and predation rates of
harbour seal prey. For example, the most recent bioenergetics models for harbour seals in the
region (Howard et al. 2013) uses sex and age proportions derived from studies conducted in the
late-1960s, when the seal population was heavily exploited and well below carrying capacity
(Bigg 1966, 1969). Our results suggest both the average age and the proportion of females in the
population have increased since federal protection in the early-1970s (Fig. 4.2; Fig. 4.5). In

addition to improving bioenergetics modeling efforts, updating estimates of population
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demographics could potentially reduce model uncertainty and/or inaccuracy. If lethal removals
were to occur, this could be achieved through a sampling program similar to the one that
occurred in the 1960s. Alternatively, tagging/marking studies (e.g., pup branding) could also be a

viable method to update this information.
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Figure 4.5: Bubble plots depicting proportions at age of British Columbia harbour seals
between 1970 and 2018. Separate plots for females (top) and males (bottom) are shown.
The radius of circles are proportional to the fraction of the population at each age (y-axis).
The solid black line shows the mean age of the population in each year.
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4.5.2 Differences among population models

In addition to the base case formulation, we also fit an alternate version of the age-
structured model, as well as a logistic growth model to harbour seal abundance data. Evaluating
multiple model formulations—which are, in essence, multiple hypotheses—is prudent in this
situation, because different assumptions about the underlying process could significantly affect
the results of our management simulation evaluation. In this case, we are also concerned about
the sensitivity to and uncertainty around important population parameters, like carrying capacity,
which may be important for the purpose of managing pinniped populations (Jeffries et al. 2003;
Brown et al. 2005). Furthermore, some may prefer to apply the simpler logistic model to evaluate
alternative population controls (e.g., PBPS 2019), assuming that the logistic model provides a
close approximation of results obtainable from an age-and-sex structured model. We tested this
assumption by evaluating lethal and non-lethal population control options, and found very

different results were produced in some management scenarios.

While all three of the models we developed suggest that the British Columbia harbour
seal population leveled off after its rapid increase from 1980-2000, there is some uncertainty
around the current abundance relative to carrying capacity. The logistic model suggests a
population carrying capacity of just below 100,000 animals, which would imply a current
abundance that is very close, or at, its natural limit. However, both variants of the age-structured
model suggest carrying capacity probably lies between 110,000-120,000 animals. We expect
recent (and future) aerial surveys of seal numbers by DFO scientists will be important for

reconciling the discrepancy between the estimates of the age-structured and logistic models.

We found that the logistic model could not properly evaluate the potential biological

consequences of non-lethal population control options, and that it yielded markedly different
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predictions from those of the age-structured models (especially in management scenarios where
non-lethal control methods were evaluated). For example, our lightly depleted logistic model
failed to respond to vaccination (Figs. 4.7 and 4.9, Table C6) because vaccination affected only
the surplus production term which was close to zero when abundance was close to carrying
capacity (Appendix C). The logistic model also consistently underrepresented the population
fluctuations that could be expected to occur after the target abundance was reached (Tables C7
and C8). If substantially overshooting the target abundance (e.g., deviations more than -20% of
the target) is unacceptable, the logistic model would fail to reveal the policy options where this

could occur (Table C7).

The median numbers of years to achieve target abundance were similar between the
logistic and age and sex structured models for intensive lethal control options (e.g., when the
number of seals culled per year was at least 10,000) (Table C6). However, the logistic model fell
short in all other aspects. We therefore conclude that age- and sex-structured models are
preferable for evaluating lethal and non-lethal population control options for harbour seals in
British Columbia. Projection results obtained only from logistic-type models should be viewed
with caution, especially when evaluating non-lethal controls and different combinations of lethal
and non-lethal controls. The differences in projection results obtained between the different
population dynamics models we considered indicates that it may be useful to evaluate the
accuracy of the different models through a simulation study, or even a full management strategy

evaluation (MSE) (Punt et al. 2020).

4.5.3 Active population control of harbour seals
Historical records of culls and bounties, combined with population abundance estimates

from the early-1970s, show that the British Columbia harbour seal population was reduced to
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about 5% of its current population by lethal means (Bigg 1966, 1969; Olesiuk 2010). Thus, it is
unsurprising that our simulation models predicted the seal population could be reduced by half in
a relatively short time (< 10 years), if large numbers of animals (10,000 or more) were removed
in consecutive years (Figs. 4.6-4.9). If indiscriminate harvesting were implemented at levels
comparable to maximum efforts seen in the 20" century, a reduction of 50% of the population

could be achieved in less than five years (Figs. 4.7-4.8).

Population prey requirements (in biomass) are proportional to population abundance, and
would fall proportionally if the population was reduced, assuming that vulnerability to harvest
was the same across all ages (Fig. 4.10). However, consumption does vary by sex and age. Thus,
an extension of our analysis might be to use the age-structured model to assess how much
consumption could be reduced depending on which age and size classes of seals are removed.
The ability of the age-structured model to evaluate more nuanced alternatives like age-

discriminate harvesting is another virtue of using population models with increased complexity.

We show that it may be possible to reduce the harbour seal population in British
Columbia solely through fertility control. However, it would require a very large number of
vaccines, and would probably take considerably longer to achieve a marked depletion of the
population. Reducing the population by half within a 25-year management period would require
at least 5,000 females to be vaccinated annually, for approximately 22-25 years. Vaccinating
10,000 females per year would achieve the same result in ~ 15 years. This difference in timing
relative to numbers vaccinated highlights the non-linear relationship between the number of

animals vaccinated and the time required to achieve the target abundance (Fig. 4.8).

Our projections further suggest that the target abundance could be maintained by

vaccinations following a period of intense harvesting, but that it would still require an annual
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effort of around 5,000 vaccinations per year to prevent the population from slowly recovering. A
combination of lethal and non-lethal actions performed simultaneously could also be used to
achieve the target abundance and reduce the number of years to reach the management goal. For
example, the target abundance could be reached in just 13-15 years by lethally removing 7,500
animals per year. Augmenting that policy with the vaccination of 1,000 adult females would
reduce the time-to-target abundance to 8-9 years (Fig. 4.6). Such a policy might be advantageous
if managers aimed to use only non-lethal management options in areas close to human

population centers.

Both lethal and non-lethal methods of population control have potential risks and
downsides that may be important for managers to consider. Regulated harvesting of pinnipeds
(e.g., a First Nations hunt) would carry considerable political risk due to public concern for
animal welfare (Yodzis 2001), and from skepticism within the scientific community regarding
unintended consequences for the ecosystem (Lessard et al. 2005; Bowen and Lidgard 2013;
Trites and Rosen 2019; Trzcinski 2020). However, an action involving lethal removals may also
confer advantages in line with the goals of ecosystem-based fisheries management (Marshall et

al. 2018b).

Because the direct effects of lethal control occur immediately, it is far easier to track
performance metrics (e.g., change in abundance, current abundance) of a particular action from
year-to-year. Because fertility control affects the reproductive rate of the population, there may
be a delay, which could result in an inadvertent reduction of the population below the target level
(Figs. 4.6, 4.7, 4.9). Similarly, if there were undesirable, unintended ecosystem impacts as a
result of a reduction in the harbour seal population, a management action that uses lethal

removals could be abandoned immediately, and recovery could commence beginning with the
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next cohort of pups (see: Fig. 4.9, column 1). In contrast, a reduction of the population achieved
with fertility control could take decades to recover if a large fraction of females were already
sterile, due to the longevity of female harbour seals (20-25 years). Short of lethally removing
infertile animals, managers would be left with few options to recover the population. It is worth
noting that annual monitoring of harbour seal abundance may not be feasible, due to limited
resources. Thus, advantages of lethal measures may not be fully realized, should population
monitoring only be conducted every three to five years, as has been the case in recent decades
(Olesiuk 2010). Monitoring of other ecosystem indicators may also be necessary, in order to
evaluate whether reducing the seal population is having a desired effect. This could potentially
be very difficult to evaluate, as salmon populations can experience significant variation in
survival and abundance from year to year, and these monitoring programs should be carefully

considered prior to any reduction in the seal population.

One example of an indirect ecosystem impact that has concerned some scientists is the
potential effect a reduced harbour seal population would have on mammal-eating transient killer
whales, which are thought to be thriving in British Columbia due to an abundance of prey (Ford
et al. 2013; Shields et al. 2018; Trites and Rosen 2019; Trzcinski 2020). Harbour seals are the
preferred prey item of transient killer whales, so it is conceivable there could be negative
consequences associated with a 50% reduction in the harbour seal population. However, previous
research on killer whale foraging behavior suggests that these animals prefer to target pups and
juvenile seals over full-grown adults (Baird and Dill 1995). Thus, it is possible that selective
removals of older, mature individuals could mitigate impacts to killer whale prey availability,
should a lethal management scenario be implemented. Such precision and selectivity would not

be an option in a scenario that used only non-lethal measures, and our simulations suggest
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fertility control would reduce the proportion of pups significantly, relative to a population of the

same size that was managed through harvesting (Fig. 4.6).

It can be safely assumed that controlling a wild pinniped population with lethal measures
would be far less expensive than trapping, marking, and administering intramuscular injections
to thousands of animals. One recent study evaluated the cost of implementing fertility control in
a white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) population in North America and estimated the per
animal cost of sterilization was over twice that of culling (Raiho et al. 2015). If the cost per
animal of non-surgical contraception is assumed to be comparable to that of white-tailed deer
($750 USD), the annual cost associated with the vaccination of 5,000 harbour seals would be
$3.75 million. In addition to the relatively expensive cost of contraception, there would likely
also be high costs associated with the logistics, equipment and qualified personnel needed to
execute a management action based on fertility control on a large-scale. Each animal would need
to be captured, subdued, marked, and inoculated with a vaccine. Of course, estimating the true
cost of lethal and non-lethal management options should also include possible profits from the
sale of any meat or pelts from harvesting, as well as the costs of litigation that are almost certain
to result from both approaches. Such calculations are outside the scope of our study, but would
be important to consider prior to adopting any management action similar to those evaluated

here.

4.5.4 Conclusions

Recovering predators and their prey in exploited marine ecosystems has proven to be a
formidable challenge (Marshall et al. 2015; Samhouri et al. 2017). As such, effective
conservation requires openly considering every available management option, even those that

seem unconventional—along with a rigorous quantitative assessment of the trade-offs associated
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with each. Using simulation modeling, we showed that harbour seals in British Columbia could
likely be managed effectively through lethal and non-lethal management actions, or a
combination of both. Our projections suggest that lethal methods would be the most efficient,
precise, and probably the least expensive way to reduce the population within a reasonable time
horizon. However, if immuno-contraception with zona pellucida antigens is effective on harbour
seals, fertility control may potentially control the population in British Columbia using a non-
lethal management scenario alone, or in conjunction with lethal methods. Such an approach
would likely be significantly more expensive than lethal removals, and would need further

studies on captive populations to confirm the effectiveness of contraception on harbour seals.
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Figure 4.7 (above): Projections of the British Columbia harbour seal population under
multiple population control scenarios using combinations of both lethal and non-lethal
(fertility control) measures. For each scenario, solid black lines depict the median annual
abundance using the “base case” age-structured population model. Thick dashed lines
show the projections using the alternate age-structured model (25% lower natural
mortality rates). Dotted lines show the projections from the logistic growth model. 1,000
simulations were generated for each model. The thin horizontal dashed line shows the
target abundance of 50,000 adult animals. Rows of the grid vary by the number of seals
killed each year, while columns vary the annual number of adult females sterilized each
year. Shown in the top right corner of each plot is the largest negative deviation (by
percent) from the target abundance under the base case model, once the target has been
achieved. Below this percentage is the coefficient of variation (CV) of the annual
abundance under the base case model, once the target abundance has been achieved.

25 =

20 —

15 - Sterilizations

10 =

Years to Target

| [ | | |
0 5 10 15 20

Animals per year (1000s)

Figure 4.8: Median number of years to achieve the target abundance of 50,000 harbour
seals in British Columbia, as a function of annual Kkills from indiscriminate lethal removals
and annual sterilizations of adult females (triangles). Estimates of years to target
abundance are based in 1,000 simulations for each management scenario, and assume
uniform vulnerability across all age groups (including pups). Scenarios that achieved target
abundance are shown in black, while those that never achieved the target abundance
within 25 years are in red.
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Figure 4.9 (above): Projections of the British Columbia harbour seal population under
multiple population control scenarios using combinations of both lethal and non-lethal
(fertility control) measures. In contrast to Fig. 4.7, which depicts scenarios where both
lethal and non-lethal methods are applied simultaneously from the beginning of the
management period, scenarios shown here implement non-lethal methods only after target
abundance has been reached through a period of harvesting. For each scenario, solid black
lines depict the median annual abundance using the “base case” age-structured population
model. Thick dashed lines show the projections using the alternate age-structured model
(25% lower natural mortality rates). Dotted lines show the projections from the logistic
growth model. 1,000 simulations were generated for each model. The thin horizontal
dashed line shows the target abundance of 50,000 adult animals. Rows of the grid vary by
the number of annual Kills, while columns vary the annual number of sterilizations
administered to adult females (sterile).
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Chapter 5: Conclusions

My dissertation comprises three studies that aimed to advance current understanding of
the role that harbour seal predation plays in the survival and productivity of Chinook and coho
salmon populations in the Salish Sea, and the potential management alternatives that could be
used to mitigate the effects of predation. In Chapter 2, I evaluated evidence for a relationship
between harbour seal density and productivity of 20 wild Chinook salmon populations in the
Salish Sea and Washington Coast. My third chapter combined harbour seal diet data and a model
of predation on juvenile salmon, with the goal of estimating how many young fish are consumed
by seals each year in the Strait of Georgia, and the extent to which predation-related mortality
has increased over the past several decades. Finally, in Chapter 4, I developed a sex- and age-
structured population model for harbour seals in British Columbia that was used in simulation
modeling to evaluate lethal and non-lethal methods of reducing their abundance. This modeling
framework may help inform managers who are considering actively managing the seal

population to promote recovery of salmon populations.

5.1 Summary of research hypothesis and findings

5.1.1 Chapter 2

In Chapter 2, I evaluated the degree of statistical support for an association between
harbour seal abundance and the productivity of wild Chinook salmon stocks in the Salish Sea
ecosystem and Washington Coast. If seal predation is a major contributing factor to the declines
in Chinook salmon in regions like the Salish Sea and Washington Coast, one might expect to
find a strong negative correlation between some proxy of seal predation—such as abundance or

density of animals—and the survival or productivity of Chinook salmon stocks. Furthermore, it
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is conceivable that if predation effects do exist, they may be similar among sub-populations of

salmon within close proximity to one another.

This study was the first thorough correlative analysis of the relationship between the
increases in harbour seal abundance and the coincident declines in abundance and marine
survival of wild Chinook salmon stocks since the 1970s. I evaluated multiple Bayesian
hierarchical models that were spatially explicit, and controlled for an alternative hypothesis that
releases of hatchery Chinook salmon—which have also increased since the 1970s—may be
negatively impacting wild populations. Then, I also used the parameter estimates from the best-
performing model to infer the impact of seal predation on fisheries management reference points

(e.g., maximum sustainable yield) for each Chinook salmon stock.

My analysis found that regional seal density had far more explanatory power than the
abundance of hatchery-origin conspecifics, with regard to variation in wild Chinook salmon
productivity. Specifically, 14 out of 20 Chinook salmon stocks in the Salish Sea and Washington
Coast showed strong and statistically significant negative relationships with seal density, while
none were strongly negatively associated with hatchery releases. This finding is similar to a
recent study that used a comparable approach to assess the relationship between the aggregate
marine survival rate of hatchery-origin Chinook salmon and harbour seal abundance in the Salish
Sea (Sobocinski et al., in review). Interestingly, there was not strong support for significant
regional differences in the effect size of seal density. Model coefficients implied an average
decrease in maximum sustainable yield of 74% across all 20 Chinook salmon stocks, as a result
of increases in seal abundance since the 1970s, while the effect of hatchery releases on

management reference points stocks appeared to be neutral. This corroborates recent
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bioenergetics studies that revealed the possibility of high consumption rates of Chinook salmon

by marine mammal predators in the Salish Sea (Chasco et al. 2017a, b).

Considering the objectives of this study, in addition to the existing body of research on
interactions between marine mammals and salmon, my findings are important for three primary
reasons. First, the analysis provides further evidence of a causal relationship between seal
predation and declines in some Chinook salmon stocks in the northeastern Pacific. Second, that
lack of evidence for negative impacts of hatchery releases on wild stocks should be of interest to
managers that are currently considering increased hatchery production as a way to promote
recovery of southern resident killer whales (Southern Resident Orca Task Force 2018; WDFW
2019). Finally, this work highlights the need for forecasting and assessment models used to
manage Pacific salmon populations to consider accounting for the effects of marine mammal
predation. Most current management models tend to focus on abiotic and environmental factors,

but there is now ample evidence that biotic factors should also be included.

5.1.2 Chapter 3

The objective of Chapter 3 was to develop mathematical models that estimate how many
juvenile Chinook and coho salmon are lost to harbour seal predation annually in the Strait of
Georgia, British Columbia. The models I developed in this chapter expanded on recent research
that used novel molecular techniques (i.e., DNA metabarcoding) to describe the diet of harbour
seals in the Strait of Georgia (Thomas et al. 2014, 2017). Estimates of the proportions of juvenile
Chinook and coho salmon in the seal diet were integrated into models that capture the total prey
requirements of the seal population, in addition to the growth, mortality, and abundance of
juvenile salmon. The models were fit to salmon abundance data from trawl surveys in the Strait

of Georgia, which allowed me to estimate the numbers of individual salmon consumed by seals
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and infer the contribution of seal predation-related mortality relative to the total natural mortality
experienced by salmon during their first year at sea. If the hypothesis that harbour seal predation
is significantly impacting marine survival of juvenile salmon in the Salish Sea is valid, and the
statistical relationships we identified in Chapter 2 are causal, I expected the models to predict
relatively large numbers of juvenile Chinook and coho salmon being consumed by seals in the

spring and summer.

I estimated that harbour seals consumed an average of 37-44% of juvenile Chinook
salmon, and 46-59% of juvenile coho salmon annually, from 2004-2016. These calculations
imply that mortality from harbour seal predation has increased rapidly since the 1970s for
Chinook and coho salmon, if our assumptions about freshwater production are accurate. While
the predation rates reported here are substantial, they are not necessarily unexpected, given the
strong negative correlations between seal abundance and survival/productivity of both prey
species (Chapter 2/Nelson et al. 2019b; Sobocinski et al., in review), in addition to the high
estimates of consumption of Chinook salmon in other studies (Chasco et al. 2017a, b). An
important secondary finding is the apparent spike in mortality from seal predation during the
middle of the summer, after both Chinook and coho salmon have moved away from the river
mouths they out-migrate from. This is noteworthy because it suggests that seals are not
exclusively targeting smolts in estuaries shortly after marine entry, and that seal predation
appears to be a prolonged threat to young salmon throughout the first several months in the
marine environment. However, it appears that seal-related mortality is higher upon ocean entry
for young coho salmon compared to Chinook salmon, as corroborated by a recent field study in

the Strait of Georgia, which identified the same pattern (Allegue et al. 2020).

129



The results of this chapter are important contributions to our understanding of which
factors drive marine survival of Chinook and coho salmon in the Salish Sea, and may also help
identify effective management actions for reducing seal predation on young salmon. My findings
provide further evidence of a causal relationship between seal predation and marine survival of
Chinook, which has been suggested by previous studies (Chasco et al. 2017a, b), and also
represent the first estimates of the annual number of juvenile coho salmon consumed by harbour
seals in the region. These results should be considered in future efforts to manage and recover
Chinook and coho salmon populations in the Strait of Georgia, as seal predation appears to be
one plausible explanation for the rapid declines in marine survival since the 1970s. Finally, the
seasonal mortality dynamics predicted by my models show that any management action that
involves targeted culling of individual seals, i.e., “problem animals”, in river mouths or estuaries
should be met with skepticism. Because of sustained predation levels throughout the first several
months at sea, such tactics are unlikely to yield any realized increase in survival and recruitment,
particularly if seals are targeting larger individuals in the pelagic zone (Tollit et al. 1997; Nelson

etal. 2019a).

5.1.3 Chapter 4

In Chapter 4, I used a simulation-based approach to evaluate the viability of two potential
approaches to controlling the harbour seal population in British Columbia, and the tradeoffs
associated with each. Should managers choose to embark on a policy that involves active
management of the harbour seal population, simulation modeling can be used to provide coarse
estimates of the time and effort needed to achieve certain goals, such as a reduction of the seal
population to a target abundance. The two approaches I evaluated here were 1) lethal culling,

which was used in the early- and mid-twentieth century to control harbour seal populations in
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British Columbia, and 2) contraception of female animals through vaccine injections, which have
shown some promise in pilot studies involving grey seals on the eastern coast of North America

(Brown et al. 1997).

To develop a realistic simulation of interactions between the harbour seal population and
the potential management scenarios, I needed to develop a population model capable of
capturing the relevant characteristics of the seal population, such as total abundance and the
intrinsic dynamics of mortality and growth. While a simple logistic growth model would likely
suffice to test some management scenarios, I posited that a population model that explicitly
accounts for the sex and age structure of the population could be useful within the context of a
simulation-based approach to evaluating management alternatives. Accordingly, I developed a
simple logistic growth model and a fully sex- and age-structured population model of the British
Columbia harbour seal population, and compared the predictions of each under numerous
management scenarios that included indiscriminate culling, sterilization, or combinations of

both.

I found that both the logistic and age-structured models fit the seal abundance data well,
although there were small differences in estimates of key population parameters like carrying
capacity. The estimation of current abundance suggests that British Columbia’s harbour seal
population abundance is about 100,000 animals, which is in general agreement with previous
studies (Olesiuk 2010). As expected, both models predicted that intense (>10,000 animals per
year) indiscriminate culling would reduce the seal population rapidly, achieving the target
abundance proposed by certain stakeholders of 50% within five years. Conversely, reduction of
the seal population through contraception of large numbers of females would take much longer

to achieve. Annual applications of even moderate to large numbers of vaccines would likely take
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a decade or two to accomplish a reduction of 50% of the current population. However, it is
possible that lethal and non-lethal methods could be used in conjunction to achieve a 50%
reduction of the population, within a reasonable time horizon (< 10 years). A general comparison
of scenarios that used culling with those that used contraception showed that variation around
target abundance was less for culling. In other words, adherence to target abundance was more
difficult using contraception, which was due to the delayed effect of sterilization. Finally, based
on previous case studies involving management of terrestrial species (e.g., white-tailed deer), and
on the coarse estimates here, it is reasonable to assume that the cost (per animal) of managing the

seal population through contraception would be considerably higher than culling.

5.2 Research limitations and future directions

In light of the findings reported in the preceding chapters of this dissertation, there are
several limitations and topics that warrant consideration for future research. First, it is worth
noting that throughout the development of my dissertation, multiple correlational studies
(including Chapter 2 or Nelson et al. 2019b) have found associations between some measure of
harbour seal abundance and survival (or productivity) of Chinook and coho salmon in the Salish
Sea. One recent study did not account for spatial variation, and used an aggregate of stocks
instead of accounting for stock-effects, but it did allow for non-linear relationships and
accounted for a composite of abiotic and biotic covariates (Sobocinski et al., in review). Thus, |
believe further correlational studies like these are probably of limited utility, given there is now
strong correlational evidence for impacts of seal predation on Chinook and coho salmon. Taken
together, these studies suggest predator abundances should be considered for inclusion in future

forecasting and stock assessment modeling efforts.
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With regard to my findings in Chapter 3, which involved estimating consumption of
juvenile salmon by harbour seals, there are several issues that could be expanded upon in future
research. While new DNA-based approaches for describing the harbour seals diet have been a
marked improvement over traditional “hard parts” methods (Thomas et al. 2014, 2017)—i.e.,
their ability to identify prey to species level—one aspect of prey identification of salmonids in
pinniped diets that seems worthy of investigation is the potential for genetic stock identification
using DNA extracted from fecal samples. The ability to differentiate salmonid prey by origin
(hatchery vs. natural) or by stock (population) would be beneficial for multiple reasons. For
example, while marine survival of Chinook salmon stocks in the Salish Sea are generally
depressed, there are exceptions (e.g., South Thompson River; Beamish et al. 2010a and Neville
et al. 2015). Identifying disparate rates of seal predation among salmon stocks could reveal
predation “hotspots”, where certain populations are especially vulnerable to predation. Similarly,
it may be useful to know whether wild- or hatchery-origin salmon are being consumed at higher
rates, which could help design release strategies that minimize predation overall, or buffer wild

stocks via predator swamping (Furey et al. 2016; Nelson et al. 2019a; Allegue et al. 2020).

The predation modeling framework I developed in Chapter 3 could potentially be applied
to other salmon predators, as well. Some stakeholders and scientists have suggested that efforts
to investigate other sources of predation should be made prior to any attempt to reduce the
harbour seal population (Trites and Rosen 2019; Trzcinski 2020). DNA metabarcoding
techniques have been used to quantify fish predation by avian species (Correia et al. 2019), and
could be extended to other marine mammal and fish predators. “End-to-end” ecosystem
modeling simulations of the Salish Sea are currently underway and my modeling approach could

compliment or serve as inputs to these efforts.
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An important limitation of our predation model is that it essentially treats the Strait of
Georgia as a single discrete box that does not explicitly account for immigration or emigration of
predators or prey. As discussed in Chapter 3, Chinook and coho salmon, and harbour seals
probably move between the Strait of Georgia and Puget Sound in significant numbers (Rice et al.
2011; Peterson et al. 2012; Beacham et al. 2016). A more realistic predation model might treat
the entire Salish Sea region as a single box, or as a composite of multiple regional boxes with
animal movement among them. While Chasco et al. (2017b) recently developed such a
framework for Chinook salmon in the Salish Sea (and the west coast), a next step could be to

develop a similar analysis for coho salmon.

Similarly, a Salish Sea-wide population model for harbour seals could also be useful, not
just as a potential extension of a predation model, but for evaluating management actions similar
to those evaluated in Chapter 4 (S. Pearson, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia,
WA, USA, pers. comm.). Extending the seal population model south to include animals residing
in Puget Sound could facilitate trans-boundary efforts to monitor and manage the population, and
would also allow for “borrowing” of information through shared data. One example of this may
include updated demographic information, which has not been updated since data were collected

in the 1960s (Bigg 1969).

While further data collection and model-building efforts could be conducted to provide
further support for or against a causal relationship between seal predation and the decline of
Chinook and coho salmon, they will not contribute to resolving whether the predation rates are
additive, or if some degree of compensatory mortality would occur if seal predation was lowered
through active population control (e.g., culling, contraception). Several studies have found

evidence of compensatory mortality on juvenile salmonids involving avian predators (Tucker et
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al. 2016; Haeseker et al. 2020), but I am not aware of any studies that show similar dynamics
involving marine mammal predators. All told, uncertainty in the salmon marine mortality
schedule and the complexity of the Salish Sea marine food web are significant obstacles to
extrapolating with uncertainty my estimates of juvenile salmon consumption into reductions in

adult salmon abundance.

Finally, viewing the findings of this thesis within the broader context of salmon
abundance in the north Pacific may provide insights into the role that pinniped predation
ultimately plays in the failure of Chinook and coho salmon populations to recover following
severe decreases in abundance in the 1970s and 1980s. It is important to note that while species
like Chinook salmon have declined over the entire west coast of North America (Welch et al.
2020), abundances of other Pacific salmon species like pink and chum are at historic highs
(Ruggerone and Irvine 2018). Sockeye salmon (O. nerka) populations have experienced highly
variable returns in the southern part of their range in British Columbia and Washington State, but
appear to be thriving in the northern part of their range, despite high abundances of competitors.
Changes in climate may be mediating impacts of competition on sockeye production (Connors et
al. 2020). Recent analyses suggest that climate change and competition may also negatively
impact Chinook and coho salmon populations (Ruggerone and Goetz 2004; Manuta et al. 2015;

Kendall et al. 2020).

Interestingly, juvenile sockeye salmon also appear in the harbour seal diet at levels
similar to juvenile Chinook and coho salmon in the Salish Sea (Thomas et al. 2017), where
pinniped predation could explain about 50% of the marked decrease in productivity and
abundance of adult Fraser River sockeye since the 1990s (Walters et al. 2020). These findings,

combined with evidence of broad, ocean-scale environmental drivers like climate change have
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prompted some to question whether pinniped predation is merely a proximate source of mortality
for juvenile Chinook and coho salmon rather than the ultimate cause of declines in abundance
and productivity since the 1970s. As has been the case with competition and density-dependence,
it may be that other environmental and ecological factors mediate predation (Pink and Abrahams
2015; Wells et al. 2017). Future research and monitoring efforts should thus address these major
knowledge gaps about the potential role of pinniped predation in salmon population dynamics,

especially when developing new management alternatives.

136



References

Adams, J., I. C. Kaplan, B. Chasco, K. N. Marshall, A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez, and E. J. Ward.
2016. A century of Chinook salmon consumption by marine mammal predators in the
Northeast Pacific Ocean. Ecological Informatics 34:44-51.

Ahrens, R. N. M., C. J. Walters, and V. Christensen. 2012. Foraging arena theory. Fish and
Fisheries 13:41-59.

Allegue, H., A. C. Thomas, Y. Liu, and A. W. Trites. 2020. Harbour seals responded differently
to pulses of out-migrating coho and Chinook smolts. Marine Ecology Progress Series
647:211-227.

Andersson, L. C. and J. D. Reynolds. 2017. Effects of habitat features on size-biased predation
on salmon by bears. Oecologia 184:101-114.

Argue, A. W., R. Hilborn, R. M. Peterman, M. J. Staley, and C. J. Walters. 1983. Strait of
Georgia Chinook and Coho fishery. Canadian Bulletin of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences
Bulletin 211.

Ashley, E. A., J. K. Olson, T. E. Adler, S. Raverty, E. M. Anderson, S. Jeffries, and J. K.
Gaydos. 2020. Causes of mortality in a harbor seal (Phoca vitulina) population at
equilibrium. Frontiers in Marine Science 7:319.

Baird, R. W. and L. M. Dill. 1995. Occurrence and behaviour of transient killer whales: seasonal
and pod-specific variability, foraging behaviour, and prey handling. Canadian Journal of
Zoology 73:1300-1311.

Ballou, J. D., K. Traylor-Holzer, A. Turner, A. F. Malo, D. Powell, J. Maldonado, and L. Eggert.
2008. Simulation model for contraceptive management of the Assateague Island feral

horse population using individual-based data. Wildlife Research 35:502-512.

137



Banerjee, S., B. P. Carlin, and A. E. Gelfand. 2015. Hierarchical modeling and analysis for
spatial data. Second edition. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Baskett, M. L. and R. S. Waples. 2013. Evaluating alternative strategies for minimizing
unintended fitness consequences of cultured individuals on wild populations.
Conservation Biology 27:83-94.

Beacham, T. D., R. J. Beamish, C. M. Neville, J. R. Candy, C. Wallace, S. Tucker, and M.
Trudel. 2016. Stock-specific size and migration of juvenile coho salmon in British
Columbia and southeast Alaska Waters. Marine and Coastal Fisheries 8:292-314.

Beamish, R. J., B. L. Thomson, and G. A. McFarlane. 1992. Spiny dogfish predation on chinook
and coho salmon and the potential effects on hatchery-produced salmon. Transactions of
the American Fisheries Society 121:444-455.
Beamish, R. J. and D. R. Bouillon. 1993. Pacific salmon production trends in relation to climate.
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 50:1002-1016.
Beamish, R. J. and C.-E. M. Neville. 1995. Pacific salmon and Pacific herring mortalities in the

Fraser River plume caused by river lamprey (Lampetra ayresi). Canadian Journal of

Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 52:644-650.
Beamish, R. J., B. E. Riddell, C. E. M. Neville, B. L. Thomson, and Z. Y. Zhang. 1995. Declines

in Chinook salmon catches in the Strait of Georgia in relation to shifts in the marine-

environment. Fisheries Oceanography 4:243-256.

Beamish, R. J., C. Mahnken, and C. M. Neville. 1997. Hatchery and wild production of Pacific
salmon in relation to large-scale, natural shifts in the productivity of the marine

environment. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil 54:1200-1215.

138



Beamish, R. J., G. A. McFarlane, and J. Schweigert. 2000a. Is the production of coho salmon in
the strait of Georgia linked to the production of pacific herring? Pages 37-50 in F. Funk,
J. Blackburn, D. Hay, A. J. Paul, R. Stephenson, R. Toresen, and D. Witherell, editors.
Herring: Expectations for a New Millennium. Univ Alaska Sea Grant, Fairbanks.

Beamish, R. J., Noakes, McFarlane, Pinnix, Sweeting, and King. 2000b. Trends in coho marine
survival in relation to the regime concept. Fisheries Oceanography 9:114-119.

Beamish, R. J., R. M. Sweeting, T. D. Beacham, K. L. Lange, C. M. Neville, R. Beamish, R.
Sweeting, T. Beacham, K. Lange, and C. Neville. 2010a. A late ocean entry life history
strategy improves the marine survival of chinook salmon in the Strait of Georgia. NPAFC
Doc 1282.

Beamish, R. J., R. M. Sweeting, K. L. Lange, D. J. Noakes, D. Preikshot, and C. M. Neville.
2010b. Early marine survival of coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia declines to very low
levels. Marine and Coastal Fisheries 2:424-439.

Beamish, R. J., R. M. Sweeting, C. M. Neville, K. L. Lange, T. D. Beacham, and D. Preikshot.
2012. Wild chinook salmon survive better than hatchery salmon in a period of poor
production. Environmental Biology of Fishes 94:135-148.

Beaugrand, G. and P. C. Reid. 2003. Long-term changes in phytoplankton, zooplankton and
salmon related to climate. Global Change Biology 9:801-817.

Bendriem, N., R. Roman, D. Gibson, and U. R. Sumaila. 2019. A review of the fate of southern
British Columbia coho salmon over time. Fisheries Research 218:10-21.

Bennett, J., D. Lewis, P. Van Will, and M. Trenholm. 2010. Abundance, age, size, sex, and
coded-wire tag recoveries for Chinook salmon escapements of the Campbell and

Quinsam rivers, 1999-2007. Can. Manuscr. Rep. Fish Aquat. Sci. 2935: ix+213 p.

139



Berejikian, B. A., M. E. Moore, and S. J. Jeffries. 2016. Predator-prey interactions between
harbor seals and migrating steelhead trout smolts revealed by acoustic telemetry. Marine
Ecology Progress Series 543:21-35.

Bigg, M. A. 1966. Age determination, reproduction, growth and population analysis of the
harbour seal, Phoca vitulina richardi. M.Sc. thesis. University of British Columbia,
Vancouver, B.C.

Bigg, M. A. 1969. The harbour seal in British Columbia. Bulletin/Fisheries Research Board of
Canada 172:33p.

Boldt, J.L., Leonard, J., and Chandler, P.C. (Eds.). 2019. State of the physical, biological and
selected fishery resources of Pacific Canadian marine ecosystems in 2018. Can. Tech.
Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 3314: vii + 248 p.

Bowen, W. D. and S. J. Iverson. 2013. Methods of estimating marine mammal diets: a review of
validation experiments and sources of bias and uncertainty. Marine Mammal Science
29:719-754.

Bowen, W. D. and D. Lidgard. 2013. Marine mammal culling programs: review of effects on
predator and prey populations. Mammal Review 43:207-220.

Bradford, M. J. 1995. Comparative review of Pacific salmon survival rates. Canadian Journal of
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 52:1327-1338.

Bradford, M. J., G. C. Taylor, and J. A. Allan. 1997. Empirical review of coho salmon smolt
abundance and the prediction of smolt production at the regional level. Transactions of
the American Fisheries Society 126:49-64.

Branch, T. A. 2009. Differences in predicted catch composition between two widely used catch

equation formulations. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 66:126-132.

140



Brown, R. G., W. D. Bowen, J. D. Eddington, W. C. Kimmins, M. Mezei, J. L. Parsons, and B.
Pohajdak. 1997. Evidence for a long-lasting single administration contraceptive vaccine
in wild grey seals. Journal of Reproductive Immunology 35:43-51.

Brown, R. F., B. E. Wright, S. D. Riemer, and J. Laake. 2005. Trends in abundance and current
status of harbor seals in Oregon: 1977-2003. Marine Mammal Science 21:657-670.

Burnham, K. P. and D. R. Anderson. 2002. Model selection and multimodel inference: a
practical information-theoretic approach. Springer Science & Business Media.

Canada. 2016. NuSEDS-New Salmon Escapement Database System. Department of Fisheries
and Oceans, http://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/c48669a3-045b-400d-b730-
48aafe8cS5eet.

Carlin, B. P. and S. Banerjee. 2003. Hierarchical multivariate CAR models for spatio-temporally
correlated survival data. Bayesian statistics 7:45-63.

Carroll, M. J., A. Singer, G. C. Smith, D. P. Cowan, and G. Massei. 2010. The use of
immunocontraception to improve rabies eradication in urban dog populations. Wildlife
Research 37:676-687.

Chapman, D. W. 1966. Food and space as regulators of salmonid populations in streams. The
American Naturalist 100:345-357.

Chasco, B., I. Kaplan, A. Thomas, A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez, D. P. Noren, M. J. Ford, M. B.
Hanson, J. Scordino, S. J. Jeffries, S. F. Pearson, K. Marshall, and E. J. Ward. 2017a.
Estimates of Chinook salmon consumption in Washington State inland waters by four
marine mammal predators from 1970 — 2015. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic

Sciences 74:1173-1194.

141



Chasco, B. E., I. C. Kaplan, A. C. Thomas, A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez, D. P. Noren, M. J. Ford, M.
B. Hanson, J. J. Scordino, S. J. Jeffries, K. N. Marshall, A. O. Shelton, C. Matkin, B. J.
Burke, and E. J. Ward. 2017b. Competing tradeoffs between increasing marine mammal
predation and fisheries harvest of Chinook salmon. Scientific Reports 7:15439.

Clarke, M. R. 1986. A handbook for the identification of cephalopods beaks. Oxford University
Press. New York.

Connors, B., M. J. Malick, G. T. Ruggerone, P. Rand, M. Adkison, J. R. Irvine, R. Campbell,
and K. Gorman. 2020. Climate and competition influence sockeye salmon population
dynamics across the Northeast Pacific Ocean. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic
Sciences 77:943-949.

Coronado, C. and R. Hilborn. 1998. Spatial and temporal factors affecting survival in coho
salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) in the Pacific Northwest. Canadian Journal of Fisheries
and Aquatic Sciences 55:2067-2077.

Correia, E., J. P. Granadeiro, V. A. Mata, A. Regalla, and P. Catry. 2019. Trophic interactions
between migratory seabirds, predatory fishes and small pelagics in coastal West Africa.
Marine Ecology Progress Series 622:177-189.

Coulson, J. and G. Hickling. 1964. The breeding biology of the grey seal, Halichoerus grypus on
the Farne Islands, Northumberland. The Journal of Animal Ecology 33:485-512.

Deagle, B. E., A. C. Thomas, A. K. Shaffer, A. W. Trites, and S. N. Jarman. 2013. Quantifying
sequence proportions in a DNA-based diet study using Ion Torrent amplicon sequencing:

which counts count? Molecular Ecology Resources 13:620-633.

142



DeMaster, D. P., C. W. Fowler, S. L. Perry, and M. F. Richlen. 2001. Predation and competition:
the impact of fisheries on marine-mammal populations over the next one hundred years.
Journal of Mammalogy 82:641-651.

Dierauf, L. and F. M. Gulland. 2001. CRC handbook of marine mammal medicine: health,
disease, and rehabilitation. CRC press. Boca Raton.

Dorn, M. W. 2002. Advice on west coast rockfish harvest rates from Bayesian meta-analysis of
stock—recruit relationships. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 22:280-
300.

Duffy, E. J. and D. A. Beauchamp. 2011. Rapid growth in the early marine period improves the
marine survival of Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) in Puget Sound,
Washington. Canadian Journal of Fisheries & Aquatic Sciences 68:232-240.

Fisher, J. and W. Pearcy. 1995. Distribution, migration, and growth of juvenile Chinook salmon,
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, off Oregon and Washington. Fishery Bulletin 93:274-289.

Fleischman, S. J., M. J. Catalano, R. A. Clark, and D. R. Bernard. 2013. An age-structured state-
space stock—recruit model for Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.). Canadian Journal of
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 70:401-414.

Ford, J. K. B., E. H. Stredulinsky, J. R. Towers, and G. M. Ellis. 2013. Information in support of
the identification of critical habitat for transient killer whales (Orcinus orca) off the west
coast of Canada. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 2012/155. iv + 46 p.

Ford, M. J., J. Hempelmann, M. B. Hanson, K. L. Ayres, R. W. Baird, C. K. Emmons, J. L.
Lundin, G. S. Schorr, S. K. Wasser, and L. K. Park. 2016. Estimation of a Killer Whale
(Orcinus orca) population’s diet using sequencing analysis of DNA from feces. PLoS

One 11:¢0144956.

143



Friedland, K., D. Reddin, and J. Kocik. 1993. Marine survival of North American and European
Atlantic salmon: effects of growth and environment. ICES Journal of Marine Science:
Journal du Conseil 50:481-492.

Friedland, K. D., J. Dannewitz, A. Romakkaniemi, S. Palm, H. Pulkkinen, T. Pakarinen, and R.
Oeberst. 2017. Post-smolt survival of Baltic salmon in context to changing environmental
conditions and predators. ICES Journal of Marine Science 74:1344-1355.

Froese, R. 2006. Cube law, condition factor and weight—length relationships: history, meta-
analysis and recommendations. Journal of Applied Ichthyology 22:241-253.

Furey, N. B., S. P. Vincent, S. G. Hinch, and D. W. Welch. 2015. Variability in migration routes
influences early marine survival of juvenile salmon smolts. PLoS One 10:¢0139269.

Furey, N. B., S. G. Hinch, A. L. Bass, C. T. Middleton, V. Minke-Martin, and A. G. Lotto. 2016.
Predator swamping reduces predation risk during nocturnal migration of juvenile salmon
in a high-mortality landscape. Journal of Animal Ecology 85:948-959.

Gamble, M. M., K. A. Connelly, J. R. Gardner, J. W. Chamberlin, K. I. Warheit, and D. A.
Beauchamp. 2018. Size, growth, and size-selective mortality of subyearling Chinook
Salmon during early marine residence in Puget Sound. Transactions of the American
Fisheries Society 147:370-389.

Gelman, A., Carlin, J.B., Sterm, H.S., Dunson, D.B., Vehtari, A., Rubin, D.B. 2013. Bayesian
data analysis. Third edition. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Haeseker, S. L., G. Scheer, and J. McCann. 2020. Avian predation on steelhead is consistent with
compensatory mortality. The Journal of Wildlife Management 84:1134-1178.

Hair, J. F., R. E. Anderson, B. J. Babin, and W. C. Black. 2010. Multivariate data analysis: A

global perspective. Pearson Upper Saddle River, NJ.

144



Harvey, C. J., G. D. Williams, and P. S. Levin. 2012. Food web structure and trophic control in
central Puget Sound. Estuaries and Coasts 35:821-838.

Healey, M. C. 1980a. The distribution and residency of juvenile Pacific salmon in the Strait of
Georgia, British Columbia, in relation to foraging success.in Proceedings of the North
Pacific Aquaculture Symposium, Anchorage, Alaska.

Healey, M. C. 1980b. Utilization of the Nanaimo River estuary by juvenile chinook salmon,
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha. Fishery Bulletin 77:653-668.

Healy, S.J., S. G. Hinch, A. D. Porter, E. L. Rechisky, D. W. Welch, E. J. Eliason, A. G. Lotto,
and N. B. Furey. 2017. Route-specific movements and survival during early marine
migration of hatchery steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss smolts in coastal British Columbia.
Marine Ecology Progress Series 577:131-147.

Hilborn, R. and C. J. Walters. 1992. Quantitative fisheries stock assessment. Kluwer Academic
Publishers, Norwell, Massachusetts.

Hilborn, R. 2016. Correlation and causation in fisheries and watershed management. Fisheries
41:18-25.

Holling, C. S. 1965. The functional response of predators to prey density and its role in mimicry
and population regulation. Memoirs of the Entomological Society of Canada 45:3-60.

Holmes, E., Ward, E., and Wills, K. 2013. MARSS: Multivariate autoregressive state-space
modeling. R package version 3(9).

Howard, S. M. S., M. M. Lance, S. J. Jeffries, and A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez. 2013. Fish
consumption by harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) in the San Juan Islands, Washington.

Fishery Bulletin 111:27-41.

145



Huber, H.R., Jeffries, S.J., Brown, R.F., Delong, R.L., and Vanblaricom, G. 2001. Correcting
aerial survey counts of harbor seals (Phoca vitulina richardsi) in Washington and
Oregon. Marine Mammal Science 17(2): 276-293.

Irvine, J. R. and M.-a. Fukuwaka. 2011. Pacific salmon abundance trends and climate change.
ICES Journal of Marine Science 68:1122-1130.

Irvine, J. R., M. O’Neill, L. Godbout, and J. Schnute. 2013. Effects of smolt release timing and
size on the survival of hatchery-origin coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia. Progress in
Oceanography 115:111-118.

Jeffries, S., H. Huber, J. Calambokidis, and J. Laake. 2003. Trends and status of harbor seals in
Washington state: 1978-1999. Journal of Wildlife Management 67:207-218.

Jin, X., B. P. Carlin, and S. Banerjee. 2005. Generalized hierarchical multivariate CAR models
for areal data. Biometrics 61:950-961.

Kendall, N. W., B. W. Nelson, and J. P. Losee. 2020. Density-dependent marine survival of
hatchery-origin Chinook salmon may be associated with pink salmon. Ecosphere
11:¢03061.

Kirkpatrick, J. F., J. W. Turner, I. K. Liu, and R. Fayrer-Hosken. 1996. Applications of pig zona
pellucida immunocontraception to wildlife fertility control. Journal of reproduction and
fertility. Supplement 50:183-189.

Kirkpatrick, J. F. and A. Turner. 2008. Achieving population goals in a long-lived wildlife

species (Equus caballus) with contraception. Wildlife Research 35:513-519.

146



Korman, J., Peterman, R.M., and Walters, C.J. 1995. Empirical and theoretical analyses of
correction of time-series bias in stock-recruitment relationships of sockeye salmon
(Oncorhynchus nerka). Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 52(10):
2174-21809.

Korman, J. and A. Tompkins. 2014. Estimating regional differences of freshwater stock
productivity, carrying capacity, and sustainable harvest rates for coho salmon using a
hierarchical Bayesian modelling approach. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc.
2014/089 vii+53 p.

Lam, C. P. and E. W. Carter. 2010. Adult Chinook escapement assessment conducted on the
Nanaimo River during 2009. Can. Manuscr. Rep. Fish Aquat. Sci. 2940: vii + 37 p.

Lance, M. M., W. Chang, S. Jeffties, S. F. Pearson, and A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez. 2012. Harbor
seal diet in northern Puget Sound: implications for the recovery of depressed fish stocks.
Marine Ecology Progress Series 464:257-271.

Lavigne, D.M. 2003. Marine mammals and fisheries: the role of science in the culling
debate. In N. Gales, M. Hindell and R. Kirkwood (eds.), Marine mammals: fisheries,
tourism and management issues, pp. 31-47. CSIRO, Melbourne, Australia.Lee, L. C., J.
C. Watson, R. Trebilco, and A. K. Salomon. 2016. Indirect effects and prey behavior
mediate interactions between an endangered prey and recovering predator. Ecosphere
7:¢01604.

Lessard, R. B., S. J. D. Martell, C. J. Walters, T. E. Essington, and J. F. Kitchell. 2005. Should
ecosystem management involve active control of species abundances? Ecology and

Society 10. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01313-100201.

147



Levin, P. S., R. W. Zabel, and J. G. Williams. 2001. The road to extinction is paved with good
intentions: negative association of fish hatcheries with threatened salmon. Proceedings of
the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences 268:1153-1158.

Liermann, M., R. Sharma, and C. Parken. 2010. Using accessible watershed size to predict
management parameters for Chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, populations
with little or no spawner-recruit data: a Bayesian hierarchical modelling approach.
Fisheries Management and Ecology 17:40-51.

Linehan, J. E., R. S. Gregory, and D. C. Schneider. 2001. Predation risk of age-0 cod (Gadus)
relative to depth and substrate in coastal waters. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology
and Ecology 263:25-44.

Lorenzen, K. 1995. Population dynamics and management of culture-based fisheries. Fisheries
Management and Ecology 2:61-73.

Lorenzen, K. 1996. The relationship between body weight and natural mortality in juvenile and
adult fish: a comparison of natural ecosystems and aquaculture. Journal of Fish Biology
49:627-647.

Lorenzen, K. 2000. Allometry of natural mortality as a basis for assessing optimal release size in
fish-stocking programmes. Canadian Journal of Fisheries & Aquatic Sciences 57:2374-
238]1.

Lotze, H. K., M. Coll, A. M. Magera, C. Ward-Paige, and L. Airoldi. 2011. Recovery of marine

animal populations and ecosystems. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 26:595-605.

148



Mackas, D., M. Galbraith, D. Faust, D. Masson, K. Young, W. Shaw, S. Romaine, M. Trudel, J.
Dower, R. Campbell, A. Sastri, E. A. Bornhold Pechter, E. Pakhomov, and R. El-
Sabaawi. 2013. Zooplankton time series from the Strait of Georgia: Results from year-
round sampling at deep water locations, 1990-2010. Progress in Oceanography 115:129-
159.

Magera, A. M., J. E. Mills Flemming, K. Kaschner, L. B. Christensen, and H. K. Lotze. 2013.
Recovery trends in marine mammal populations. PLoS One 8:¢77908.

Magnusson, A. and R. Hilborn. 2003. Estuarine influence on survival rates of coho
(Oncorhynchus kisutch) and chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) released from
hatcheries on the U.S. Pacific coast. Estuaries 26:1094-1103.

Majewski, S.P., and Ellis, G.M. 2016. Abundance and distribution of harbour seals (Phoca
vitulina) in the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia. In review: DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec.
Res. Doc. 2016/nnn. vi + xX p.

Maintyniemi, S., A. Romakkaniemi, J. Dannewitz, S. Palm, T. Pakarinen, H. Pulkkinen, A.
Gardmark, and O. Karlsson. 2012. Both predation and feeding opportunities may explain
changes in survival of Baltic salmon post-smolts. ICES Journal of Marine Science:
Journal du Conseil 69:1574-1579.

Mantua, N. J., L. G. Crozier, T. E. Reed, D. E. Schindler, and R. S. Waples. 2015. Response of
chinook salmon to climate change. Nature Climate Change 5:613.

Marshall, K. N., A. C. Stier, J. F. Samhouri, R. P. Kelly, and E. J. Ward. 2015. Conservation

challenges of predator recovery. Conservation Letters 9:70-78.

149



Marshall, K. N., L. E. Koehn, P. S. Levin, T. E. Essington, and O. P. Jensen. 2018a. Inclusion of
ecosystem information in US fish stock assessments suggests progress toward ecosystem-
based fisheries management. ICES Journal of Marine Science 76:1-9.

Marshall, K. N., P. S. Levin, T. E. Essington, L. E. Koehn, L. G. Anderson, A. Bundy, C.
Carothers, F. Coleman, L. R. Gerber, J. H. Grabowski, E. Houde, O. P. Jensen, C.
Mollmann, K. Rose, J. N. Sanchirico, and A. D. M. Smith. 2018b. Ecosystem-based
fisheries management for social-ecological systems: renewing the focus in the United
States with next generation fishery ecosystem plans. Conservation Letters 11:¢12367.

Massei, G. and D. Cowan. 2014. Fertility control to mitigate human—wildlife conflicts: a review.
Wildlife Research 41:1-21.

McKechnie, LM.P. 2013. An archaeology of food and settlement on the Northwest Coast, Ph.D.
thesis. University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C.

Melnychuk, M. C. 2009. Mortality of migrating Pacific salmon smolts in southern British
Columbia, Canada, Ph.D. thesis. University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C.
Melnychuk, M. C., D. W. Welch, and C. J. Walters. 2010. Spatio-temporal migration patterns of

Pacific salmon smolts in rivers and coastal marine waters. PLoS One 5:¢12916.

Melnychuk, M. C., C. J. Walters, V. Christensen, M. L. Bothwell, and D. W. Welch. 2012.
Effects of solar ultraviolet radiation exposure on early ocean survival and fry-to-smolt
growth of juvenile salmon. Marine Ecology Progress Series 457:251-264.

Meng, X. 1994. Posterior predictive p-values. The Annals of Statistics 22:1142-1160.

Michielsens, C. G. J. and M. K. McAllister. 2004. A Bayesian hierarchical analysis of stock-
recruit data: quantifying structural and parameter uncertainties. Canadian Journal of

Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 61:1032-1047.

150



Monnahan, C. C., T. A. Branch, and A. E. Punt. 2015. Do ship strikes threaten the recovery of
endangered eastern North Pacific blue whales? Marine Mammal Science 31:279-297.

Moore, M. E., B. A. Berejikian, and E. P. Tezak. 2010. Early marine survival and behavior of
steelhead smolts through Hood Canal and the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Transactions of the
American Fisheries Society 139:49-61.

Moore, M. E., B. A. Berejikian, F. A. Goetz, A. G. Berger, S. S. Hodgson, E. J. Connor, and T.
P. Quinn. 2015. Multi-population analysis of Puget Sound steelhead survival and
migration behavior. Marine Ecology Progress Series 537:217-232.

Moore, M. E. and B. A. Berejikian. 2017. Population, habitat, and marine location effects on
early marine survival and behavior of Puget Sound steelhead smolts. Ecosphere
8:e01834.

Mordecai, G. J., K. M. Miller, E. Di Cicco, A. D. Schulze, K. H. Kaukinen, T. J. Ming, S. Li, A.
Tabata, A. Teffer, D. A. Patterson, H. W. Ferguson, and C. A. Suttle. 2019. Endangered
wild salmon infected by newly discovered viruses. Elife 8:e47615.

Mueter, F. J., B. J. Pyper, and R. M. Peterman. 2005. Relationships between coastal ocean
conditions and survival rates of northeast Pacific salmon at multiple lags. Transactions of
the American Fisheries Society 134:105-119.

Myers, R. A. 1998. When do environment—recruitment correlations work? Reviews in Fish
Biology and Fisheries 8:285-305.

Naish, K. A., J. E. Taylor, P. S. Levin, T. P. Quinn, J. R. Winton, D. Huppert, and R. Hilborn.
2007. An Evaluation of the Effects of Conservation and Fishery Enhancement Hatcheries
on Wild Populations of Salmon1. Advances in Marine Biology. Academic Press. 63:61-

194.

151



Nehlsen, W, J. E. Williams, and J. A. Lichatowich. 1991. Pacific salmon at the crossroads:
stocks at risk from California, Oregon, Idaho, and Washington. Fisheries 16:4-21.

Nelson, B. W., A. O. Shelton, J. H. Anderson, M. J. Ford, and E. J. Ward. 2019a. Ecological
implications of changing hatchery practices for Chinook salmon in the Salish Sea.
Ecosphere 10:€02922.

Nelson, B. W., C. J. Walters, A. W. Trites, and M. K. McAllister. 2019b. Wild Chinook salmon
productivity is negatively related to seal density and not related to hatchery releases in the
Pacific Northwest. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 76:447-462.

Nelson, B.W., S.F. Pearson, A. J.H., S. Jeffries, A.C. Thomas, A. Acevedo-Gutierrez,

I. M. Kemp, M.M. Lance, A.Louden, and M.R. Voelker. In review. Variation in predator
diet and prey size affects perceived impacts to salmon species of high conservation
concern. Canadian Journal of Fisheries & Aquatic Sciences.

Neuenhoff, R. D., D. P. Swain, S. P. Cox, M. K. McAllister, A. W. Trites, C. J. Walters, and
M. O. Hammill. 2018. Continued decline of a collapsed population of Atlantic cod
(Gadus morhua) due to predation-driven Allee effects. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences 76:168-184.

Neville, C. M., R. J. Beamish, and C. M. Chittenden. 2015. Poor survival of acoustically-tagged
juvenile Chinook Salmon in the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia, Canada.
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 144:25-33.

Nichols, J., M. Conroy, D. Anderson, and K. Burnham. 1984. Compensatory mortality in
waterfowl populations: a review of the evidence and implications for research and
management. Transactions of the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources

Conference 49:535-554.

152



NMES. 1997. Review of the status of Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) from
Washington, Oregon, California, and Idaho under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. West
Coast Chinook Salmon Biological Review Team.

Noakes, D. J., R. J. Beamish, and M. L. Kent. 2000. On the decline of Pacific salmon and
speculative links to salmon farming in British Columbia. Aquaculture 183:363-386.

NPAFC. 2016. NPAFC Pacific salmonid hatchery release statistics (updated 20 July 2016).
North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission, Vancouver. Accessed January, 2017:
www.npafc.org.

O'Neill, S. M. and J. E. West. 2009. Marine distribution, life history traits, and the accumulation
of polychlorinated biphenyls in Chinook salmon from Puget Sound, Washington.
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 138:616-632.

Oigard, T. A. and H. J. Skaug. 2015. Fitting state—space models to seal populations with scarce
data. ICES Journal of Marine Science 72:1462-1469.

Olesiuk, P. F. 1993. Annual prey consumption by harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) in the Strait of
Georgia, British Columbia. Fishery Bulletin 91.

Olesiuk, P. F. 2010. An assessment of population trends and abundance of harbour seals (Phoca
vitulina) in British Columbia. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 2009/105. 157 p.

Olesiuk, P. F., G. Horonowitsch, G. M. Ellis, T. G. Smith, L. Flostrand, and S. C. Warby. 1995.
An assessment of harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) predation on out-migrating chum fry
(Oncorhynchus keta) and coho (O. kisutch) in the lower Puntledge River. Canadian

Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Pacific Region, PSARC Document, Nanaimo, BC.

153



Olesiuk, P. F. B., M.A_; Ellis, G.M.; Crockford, S.J.; Wigen, R.J. 1990. An assessment of the
feeding habits of harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) in the Strait of Georgia, British
Columbia, based on scat analysis. Canadian Technical Report of Fisheries and Aquatic
Sciences. Report 1730. 135pp.

Oliveira, L. R. d., A. C. Pont, R. Machado, M. T. Engel, P. H. Ott, E. A. Crespo, and S.
Marchini. 2020. Assessing the economic impact caused by South American sea lions
based on onboard check versus fishermen's perception: The two sides of the same coin.
Marine Policy:DOI:10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104193.

Pacific Balance Pinnipeds Society (PBPS). 2019. Proposal for commercial harvesting of
pinnipeds in British Columbia. Submitted to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans
under the New Emerging Fisheries Policy as an exploration fishery. Submitted October
2018, revised April 2019.

Palsson, W., T. Tsou, G. G. Bargmann, R. M. Buckley, J. E. West, M. Mills, Y. W. Cheng, and
R. E. Pacunski. 2009. The biology and assessment of rockfishes in the Puget Sound. Fish
Management Division, Fish Program, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife.

Parker, R. R. 1968. Marine mortality schedules of pink salmon of the Bella Coola River, central
British Columbia. Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada 25:757-794.

Parker, R. R. 1971. Size selective predation among juvenile salmonid fishes in a British
Columbia inlet. Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada 28:1503-1510.

Pella, J. J. and P. K. Tomlinson. 1969. A generalized stock production model. Inter-American

Tropical Tuna Commission Bulletin 13:416-497.

154



Pepin, K. M., A. J. Davis, F. L. Cunningham, K. C. VerCauteren, and D. C. Eckery. 2017.
Potential effects of incorporating fertility control into typical culling regimes in wild pig
populations. PLoS One 12:¢0183441.

Peterman, R. M. 1978. Testing for density-dependent marine survival in Pacific salmonids.
Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada 35:1434-1450.

Peterman, R. M. and M. Gatto. 1978. Estimation of functional responses of predators on juvenile
salmon. Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada 35:797-808.

Peterson, S. H., M. M. Lance, S. J. Jeffries, and A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez. 2012. Long distance
movements and disjunct spatial use of harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) in the inland waters
of the Pacific Northwest. PLoS One 7:¢39046.

Pink, M. and M. V. Abrahams. 2015. Temperature and its impact on predation risk within
aquatic ecosystems. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 73:869-876.

Plaganyi, E.E., A. E. Punt, R. Hillary, E. B. Morello, O. Thébaud, T. Hutton, R. D. Pillans, J. T.
Thorson, E. A. Fulton, A. D. M. Smith, F. Smith, P. Bayliss, M. Haywood, V. Lyne, and
P. C. Rothlisberg. 2014. Multispecies fisheries management and conservation: tactical
applications using models of intermediate complexity. Fish and Fisheries 15:1-22.

Pompanon, F., B. Deagle, and W. O. Symondson. 2012. Who is eating what: diet assessment
using next generation sequencing. Molecular Ecology 21:1931-1950.

Preikshot, D., R. J. Beamish, and C. M. Neville. 2013. A dynamic model describing ecosystem-
level changes in the Strait of Georgia from 1960 to 2010. Progress in Oceanography
115:28-40.

PSC. 2013. Pacific Salmon Commission Joint Coho Technical Committee: 1986-2009 Periodic

Report (Revised). www.psc.org.

155



PSC. 2014. Pacific Salmon Commission Joint Chinook Technical Committee 2013: Exploitation
Rate Analysis and Model Calibration. www.psc.org.

PSC. 2015a. Pacifc Salmon Commision Joint Chinook Technical Committee: 2014 Exploitation
rate analysis and model calibration. www.psc.org. Volume two: Appendix supplement.

PSC. 2015b. Pacific Salmon Commision Joint Chinook Technical Committee: 2014 Exploitation
rate analysis and model calibration. TCCHINOOK (15)-1. V1.

PSC. 2016. Pacific Salmon Commision Joint Chinook Technical Committee: Annual report of
catch and escapement for 2015. TCCHINOOK (16)-3.

Punt, A. and R. Leslie. 1995. The effects of future consumption by the Cape fur seal on catches
and catch rates of the Cape hakes. 1. Feeding and diet of the Cape hakes Merluccius
capensis and M. paradoxus. South African Journal of Marine Science 16:37-55.

Punt, A. E., M. Siple, G. M. Sigurdsson, G. Vikingsson, T. B. Francis, S. M. Granquist, P. S.
Hammond, D. Heinemann, K. J. Long, J. E. Moore, M. Septilveda, R. R. Reeves, P. R.
Wade, R. Williams, and A. N. Zerbini. 2020. Evaluating management strategies for
marine mammal populations: an example for multiple species and multiple fishing
sectors in Iceland. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences. 77:1316-1331.

Quinn, T. J., II, and R. B. Deriso. 1999. Quantitative fish dynamics. Oxford University Press,
New York.

Quinn, T. P. 2018. The behavior and ecology of Pacific salmon and trout. Second Edition
edition. University of Washington Press, Seattle.

R Core Team. 2017. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for

Statistical Computing. Vienna, Austria. https://www.R-Project.org/.

156



Raiho, A. M., M. B. Hooten, S. Bates, and N. T. Hobbs. 2015. Forecasting the effects of fertility
control on overabundant ungulates: white-tailed deer in the national capital region. PLoS
One 10:¢0143122.

Read, A. J. and P. R. Wade. 2000. Status of marine mammals in the United States. Conservation
Biology 14:929-940.

Read, A. J. 2008. The looming crisis: interactions between marine mammals and fisheries.
Journal of Mammalogy 89:541-548.

Rice, C. A., C. M. Greene, P. Moran, D. J. Teel, D. R. Kuligowski, R. R. Reisenbichler, E. M.
Beamer, J. R. Karr, and K. L. Fresh. 2011. Abundance, stock origin, and length of
marked and unmarked juvenile Chinook Salmon in the surface waters of greater Puget
Sound. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 140:170-189.

Ricker, W. E. 1954. Stock and recruitment. Journal of the Fisheries Board of Canada 11:559-
623.

Riddell, B., I. Pearsall, R. Beamish, B. Devlin, A. Farrell, S. McFarlane, K. Miller-Saunders, A.
Tautz, A. W. Trites, and C. J. Walters. 2009. Strait of Georgia Chinook and coho
proposal. Vancouver, B.C., Canada.

Rodrigues, E. C. and R. Assun¢do. 2012. Bayesian spatial models with a mixture neighborhood
structure. Journal of Multivariate Analysis 109:88-102.

Rosen, D. A. S. and A. W. Trites. 2000. Pollock and the decline of Steller sea lions: testing the

junk-food hypothesis. Canadian Journal of Zoology 78:1243-1250.

157



Ruff, C. P., J. H. Anderson, I. M. Kemp, N. W. Kendall, P. A. Mchugh, A. Velez-Espino, C. M.
Greene, M. Trudel, C. A. Holt, and K. E. Ryding. 2017. Salish Sea Chinook salmon
exhibit weaker coherence in early marine survival trends than coastal populations.
Fisheries Oceanography 26:625-637.

Ruggerone, G. T. and B. M. Connors. 2015. Productivity and life history of sockeye salmon in
relation to competition with pink and sockeye salmon in the North Pacific Ocean.
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 72:818-833.

Ruggerone, G. T. and F. A. Goetz. 2004. Survival of Puget Sound chinook salmon
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) in response to climate-induced competition with pink
salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha). Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences
61:1756-1770.

Ruggerone, G. T. and J. R. Irvine. 2018. Numbers and biomass of natural- and hatchery-origin
Pink Salmon, Chum Salmon, and Sockeye Salmon in the North Pacific Ocean, 1925—
2015. Marine and Coastal Fisheries 10:152-168.

Ruggerone, G. T., R. M. Peterman, B. Dorner, and K. W. Myers. 2010. Magnitude and trends in
abundance of hatchery and wild pink salmon, chum salmon, and sockeye salmon in the
North Pacific Ocean. Marine and Coastal Fisheries 2:306-328.

Ruggerone, G. T., M. Zimmermann, K. W. Myers, J. L. Nielsen, and D. E. Rogers. 2003.
Competition between Asian pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) and Alaskan
sockeye salmon (O. nerka) in the North Pacific Ocean. Fisheries Oceanography 12:209-
219.

Rutberg, A. T. and R. E. Naugle. 2008. Population-level effects of immunocontraception in

white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus). Wildlife Research 35:494-501.

158



Rutter, L. G. 1997. Salmon fisheries in the Pacific Northwest: how are harvest management
decisions made?in D. J. Stouder, P. A. Bisson, and R. J. Naiman, editors. Pacific salmon
& their ecosystems. Springer Science (Online publication).

Ruzicka, J. J., T. C. Wainwright, and W. T. Peterson. 2011. A model-based meso-zooplankton
production index and its relation to the ocean survival of juvenile coho (Oncorhynchus
kisutch). Fisheries Oceanography 20:544-559.

Sambhouri, J. F., A. C. Stier, S. M. Hennessey, M. Novak, B. S. Halpern, and P. S. Levin. 2017.
Rapid and direct recoveries of predators and prey through synchronized ecosystem
management. Nature Ecology & Evolution 1, 0068.

Satterthwaite, W. H. and S. M. Carlson. 2015. Weakening portfolio effect strength in a hatchery-
supplemented Chinook salmon population complex. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences 72:1860-1875.

Selden, R. L., R. D. Batt, V. S. Saba, and M. L. Pinsky. 2018. Diversity in thermal affinity
among key piscivores buffers impacts of ocean warming on predator—prey interactions.
Global Change Biology 24:117-131.

Sharma, R., L. A. Velez-Espino, A. C. Wertheimer, N. Mantua, and R. C. Francis. 2013.
Relating spatial and temporal scales of climate and ocean variability to survival of Pacific
Northwest Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Fisheries Oceanography 22:14-
31.

Shepherd, J., J. Pope, and R. Cousens. 1984. Variations in fish stocks and hyptheses concerning
their links with climate. Rapports et Proces-Verbaux des Reunions du Conseil

International pour I’Exploration de la Mer 185:255-267.

159



Sherker, Z. T. 2020. Predation by Pacific great blue herons on juvenile salmon. M.Sc. thesis.
University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C.

Shields, M. W., S. Hysong-Shimazu, J. C. Shields, and J. Woodruff. 2018. Increased presence of
mammal-eating killer whales in the Salish Sea with implications for predator-prey
dynamics. Peer] 6:¢6062.

Skaug, H. J., L. Frimannslund, and N. 1. @ien. 2007. Historical population assessment of Barents
Sea harp seals (Pagophilus groenlandicus). ICES Journal of Marine Science 64:1356-
1365.

Smith, L., R. Gamble, S. Gaichas, and J. Link. 2015. Simulations to evaluate management trade-
offs among marine mammal consumption needs, commercial fishing fleets and finfish
biomass. Marine Ecology Progress Series 523:215-232.

Sobocinski, K. L., N. W. Kendall, C. M. Greene, and M. W. Schmidt. 2020. Ecosystem
indicators of marine survival in Puget Sound steelhead trout. Progress in Oceanography
188:102419.

Sobocinski, K., Correigh M. Greene, Joseph H. Anderson, Neala Kendall, Michael W. Schmidt,
Mara S. Zimmerman, Iris M. Kemp, Su Kim, and a. C. P. Ruff. In review. A hypothesis-
driven statistical approach to identifying ecosystem indicators of coho and Chinook
salmon marine survival. Ecological Indicators.

Southern Resident Orca Task Force. 2018. Draft report and potential recommendations.
Accessed at https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/SRKWDraftReport 09-24-

18.pdf on October 17, 2018. 53 pages.

Spiegelhalter, D. J., A. Thomas, N. G. Best, W. Gilks, and D. Lunn. 1996. BUGS: Bayesian

inference using Gibbs sampling. Version 0.5, http://www. mrc-bsu. cam. ac. uk/bugs 19.

160



Spiegelhalter, D. J., N. G. Best, B. P. Carlin, and A. Van Der Linde. 2002. Bayesian measures of
model complexity and fit. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical
Methodology) 64:583-639.

Springer, A. M. and G. B. van Vliet. 2014. Climate change, pink salmon, and the nexus between
bottom-up and top-down forcing in the subarctic Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 111:1880-1888.

Steingass, S. 2017. Dietary composition of four stocks of Pacific Harbor Seal (Phoca vitulina
richardii) in the Northern California Current large marine ecosystem as synthesized From
historical data, 1931-2013. Northwestern Naturalist 98:8-23.

Sturtz, S., U. Ligges, and A. Gelman. 2005. R2ZWinBUGS: a package for running WinBUGS
from R. Journal of Statistical software 12:1-16.

Su, Z., M. D. Adkison, and B. W. Van Alen. 2001. A hierarchical Bayesian model for estimating
historical salmon escapement and escapement timing. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences 58:1648-1662.

Su, Z., R. M. Peterman, and S. L. Haeseker. 2004. Spatial hierarchical Bayesian models for
stock-recruitment analysis of pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha). Canadian Journal
of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 61:2471-2486.

Surma, S. and T. J. Pitcher. 2015. Predicting the effects of whale population recovery on
Northeast Pacific food webs and fisheries: an ecosystem modelling approach. Fisheries

Oceanography 24:291-305.

161



Tanasichuk, R. W. and S. Emmonds. 2016. Exploring the biological basis of age-specific return
variability of Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) from Robertson Creek
Hatchery, British Columbia using biological or physical oceanographic explanatory
variables. The Open Fish Science Journal 9:15-25.

Thomas, A. C., M. M. Lance, S. J. Jeffries, B. G. Miner, and A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez. 2011.
Harbor seal foraging response to a seasonal resource pulse, spawning Pacific herring.
Marine Ecology Progress Series 441:225-239.

Thomas, A. C., S. N. Jarman, K. H. Haman, A. W. Trites, and B. E. Deagle. 2014. Improving
accuracy of DNA diet estimates using food tissue control materials and an evaluation of
proxies for digestion bias. Molecular Ecology 23:3706-3718.

Thomas, A. C., B. W. Nelson, M. M. Lance, B. E. Deagle, and A. W. Trites. 2017. Harbour seals
target juvenile salmon of conservation concern. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences 74:907-921.

Tollit, D. J., P. M. Thompson, and S. P. R. Greenstreet. 1997. Prey selection by harbour seals,
Phoca vitulina, in relation to variations in prey abundance. Canadian Journal of Zoology
75:1508-1518.

Tompkins, A., B. E. Riddell, and D. A. Nagtegaal. 2005. A biologically-based escapement goal
for Cowichan River fall Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Fisheries and
Oceans Canada, Nanaimo, B.C.

Trijoulet, V., S. J. Holmes, and R. M. Cook. 2017. Grey seal predation mortality on three
depleted stocks in the West of Scotland: What are the implications for stock assessments?

Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 75:723-732.

162



Trites, A., C. Beggs, and B. Riddell. 1996. Status review of the Puntledge River summer

chinook. Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Pacific Region, PSARC Document S96—
16, Namaino.

Trites, A. W. and R. Joy. 2005. Dietary analysis from fecal samples: how many scats are
enough? Journal of Mammalogy 86:704-712.

Trites, A.W. and Rosen, D.A.S. 2019. Synthesis of scientific knowledge and uncertainty about
population dynamics and diet preferences of harbour seals, Steller sea lions and
California sea lions, and their impacts on salmon in the Salish Sea. Technical Workshop
Proceedings, May 2019. Marine Mammal Research Unit, University of British Columbia,
Vancouver, B.C., 67 pages.

Trzcinski, M. K., R. Mohn, and W. D. Bowen. 2006. Continued decline of an Atlantic cod
population: How important is gray seal predation? Ecological Applications 16:2276-
2292.

Trzcinski, M.K. 2020. Synthesizing scientific knowledge about population dynamics and diet
preferences of harbour seals, Steller sea lions and California sea lions, and their impacts
on salmon in the Salish Sea Workshop 2: November 20-21, 2019, Bellingham, WA. Can.
Tech. Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 3403: xi + 50 p.

Tucker, S., J. M. Hipfner, and M. Trudel. 2016. Size- and condition-dependent predation: a

seabird disproportionately targets substandard individual juvenile salmon. Ecology

97:461-471.

Valdivia, A., S. Wolf, and K. Suckling. 2019. Marine mammals and sea turtles listed under the

U.S. Endangered Species Act are recovering. PLoS One 14:¢0210164.

163



Voelker, M. R., D. Schwarz, A. Thomas, B. W. Nelson, and A. Acevedo-Gutiérrez. 2020. Large-
scale molecular barcoding of prey DNA reveals predictors of intrapopulation feeding
diversity in a marine predator. Ecology and Evolution 10:9867-9885.

Walters, C. J., M. Stocker, A. V. Tyler, and S. J. Westrheim. 1986. Interaction between Pacific
cod (Gadus macrocephalus) and herring (Clupea harengus pallasi) in the Hecate Strait,
British Columbia. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 43:830-837.

Walters, C. J. and F. Juanes. 1993. Recruitment limitation as a consequence of natural selection
for use of restricted feeding habitats and predation risk taking by juvenile fishes.
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 50:2058-2070.

Walters, C. and J. Korman. 1999. Linking recruitment to trophic factors: revisiting the Beverton-
Holt recruitment model from a life history and multispecies perspective. Reviews in Fish
Biology and Fisheries 9:187-202.

Walters, C.J., and Martell, S.J.D. 2004. Fisheries ecology and management. Princeton University

Press, Princeton, New Jersey.

Walters, C., K. English, J. Korman, and R. Hilborn. 2019. The managed decline of British
Columbia's commercial salmon fishery. Marine Policy 101:25-32.

Walters, C. and V. Christensen. 2019. Effect of non-additivity in mortality rates on predictions of
potential yield of forage fishes. Ecological Modelling 410:108776.

Walters, C. J., M. K. McAllister, and V. Christensen. 2020. Has Steller sea lion predation
impacted survival of Fraser River sockeye salmon? Fisheries 45:597-604.

Waples, R. S. 1991. Genetic interactions between hatchery and wild salmonids: lessons from the

Pacific Northwest. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 48:124-133.

164



Ward, E. J. 2008. A review and comparison of four commonly used Bayesian and maximum
likelihood model selection tools. Ecological Modelling 211:1-10.

Ward, E. J., J. H. Anderson, T. J. Beechie, G. R. Pess, and M. J. Ford. 2015. Increasing
hydrologic variability threatens depleted anadromous fish populations. Global Change
Biology 21:2500-2509.

Wasser, S. K., J. I. Lundin, K. Ayres, E. Seely, D. Giles, K. Balcomb, J. Hempelmann, K.
Parsons, and R. Booth. 2017. Population growth is limited by nutritional impacts on
pregnancy success in endangered Southern Resident killer whales (Orcinus orca). PLoS
One 12:¢0179824.

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). 2019. Proposal to increase hatchery
production to benefit Southern Resident Killer Whales. Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, Olympia, Washington, USA.

Welch, D. W., E. L. Rechisky, M. C. Melnychuk, A. D. Porter, C. J. Walters, S. Clements, B. J.
Clemens, R. S. McKinley, and C. Schreck. 2008. Survival of migrating salmon smolts in
large rivers with and without dams. PLoS Biol 6:e265.

Welch, D. W., M. C. Melnychuk, J. C. Payne, E. L. Rechisky, A. D. Porter, G. D. Jackson, B. R.
Ward, S. P. Vincent, C. C. Wood, and J. Semmens. 2011. In situ measurement of coastal
ocean movements and survival of juvenile Pacific salmon. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 108:8708-8713.

Welch, D. W., A. D. Porter, and E. L. Rechisky. 2020. A synthesis of the coast-wide decline in
survival of West Coast Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, Salmonidae). Fish

and Fisheries In press.

165



Wells, B. K., J. A. Santora, M. J. Henderson, P. Warzybok, J. Jahncke, R. W. Bradley, D. D.
Huff, 1. D. Schroeder, P. Nelson, J. C. Field, and D. G. Ainley. 2017. Environmental
conditions and prey-switching by a seabird predator impact juvenile salmon survival.
Journal of Marine Systems 174:54-63.

Wessel, P. and W. H. Smith. 1996. A global, self-consistent, hierarchical, high-resolution
shoreline database. Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 101:8741-8743.

Williams, R., M. Krkosek, E. Ashe, T. A. Branch, S. Clark, P. S. Hammond, E. Hoyt, D. P.
Noren, D. Rosen, and A. Winship. 2011. Competing conservation objectives for
predators and prey: estimating killer whale prey requirements for Chinook salmon. PLoS
One 6:€26738.

Worm, B. and R. A. Myers. 2003. Meta-analysis of cod-shrimp interactions reveals top-down
control in oceanic food webs. Ecology 84:162-173.

Yodzis, P. 2001. Must top predators be culled for the sake of fisheries? Trends in Ecology &
Evolution 16:78-83.

Yurk, H. and A. W. Trites. 2000. Experimental attempts to reduce predation by harbor seals on
out-migrating juvenile salmonids. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society
129:1360 - 1366.

Zar, J. H. 2009. Biostatistical Analysis. 5th edition. Pearson Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River,
New Jersey.

Zhivotovsky, L., L. Fedorova, G. Rubtsova, M. Shitova, T. Rakitskaya, V. Prokhorovskaya, B.
Smirnov, A. Kaev, V. Chupakhin, V. Samarsky, V. Pogodin, S. Borzov, and K.
Afanasiev. 2012. Rapid expansion of an enhanced stock of chum salmon and its impacts

on wild population components. Environmental Biology of Fishes 94:249-258.

166



Zimmerman, M. S., J. R. Irvine, M. O’Neill, J. H. Anderson, C. M. Greene, J. Weinheimer, M.
Trudel, and K. Rawson. 2015. Spatial and temporal patterns in smolt survival of wild and

hatchery Coho salmon in the Salish Sea. Marine and Coastal Fisheries 7:116-134.

167



Appendices

Appendix A

A.1  Harbour seal abundance modeling

Aerial survey data from British Columbia and Washington was used to estimate harbour
seal abundance for years missing from the time-series in published studies (Jeffries et al. 2003;
Olesiuk 2010). To impute the abundance of seals in missing years, we employed a univariate
state-space model that assumes density-dependence and accounts for process and observation
error. As the population dynamics of seals on the Washington coast are likely different than the
Salish Sea, separate models were developed to estimate annual abundances for three regions

(Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound, and Washington coast).

Factors mediating population growth in seal populations are likely availability of prey
and suitable haul-out habitat (Brown et al. 2005). The distribution/availability of seals’ primary
prey items in the estuarine habitats of the Salish Sea (herring, gadids, and adult salmon [see:
Lance et al. 2012 and Howard et al. 2013]) is likely much different than coastal Washington
(Steingass 2017). The different correction factors and survey protocols were applied to aerial
survey methods (see below) in each region also justified the use of separate models for each

region.

The approach integrates count data from multiple sub-regions to infer a common regional
trend in population dynamics (see Jeffries et al. [2003] and Olesiuk [2010] for descriptions of
these sub-regions). To estimate the regional annual abundance using count data from multiple
sites within a region, we assume a single well-mixed population can be represented by the

process model (Holmes et al. 2012):
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(Eq. Al) xt = bxt_l +u-+ Wt

where x; is natural log of the abundance of seals in year t, b dictates how fast the state reverts
to the mean, u is the average population growth rate, and w;, is the deviation in year t. We
assumed the deviations were normally distributed: w,~Normal(0, q), where q is the process

variance.

We assumed the count data from each sub-region are observations of a common regional
population trend. In other words, these sub-regions are not isolated from one another, and
animals move and intersperse among them. This is supported by studies describing harbour seal
movement patterns derived from tag data (Peterson et al. 2012). As such, the observation model
is

(Eq. A2) Ve =x: +a+ v

where y, are the abundance time-series for the sub-regions, a is a vector of scalars that capture
the bias between the counts and the total population, and v; is a vector of observation error
variances, which we assume are the same in each region because they were performed with the
same aerial survey protocols. We assumed the observation error on the natural log of the counts
was normally distributed. For the surveys in Washington State a correction factor of 1.53 (Huber
et al. 2001; Chasco et al. 2017a) was used to expand abundance estimates, while Strait of
Georgia survey data was corrected using site-specific multipliers presented in DFO’s published
reports (Olesiuk 2010). The model described above was fit to the aerial survey data with

maximum likelihood using the MARSS package in R (Holmes et al. 2012).
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A.2  Estimation of management reference points (Umsy and MSY)

Using equilibrium yield calculations (Walters and Martell 2004), we estimated two
reference points for each population of Chinook salmon—the harvest rate that produces
maximum sustained yield (Umsy ) and maximum sustainable yield (MSY )—over different
combinations of independent variables to quantify the impact seal density and hatchery
abundance have on yield. For each stock, we started with an initial spawning population, then
used the estimated parameters from the best performing model (Model 1) to simulate cohorts of
recruits. We then subjected the cohort to a natural mortality and maturity schedule, as well as a
fishery. This process was repeated until the population achieved equilibrium. Yields were
calculated across a range of exploitation rates (0.0-1.0, by increments of 0.01), over different
combinations of seal densities and hatchery abundances, and the reference points associated with

each combination were identified.
This iterative scheme was initialized by generating an estimate of the number of
spawners at equilibrium: Sggy;1 = 0.5 (%) (e.g. Korman et al. 1995). Then, the following age-

structured population model was repeated until Sgg,,;; had stabilized:
(Eq. A3) Sequiti+1 = 0.58gquir; + 0.55;

Where S; is the number of spawners generated from Sggy,;;; at iteration i. The number of age-2

recruits (pre-fishery) in each iteration was generated from the generalized Ricker equation (Eq.

2.5) with parameter estimates from the best model in the analysis (Model 1):

(Eq. A4) _p(a—BSi+qSeal+hHatch)

R2,i = SEquil,L
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Recruits were then subjected to natural mortality prior to fishing. For each year in iteration i,
recruitment at age was calculated by subtracting fish lost to harvest, natural mortality, and

maturity:

(Eq. AS) Ro_1Sa a=3

Ryi =

at {(Ra—l,i - Ca—l,i - Sa—l,i)sa a>3

where s, is the age-specific natural mortality rate. We used the following natural mortality rates
at each age: 40% for age-2, 30% for age-3, 20% for age-4, and 10% for age-5 (Sharma et al.
2013; PSC 2015). Catch at age is calculated by multiplying the recruits at age a by the harvest

rate U:
(Eq. A6) Cai = UXRyg;

The number of spawners at age a in iteration i is the product of post-fishery recruits and the

proportion of fish that mature at a given age (p,):
(Eq. A7) Sai = (Rai = Cai)Pa

We assumed the following maturity schedule: 10% of fish have matured by age-3, 80% by age-4,
and 100% by age-5 (PSC 2015). Finally, once the calculation from the above population model
stabilized (usually between 20-40 cycles), we calculated the MSY and the harvest rate that

produced MSY (Uwmsy) for that combination of variables (seal density, hatchery abundance).

A.3  MCMC convergence

Visual inspection of trace plots showed all MCMC chains were sufficiently well-mixed,
suggesting the chains had successfully converged. Additionally, the Gelman-Rubin diagnostic
statistics (R-hat) for all parameters and quantities of interest did not exceed 1.00 in any of the

candidate models used in the analysis.
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A.4  Posterior predictive checking

Fig. 2.7 displays the posterior predictive intervals (95%) for Model 1 and the observed
data for each of the 20 Chinook populations included in our analysis. The proportion of data
points captured by the posterior predictive interval was 1.00 for 11 of the 20 stocks, and no less
than 0.96 (Chilliwack, Nisqually, Quillayute) for the others. Of the 525 data points used in the
analysis, the posterior predictive intervals of Model 1 captured 516 of them (98.3%). The
Bayesian p-value for Model 1 was 0.66, which suggests the model is not inconsistent with the
observed data (Fig. Al). There were no systematic differences apparent when visually comparing

the replicated data (via the predictive distribution) to the observed data.
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Table Al: Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) for each independent variable (seal density,
spawners, hatchery [releases]) for each of the 20 stocks of Chinook salmon included in the
study. The stock number in the first column corresponds to population information in
Table 2.1. Summary statistics for each variable’s VIF across all populations are included in
the bottom rows of the table, and the number of data points (brood years) for each
Chinook population dataset is shown in the last column (n). The mean VIFs were weighted
by the size of the dataset (n).

Stock Seal Density Spawners Hatchery n
1 1.03 1.03 1.00 23
2 4.27 1.44 3.49 33
3 1.81 1.26 2.15 19
4 2.66 1.57 2.92 31
5 3.82 1.25 3.48 36
6 1.10 1.04 1.09 24
7 1.34 1.45 1.15 25
8 2.63 1.93 1.62 28
9 1.06 1.02 1.06 29
10 2.16 1.23 2.22 26
11 1.97 1.29 2.35 27
12 1.89 1.06 1.87 23
13 1.17 1.08 1.15 31
14 1.15 1.07 1.11 31
15 1.50 1.17 1.67 28
16 1.32 1.09 1.38 20
17 1.91 2.79 2.98 7
18 1.23 1.28 1.54 29
19 1.26 1.34 1.56 26
20 1.24 1.07 1.26 29
Min 1.03 1.02 1.00 7
Max 427 2.79 3.49 36
Mean 1.83 1.32 1.85 26.25
SD 0.91 0.41 0.81 6.19
Weighted mean 1.89 1.27 1.86 -
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Table A2: Pearson correlation coefficients for three parameter combinations for 20 stocks
of Chinook salmon, using the best performing model (Model 1). The stock number in the
first column corresponds to population information in Table 2.1.

Stock q, Ricker B q, h h, Ricker B
1 -0.09 -0.01 0.00
2 -0.21 -0.30 -0.07
3 0.00 -0.43 0.31
4 -0.27 -0.35 -0.22
5 -0.11 -0.62 -0.17
6 0.09 -0.13 -0.19
7 -0.57 0.03 -0.28
8 -0.41 -0.12 -0.07
9 -0.04 -0.22 -0.17
10 0.20 0.40 0.18
11 0.06 0.33 0.09
12 0.28 0.37 0.13
13 -0.26 0.16 -0.28
14 0.02 0.03 -0.01
15 -0.03 0.11 0.15
16 0.13 0.08 -0.20
17 0.38 0.04 -0.26
18 -0.05 -0.31 -0.37
19 0.06 -0.30 -0.34
20 -0.14 -0.32 -0.16
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Figure Al: The relationship between 1,000 simulated (y-axis) and realized (x-axis) chi-
squared discrepancy measures (T), which were used to calculate the posterior predictive p-
value for Model 1. The dashed line depicts x =y. The Bayesian p-value of 0.66 suggests
Model 1 provides a relatively good fit to the data.
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Figure A2: Histograms of the marginal posterior and prior distributions for harbour seal
predation (¢q), hatchery production (%), and spatial relatedness (hatchery) (wj) parameters
in stock-recruit models for 20 Chinook salmon populations. The top plot depicts the global
means for q; and mean h; from Model 1. The lower plot shows the w;, parameter of the
CAR prior imposed on h; in Model 2, which quantifies the degree of spatial relatedness
among individual h; parameters. Small arrows denote the mean value of the posterior
distributions.
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Figure A3 (above): Estimated harvest rate at maximum sustainable yield (Umsy) over
different combinations of seal density and hatchery abundance for 20 Chinook salmon
stocks. Both seal density and hatchery abundance are standardized by the maximum value
of each variable between 1970 and 2010. The observed combination of variables in the first
and last brood year in the dataset for each stock are plotted (colored circles), along with the
observed harvest rate (from PSC 2015a, b) for those years in parentheses.
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Appendix B

Table B1: Ranges of parameter values used to formulate “prior” distributions for seal-
related instantaneous mortality on Chinook and coho salmon in the Strait of Georgia.

Coho Chinook

Parameter Description Min Max Min Max

NNatural — Tpijtial abundance of natural-

.. o 8.00 15.00 35.00 60.00
origin smolts (millions)

Es Numberofprey consumed by 55 509 10.00 15.00

seals (millions)
MfEresh Freshwater/downstream mortality 0.22 0.69 036 1.00
MY inter  Qver-winter mortality 020 050 0.20 0.50

MTotal Total mortality (first year) 3.00 4.00 4.00 5.00
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Table B2: AICc values for predation models across multiple values of c,.

Cs
Model 0.80 0.90 1.00 1.10 1.20
Chinook NA -1.86 -2.27 -1.83 -1.82
Coho -1.49 -1.49 -1.49 -1.38 -1.39

Table B3: Mean annual harbour seal abundance in the Strait of Georgia, and annual total
hatchery releases of Chinook and coho salmon from Strait of Georgia tributaries. Also
shown is estimated wild production for both species from Strait of Georgia tributaries. Seal
abundances were estimated using a state-space model fit to aerial survey data in Nelson et
al. 2019b. Annual hatchery releases were collated using data from the RMIS database
(www.rmpc.org; accessed June 2019).

Chinook Coho

Year Seals  Hatchery Wild Hatchery Wild

2004 41,696 22.1 254 9.3 7.4
2005 40,625 19.9 254 9.1 7.4
2006 39,582 19.3 254 8.2 7.4
2007 38,565 19.1 254 6.5 7.4
2008 37,552 16.9 254 6.6 7.4
2009 37,915 17.8 254 7.6 7.4
2010 38,258 17.2 254 7.9 7.4
2011 38,605 15.4 254 9.0 7.4
2012 38,955 17.2 254 9.6 7.4
2013 39,308 13.9 254 7.4 7.4
2014 39,631 11.1 254 6.6 7.4
2015 39,631 13.7 254 6.5 7.4
2016 39,631 13.5 254 5.5 7.4
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Table B4: Estimated annual seal-related instantaneous mortality rates and proportion of
juvenile Chinook and coho salmon eaten during the first year at sea from 1970-2016.

Estimates are extended from Tables 3.4 and 3.5. Shown are the median estimates for each
year, and the 95% predictive intervals.

Year

Chinook

Coho

Seal Mort.

Prop. eaten

Seal Mort.

Prop. eaten

1970

1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992

0.08 (0.05-0.11)

0.08 (0.06-0.12)
0.08 (0.06-0.12)
0.09 (0.06-0.13)
0.10 (0.07-0.15)
0.11 (0.08-0.17)
0.13 (0.09-0.18)
0.14 (0.10-0.21)
0.15 (0.11-0.23)
0.17 (0.12-0.26)
0.19 (0.13-0.28)
0.20 (0.14-0.31)
0.23 (0.16-0.36)
0.26 (0.17-0.39)
0.30 (0.20-0.46)
0.32 (0.22-0.51)
0.33 (0.22-0.52)
0.37 (0.25-0.59)
0.39 (0.26-0.63)
0.47 (0.31-0.78)
0.59 (0.38-1.04)
0.54 (0.35-0.91)
0.56 (0.36-0.94)

0.04 (0.03-0.05)

0.04 (0.04-0.05)
0.04 (0.04-0.05)
0.05 (0.04-0.05)
0.05 (0.04-0.06)
0.06 (0.05-0.07)
0.06 (0.05-0.07)
0.07 (0.06-0.08)
0.08 (0.07-0.09)
0.09 (0.07-0.10)
0.09 (0.08-0.11)
0.10 (0.09-0.11)
0.11 (0.10-0.13)
0.12 (0.10-0.14)
0.14 (0.12-0.16)
0.15 (0.13-0.17)
0.15 (0.13-0.18)
0.17 (0.14-0.19)
0.17 (0.15-0.20)
0.20 (0.17-0.24)
0.24 (0.21-0.28)
0.23 (0.19-0.26)
0.23 (0.20-0.27)

0.10 (0.08-0.13)

0.11 (0.08-0.14)
0.11 (0.08-0.15)
0.11 (0.09-0.15)
0.13 (0.10-0.17)
0.14 (0.10-0.19)
0.16 (0.12-0.21)
0.17 (0.13-0.23)
0.19 (0.14-0.25)
0.21 (0.16-0.28)
0.23 (0.18-0.32)
0.21 (0.16-0.29)
0.26 (0.20-0.36)
0.23 (0.17-0.31)
0.25 (0.19-0.34)
0.22 (0.17-0.30)
0.23 (0.17-0.32)
0.34 (0.25-0.47)
0.38 (0.28-0.54)
0.50 (0.36-0.72)
0.60 (0.43-0.91)
0.54 (0.39-0.78)
0.52 (0.38-0.76)

0.07 (0.06-0.08)

0.07 (0.06-0.08)
0.07 (0.06-0.09)
0.08 (0.07-0.09)
0.08 (0.07-0.10)
0.09 (0.08-0.11)
0.11 (0.09-0.12)
0.11 (0.09-0.13)
0.12 (0.10-0.14)
0.13 (0.12-0.15)
0.15 (0.13-0.17)
0.13 (0.11-0.15)
0.16 (0.14-0.19)
0.15 (0.12-0.17)
0.16 (0.13-0.18)
0.14 (0.12-0.16)
0.15 (0.12-0.17)
0.20 (0.17-0.23)
0.22 (0.19-0.26)
0.28 (0.23-0.32)
0.32 (0.27-0.37)
0.30 (0.25-0.34)
0.29 (0.25-0.33)
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1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

0.78 (0.49-1.48)
1.20 (0.69-5.62)
1.17 (0.70-5.21)
1.29 (0.73-9.00)
0.92 (0.57-2.14)
0.84 (0.52-1.74)
0.92 (0.57-2.03)
1.20 (0.69-6.38)
1.25 (0.71-5.59)
1.16 (0.66-3.61)
1.30 (0.74-6.11)
1.25 (0.72-6.87)
1.27 (0.72-6.30)
1.22 (0.70-6.46)
1.17 (0.69-4.09)
1.20 (0.67-5.15)
1.17 (0.68-6.13)
1.21 (0.69-6.79)
1.30 (0.75-7.00)
1.25 (0.71-6.53)
1.43 (0.75-7.67)
1.59 (0.84-7.68)
1.46 (0.81-6.76)
1.47 (0.81-8.00)

0.29 (0.25-0.34)
0.38 (0.32-0.44)
0.37 (0.32-0.43)
0.39 (0.34-0.46)
0.33 (0.28-0.38)
0.31 (0.27-0.35)
0.33 (0.28-0.38)
0.38 (0.32-0.44)
0.39 (0.33-0.44)
0.37 (0.32-0.43)
0.39 (0.34-0.45)
0.39 (0.33-0.45)
0.39 (0.33-0.45)
0.38 (0.33-0.44)
0.37 (0.32-0.43)
0.38 (0.32-0.43)
0.38 (0.32-0.44)
0.38 (0.33-0.44)
0.40 (0.34-0.46)
0.39 (0.33-0.44)
0.41 (0.35-0.48)
0.43 (0.37-0.50)
0.42 (0.35-0.48)
0.42 (0.35-0.48)

0.77 (0.54-1.22)
1.16 (0.75-2.31)
1.04 (0.72-1.90)
1.11 (0.72-2.08)
0.87 (0.60-1.44)
0.76 (0.53-1.21)
0.94 (0.64-1.59)
1.01 (0.68-1.85)
1.00 (0.68-1.62)
1.02 (0.66-1.70)
1.12 (0.73-2.09)
1.25 (0.80-2.66)
1.21 (0.78-2.67)
1.24 (0.81-2.59)
1.44 (0.91-5.11)
1.37 (0.85-3.29)
1.22 (0.80-2.72)
1.21 (0.78-2.47)
1.12 (0.75-2.12)
1.06 (0.71-1.95)
1.36 (0.82-3.30)
1.52 (0.92-6.27)
1.54 (0.96-7.56)
1.78 (1.05-8.00)

0.38 (0.33-0.44)
0.49 (0.42-0.56)
0.46 (0.39-0.53)
0.47 (0.40-0.55)
0.41 (0.35-0.48)
0.38 (0.33-0.43)
0.43 (0.37-0.50)
0.45 (0.39-0.53)
0.45 (0.38-0.51)
0.45 (0.38-0.52)
0.48 (0.41-0.55)
0.51 (0.43-0.58)
0.50 (0.42-0.57)
0.51 (0.43-0.58)
0.54 (0.46-0.63)
0.53 (0.45-0.60)
0.50 (0.43-0.58)
0.50 (0.43-0.57)
0.48 (0.41-0.55)
0.46 (0.40-0.53)
0.52 (0.45-0.61)
0.56 (0.47-0.63)
0.56 (0.48-0.64)
0.59 (0.50-0.68)
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Figure B1: Juvenile Chinook salmon length (black) and weight (gray) over time for the
harbour seal predation model.
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Figure B2: Coho salmon length (black) and weight (gray) over time for the harbour seal
predation model.
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Appendix C

C.1  Logistic growth model
C.1.1 Model structure and parameter estimation

In addition to the full age-structured model, historic abundance of harbour seals in British
Columbia was assessed using a state-space version of the theta-logistic growth model (Pella and

Tomlinson 1969, Jeffries et al. 2003):

N. 6
Npyp = th + 7N, (1 — (?t) ) - Ctl exp(e,) (Eq. C1)

where N, is the population size in year t; r is the intrinsic population growth rate; K is the
population carrying capacity; C; is the number of animals harvested, and 6 is the parameter that
controls the maximum net productivity level of the population (Brown et al. 2005); when 8 =
1.0, Eq. C1 is the standard logistic growth model. &; are the annual process error deviations,
which are assumed to be normally distributed, e,~Normal(0,0.05). Because the standard
parameterization of the theta-logistic model often results in strong correlations between r and K
during the parameter estimation process, we re-parameterized Eq. C1 according to Monnahan et

al. (2014):

rON; o
Neyp = [Ne +7Ne (1 - (MSY(H n 1)1/6+1) — Ce| exp(eg), (Eq. C2)

which is possible because MSY = rK0/(0 + 1)1/¢*+1. We then set K = MSY (6 + 1)¥/¢*1. The
model was initialized in 1939, at which time the abundance for this year was assumed to be

unknown, so it was estimated it as a free parameter, N;939. Finally, we assumed that the
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[observation] error associated with abundance estimates from aerial surveys were log-normally

distributed, and formulated the following objective function for the fitting the model:

NLL = —nlog.(ogps) + C3 (Eq. C3)

Where c3 is a constant that can be ignored, n is the number of observations, and o, is the

observation error standard deviation:

(Eq. C4)

\/Z?:l loge (xi/CImle /Ni)2
Oops =

n
x; 1s the observed total abundance, N; is the predicted total abundance from the population
model described above, and q is the “observability coefficient” for the total abundance of

harbour seals:

[Z loge (x;/N; )l (Eq. C5)

A normal prior distribution with a mean of 1.0 and a C.V. of 0.15 was imposed on q.

AD Model Builder (ADMB) software (Fournier et al. 2012) was used to minimize the
objective function (likelihood + priors). ADMB uses a quazi-Newton optimization algorithm to
estimate model parameters, and calculates standard errors associated with those parameters using

the Delta-method.
C.1.2 Model selection

We compared two versions of the theta-logistic model using Akaike Information Criteria
(AIC) (Burnham and Anderson 2002). The simplest candidate model was Eq. C1 with 6 fixed at
1.0; this is the standard logistic growth model (Jeffries et al. 2003). The second candidate model
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allowed 6 to be estimated as a free parameter in the MLE procedure, in addition to r, K, and
N,939. The two models were compared using the following information criterion for small

samples:

Zmi (ml- + 1)

AlCc; = =2log(Ly) + 2m; + —m -1
l

(Eq. C6)

where L; is the likelihood of model i, m is the total number of estimated parameters, and 7 is the
number of data points (aerial surveys) used in the MLE procedure. Finally, we selected the best

model for our analysis by comparing the AIC weights of the two models:

_ exp(—0.54;)
M S exp(—054)

(Eq. C7)

where A;= AICc; — minAICc, and M is the number of candidate models. Results of the model

comparison are displayed in Table C4.

C.2 Growth rate as a function of animals sterilized

Projecting the response of the harbour seal population to lethal removals with the logistic
growth model was relatively straightforward— we simply subtracted the annual number of
animals killed directly from the current population size, assuming no implementation error. In
contrast, using the logistic growth model to estimate the population response to contraception
was more complicated without an explicit parameter and/or function for population fecundity.
Thus, we modeled changes in fecundity from sterilization by formulating a relationship between
the proportion of females sterilized and the intrinsic population growth rate () that was
estimated from the surplus production model (Egs. C1-C2). Using information from life tables

for the harbour seal population that are available in previous studies (Olesiuk 1993; Tables C1-
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C2), we used the following set of equations to calculate the reduction in population growth rate

(r) as a function of increasing numbers of sterilized mature female seals.

First, we calculated the relative contribution to the reproductive capacity of the total
population at each age, which is the product of female maturity-at-age (M), survivorship (l,),
and the size/mass (G, ). The total reproductive capacity of the population is the sum of all

contributions, across ages:

A
0= Z M,L.G, (Eq. C8)
i=0

Following Dorn (2002), the maximum recruitment rate of the population (a), assuming a
Beverton-Holt type relationship for recruitment, is:

1-h

— " Eq. C9
ah (Eq. C9)

a =

where h is the “steepness” parameter, which is the recruitment level when the population is at
approximately 20% of its unexploited biomass. With a we can calculate the maximum

recruitment per unit of female body mass (kg) for the population:

1
- (Eq. C10)
a

= =

The relative contribution to recruitment, by age, can be calculated by multiplying the per unit

recruitment potential by the mass-at-age:

R—G<R) Eq. Cl11
g~ Galp (Eq. C11)
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To estimate the population growth rate at different proportions of the female population
sterilized, we used the following equation, which calculates the recruitment potential for the

population, given the proportion of sterile females (p):

A
R

Prod = Z [la (F) M,(1—- p)] exp(~an) (Eq. C12)
a=0 a

By minimizing the penalty function (1 — Prod)? over different levels of sterilization in the
population, we were able to estimate the adjusted population growth rate (r*) that would mimic
the loss in fecundity associated with the particular management alternative (Fig. C4). Thus, if a
non-lethal management alternative was implemented in year t that corresponded with p, of the
total non-pup females being sterilized, r* would be substituted for r in Eq. C2 in the next

year(t + 1).
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Table C1: Life tables for the British Columbia harbour seal population, modified from
Olesiuk (1993). Shown, by age, is fecundity, age-at-maturity, annual survival rate, and
annual instantaneous mortality rate.

Age Fecundity Female Male Female Male Female Male
maturity maturity survival survival M M
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.73 0.73 0.31 0.31
1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
3 0.29 0.36 0.06 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
4 0.66 0.83 0.29 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
5 0.79 1.00 0.53 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
6 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
7 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
8 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
9 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
10 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
11 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
12 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
13 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
14 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
15 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.85 0.11 0.16
16 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
17 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
18 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
19 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
20 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
21 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
22 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
23 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
24 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
25 0.91 1.00 - 0.90 - 0.11 -
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Table C2: Extended life-history information for the British Columbia harbour seal
population, which includes modified information from Olesiuk (1993). Shown, by age, size
(mass), survivorship, and several quantities related to reproduction/recruitment that were
used to calculate growth rates for the population.

Female Male Female Male Relative Recruits per

Age mass (kg)  mass (kg) s’ship s’ship size female Prod.
0 24.00 24.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.19 0.00
1 29.30 29.30 0.73 0.73 0.00 0.23 0.00
2 36.00 38.90 0.66 0.62 0.00 0.28 0.00
3 43.90 48.90 0.59 0.53 9.34 0.34 0.06
4 50.00 57.50 0.53 0.45 22.09 0.39 0.12
5 54.50 64.50 0.48 0.38 26.10 0.42 0.13
6 57.90 70.20 0.43 0.32 24.96 0.45 0.11
7 60.20 74.60 0.39 0.28 23.35 0.47 0.10
8 62.00 78.10 0.35 0.23 21.65 0.48 0.08
9 63.20 80.80 0.31 0.20 19.86 0.49 0.07
10 64.00 82.80 0.28 0.17 18.10 0.50 0.06
11 64.60 84.40 0.25 0.14 16.44 0.50 0.05
12 65.00 85.50 0.23 0.12 14.89 0.50 0.04
13 65.30 86.40 0.21 0.10 13.46 0.51 0.03
14 65.50 87.10 0.19 0.09 12.15 0.51 0.03
15 65.60 88.00 0.17 0.08 10.96 0.51 0.02
16 65.70 - 0.15 - 9.87 0.51 0.02
17 65.80 - 0.14 - 8.90 0.51 0.02
13 65.90 - 0.12 - 8.02 0.51 0.01
19 65.90 - 0.11 - 7.22 0.51 0.01

20 65.90 - 0.10 - 6.50 0.51 0.01
21 65.90 - 0.09 - 5.85 0.51 0.01
22 65.70 - 0.08 - 5.25 0.51 0.01
23 66.00 - 0.07 - 4.74 0.51 0.00
24 66.00 - 0.06 - 4.27 0.51 0.00
25 66.00 - 0.06 - 3.84 0.51 0.00
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Table C3: Model comparison of candidate age-structured models with different values of
non-pup vulnerability (Vul.) for before and after 1915. Shown are the negative log
likelihoods, and small-sample AIC (AICc), and the AIC weights (W) for each candidate
model in parentheses. The best-performing model (highest w) is highlighted in bold.

Pre-1915 vul.

Post-1915 vul. 0.40 0.50 0.60
0.80 53.5(115;0.00) 54.9(117;0.00) 52.8 (113; 0.00)
0.90 53.0 (114;0.00)  53.1 (114;0.00)  50.9 (109; 0.04)
1.00 61.3 (130;0.00) 47.5(103; 0.93)  51.0 (110; 0.03)

Table C4: Summary of model selection criteria for the two theta-logistic models considered
in this analysis. Shown are the number of estimated parameters, the negative log likelihood
(NLL), small-sample AIC (AICc), and the AIC weights (W) for each candidate model. The
w of the best-performing model is shown in bold.

Model Parameters NLL AlICce w
Fixed 6 3 219 446 0.00
Free 6 4 164 338 1.00

Table CS: Posterior estimates of parameters for the best-performing logistic-growth model
for British Columbia harbour seals. Also shown are the standard deviations (SD) for each
parameter estimate and the 95% probability intervals.

Parameter  Posterior mode SD 95% PI
K 99,882 9,550 81,164-118,600
r 0.087 0.011 0.065-0.109
0 2.79 0.27 2.26-3.32
Nig39 50,274 3,520 43,375-57,173
q 1.10 - -
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Table C6: Median number of years to achieve target abundance (50,000) under each
management scenario, for each model. Annual numbers of sterilized adult females are
columns and annual lethal removals (kills) are in table rows. Each estimate is based on
1,000 simulations. Scenarios where the target abundance was not achieved was left blank.

Sterilizations

Kills 0 2500 5000 7500 10000

Base age-structured model

0 - - 23 16 15
5000 - 15 11 9 8
10000 9 7 7 6 6
15000 5 5 5 5 5
20000 4 4 4 4 4

Alternative age-structured model

0 - - 20 16 15
5000 - 11 9 8 7
10000 6 6 5 5 5
15000 4 4 4 4 4
20000 3 3 3 3 3

Logistic model

0 - - - - -
5000 - - - - 20
10000 8 8 7 7 7
15000 5 5 5 5 5
20000 4 4 4 4 4
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Table C7: Median minimum and maximum percent deviations from target abundance
(50,000) under each management scenario, for each model. Deviations are calculated for
years after the target abundance is achieved. Annual numbers of sterilizations of adult
females are columns and annual lethal removals (kills) are in table rows. Each estimate is
based on 1,000 simulations. Scenarios where the target abundance was not achieved was
left blank. Scenarios where the maximum negative deviation from the target abundance is

less than or equal to minus five percent are shown in bold text.

Sterilizations
Kills 0 2500 5000 7500 10000
Base age-structured model

0 - - -10/-2 -12/0 -12/2
5000 - -4/0 -20/0 -20/-2 -18/-2
10000 0/4 -6/2 -18/0 -24/0 -24/-2
15000 -8/4 -10/2 -12/0 -28/0 -26/-2
20000 -14/4 -12/2 -14/0 -30/-2 -30/0

Alternative age-structured model

0 - - -8/-2 -8/2 -8/4
5000 - -2/2 -16/0 -12/0 -16/0
10000 -4/6 -2/2 -16/0 -22/2 -20/0
15000 -12/10 -12/6 -12/2 -22/2 -22/0
20000 0/8 0/4 -34/4 -40/2 -40/2

Logistic model

0 - - - - -
5000 - - - - 0/2
10000 0/4 -2/4 -2/2 -4/2 -6/2
15000 -10/4 -10/4 -12/4 -12/2 -10/2
20000 -14/4 -14/4 -16/4 -14/2 -16/2
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Table C8: Coefficient of variation (CV) of seal abundances over the 25-year period once the
target abundance (50,000) has been reached under each management scenario, for each
model. Annual numbers of sterilized adult females are columns and annual lethal removals
(kills) are in table rows. Each estimate is based on 1,000 simulations. Scenarios where the
target abundance was not achieved was left blank. Scenarios where the CV of abundance is
less than or equal to 0.05 are shown in bold.

Sterilizations

Kills 0 2500 5000 7500 10000

Base age-structured model

0 - - 0.04 0.05 0.05
5000 - 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.06
10000 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.11 0.09
15000 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.12 0.09
20000 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.13 0.12

Alternative age-structured model

0 - - 0.03 0.04 0.05
5000 - 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.06
10000 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.07
15000 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.09 0.08
20000 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.20 0.19

Logistic model

0 - - - - -
5000 - - - - 0.01
10000 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
15000 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03
20000 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06
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Figure C1: Daily prey requirements of harbour seals in the Strait of Georgia, by age

(modified from Olesiuk 1993). The gray series shows the relationship for male seals (ages 0-
15), while the black series shows the relationship for female seals (ages 0-25).

130 —
120 | 95% Cl (Logistic)

----- Age-Structured (base) [—
110 — —

100 Age-Structured (alt) / |
90 | __ gTo_ .
80 | 2 —

70
60 —
50 —
40
30
20 |

10 I
o 4 teaamiilv;
I

T T T T
1940 1960 1980 2000 2020

Logistic

Abundance (1000s)

Figure C2: Model-predicted harbour seal abundance in British Columbia from 1940-2018.
The solid lines depict the estimated abundance using the theta-logistic model, while the
dotted and dashed lines show the mean predicted abundance from the base case and
alternative full sex- and age-structured models. Observed abundances are shown with solid
circles, and the annual number of animals killed are shown by gray bars.

195



0.1
c
=)
-
T 0.0 | -cosmmmsmenttgmesn® s, susssssesstssseenss -
S
o
o
_0_1 )
T g N T
_0_2 =
I I I I I
1940 1960 1980 2000 2020

Year

Figure C3: Estimated annual recruitment deviations between 1940 and 2018 for the age-
structured harbour seal population model. The 95% probability intervals are depicted by
the thin gray lines.
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Figure C4: Population growth rate (y-axis) of the British Columbia harbour seal
population as a function of the proportion of sterilized non-pup females (x-axis).
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