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OVERVIEW

The primary purpose of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, is the
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend.
Conservation is defined as *...the use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to
bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided
pursuant to this Act are no longer necessary.” As one means of achieving recovery, the ESA
requires the development of recovery plans for listed endangered or threatened species (except
those species for which it is determined that such a plan will not promote the conservation of the
species). These plans organize and guide the recovery process. The ESA amendments of 1988
added a requirement that the Secretaries of Commerce and the Interior report to Congress every
2 years on the status of efforts to develop and implement recovery plans, and on the status of all
species for which recovery plans have been developed (section 4(f)(3)). The Secretary of
Commerce has delegated responsibility for endangered and threatened species recovery to the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA). This is the tenth Report to Congress on the status of the recovery
program for these species.

This report summarizes efforts to recover all domestic species under NMFS’ jurisdiction from
October 1, 2006, through September 30, 2008. It includes accounts of each species, its status,
current threats, conservation actions undertaken during this timeframe, and priority actions
needed in the next biennium. During the two years covered in this report, NMFS had jurisdiction
over 59 domestic species*? of salmon, sturgeon, sawfish, sea grass, mollusks, sea turtles, and
marine mammals, and eight foreign species, for a total of 67 species. The 59 species addressed in
this report include three newly listed or relisted species:
e Cook Inlet Beluga whale (Delphinapterus leucas), listed as endangered on October 22,
2008 (73 FR 62919)
e Oregon coast coho, relisted as threatened on February 11, 2008 (73 FR 7816)
e Puget Sound Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), listed as threatened on May 7,
2007 (72 FR 26722)

Also, the Northern right whale was split into two distinct population segments (DPS), North
Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis) and North Pacific right whale (Eubalaena japonica),
on March 6, 2008 (73 FR 12024).

Unfortunately, during this time, the Caribbean monk seal (Monachus tropicalis) was delisted due
to extinction (73 FR 63901).

Of our 59 domestic listed species, 25 currently have recovery plans and 32 plans are being
developed:
e Revised plans have been completed for the Hawaiian monk seal, Steller sea lion, and
Atlantic population of Loggerhead sea turtle.

! Species is defined in the ESA as including any subspecies of fish or wildlife or plants, and any distinct population segment of
any species of vertebrate fish or wildlife that interbreeds when mature.
2 Black abalone, not included in this report, was listed January 14, 2009.
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e Recovery plans were developed for Southern Resident Killer Whale and four Pacific
salmon evolutionarily significant units (ESUs)/DPSs (Upper Columbia River steelhead
DPS, Upper Columbia River Spring Run Chinook ESU, Hood Canal Summer-run chum
ESU, and Puget Sound Chinook ESU).

e Recovery plans are being revised for Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, sperm whale, and fin
whale and a draft recovery plan is being developed for sei whale.

e Recovery plans are currently under development for 24 ESUs and DPSs of Pacific
salmon and steelhead, respectively.

e Two listed species currently have no recovery plan in development—Guadalupe fur seal
and bowhead whale.

In addition to the numerous Pacific salmon technical recovery teams and sub-basin recovery
teams (see Pacific Salmon Overview), there are active recovery teams for the Kemp’s ridley sea
turtle, smalltooth sawfish, Johnson’s seagrass, white abalone, elkhorn and staghorn coral,
Hawaiian monk seal, and right whale. Also, two active take reduction teams, formed in
accordance with Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), assist in the recovery of listed
species: the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team and Pacific Offshore Cetacean Take
Reduction Team.

Recovery of threatened and endangered species is a tremendous, long-term challenge. One
means NMFS is using to meet this challenge is through meaningful stakeholder involvement in
recovery planning and implementation. All NMFS’ active recovery teams either have
stakeholder representation (federal, state, and local government agencies; affected industries;
conservation or other non-governmental organizations; or affected individuals) on their teams, or
hold stakeholder fora to keep the public informed of their progress and to obtain feedback. In
some cases (e.g., Pacific salmon recovery efforts in Washington State), recovery boards were
appointed by the Governor and the plans written by local sub-basin recovery teams. NMFS
helps support and is active on these teams, and is adopting their plans as draft recovery plans to
be published for public comment. Experience has shown that true stakeholder involvement in
the planning process results in “buy-in” to the recovery plan and greater recovery activity both
during and after the planning process. Stakeholder involvement is emphasized in the Interim
Recovery Planning Guidance completed in October 2004 and updated in July 2006, which is
being field-tested in regional and field offices (see
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/laws/esa/policies.htm).

Between October 1, 2006, and September 30, 2008, of the 59 domestic endangered or threatened
species listed under the ESA, 22 (37%) were stabilized or improving; 17 (29%) were known to
be declining; and 20 (34%) were unknown or mixed in their status. These percentages reflect a
minor variation from the previous 2004-2006 Biennial Report, and reflect three of the newly
listed species with declining population trends. A list of species for which NMFS is responsible
is provided in the following section.


http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/laws/esa/policies.htm
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Recovery plans are available online at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/PR3/recovery.html

Recovery plans may also be requested by writing to the following address:
Endangered Species Division — Recovery Plans

Office of Protected Resources — F/PR3

National Marine Fisheries Service

1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910-3226

This report is available online via the NMFS-Office of Protected Resources website at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/PR3/biennial.html


http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/PR3/recovery.html
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/PR3/biennial.html
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SEATURTLE RECOVERY

Overview

NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) share responsibility for the conservation,
management, and recovery of sea turtle species found in waters and lands under U.S.
jurisdiction. Although both agencies work closely together on recovery activities, NMFS is
primarily responsible for recovery actions in the marine environment and FWS is primarily
responsible for recovery actions in the terrestrial environment (i.e., nesting beaches). Six species
of sea turtles are listed under the ESA and targeted by NMFS recovery activities: green,
leatherback, loggerhead, hawksbill, olive ridley, and Kemp’s ridley. Two regionally important
DPSs are listed separately: (1) the green turtle breeding populations in Florida and on the Pacific
Coast of Mexico and (2) the olive ridley turtle breeding populations on the Pacific Coast of
Mexico.

Threats

Major threats to sea turtles in the United States include, but are not limited to: destruction and
alteration of nesting and foraging habitats; incidental capture in commercial fisheries; and vessel
strikes. To reduce the incidental capture of sea turtles in commercial fisheries, NMFS has
enacted regulations to restrict certain segments of U.S. commercial fisheries using gears that
have documented sea turtle bycatch (e.g., trawls, longlines, gillnets, and pound nets). To
effectively address all threats to marine turtles, NMFS and the FWS have developed recovery
plans to direct research and management efforts for each sea turtle species.

Marine Turtle Bycatch in the United States

Incidental take in fishing operations, or bycatch, is one of the most serious threats to the recovery
and conservation of marine turtle populations. To evaluate this threat, NMFS has instituted
fishery observer programs in some fisheries to document sea turtle bycatch and has promulgated
regulations to reduce sea turtle bycatch in certain Pacific, Atlantic, and Gulf of Mexico fisheries.

In the Pacific, NMFS requires measures (e.g., gear modifications, changes to fishing practices,
and time/area closures) to reduce sea turtle bycatch in the Hawaii longline fishery and the
California/Oregon drift gillnet fishery.

In the Atlantic, NMFS has issued measures (e.g., gear modifications, changes to fishing
practices, and time/area closures) to reduce sea turtle bycatch in pelagic longline, mid-Atlantic
gillnet, Chesapeake Bay pound net, and Southeast shrimp and flounder trawl fisheries. In the
southeast U.S. Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, NMFS has worked closely with the trawl fishing
industry to develop turtle excluder devices (TEDs) to reduce the mortality of sea turtles
incidentally captured in shrimp trawl gear. Large-opening TEDs are required in all shrimp trawl
nets.

In 2003, NMFS launched the Strategy for Sea Turtle Conservation and Recovery in Relation to
Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Fisheries to evaluate and address sea turtle bycatch
comprehensively across jurisdictional (i.e., state and federal) and fishing sector (i.e., commercial
and recreational) boundaries on a per-gear basis in fisheries of the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.
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Initial efforts are focused on non-shrimp trawl fisheries and a proposed rule to expand TED
regulations into certain of these fisheries is under development.

International Sea Turtle Conservation

The conservation and recovery of sea turtles requires multi-lateral cooperation and agreements to
ensure the survival of these highly migratory animals. NMFS has a broad national and
international program for the conservation and recovery of marine turtles—the goals of the
international component of the sea turtle program are to facilitate the global conservation and
recovery of sea turtles by working closely with other nations through diplomatic channels,
capacity building, and scientific exchange. To do this, NMFS participates in two globally
significant international instruments designed to facilitate international sea turtle conservation,
the Inter-American Convention for the Protection and Conservation of Sea Turtles and the Indian
Ocean Southeast Asia Marine Turtle Memorandum of Understanding. In addition NMFS works
through other bi-lateral and multi-lateral channels and organizations to advance global sea turtle
conservation.
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Green Sea Turtle (Chelonia mydas)

Date Listed: July 28, 1978 (43 FR 32800)

Legal Status:

Endangered (breeding colony populations in
Florida and Pacific coast of Mexico)
Threatened (rangewide except where listed as
endangered)

Recovery Plan Status:

Pacific: Two final recovery plans were approved
on January 12, 1998; one for the East Pacific green Pl 2 0
turtle population and one for all other Pacific Photo credit: David Burdick
populations.

Atlantic: A final recovery plan was approved on October 29, 1991.

o

=Ty

Species Status: An assessment of the annual number of nesting females from major nesting
areas (and other beaches in the Pacific Ocean, Asian Seas, Indian Ocean, Mediterranean Sea, and
Atlantic Ocean where quantitative data are available) indicates a decline by 48 to 67 percent over
the past three generations. In the United States, the nesting populations in Hawaii (Figure 1) and
Florida (Figure 2) have been documented as increasing over the past 10-20 years. Age at sexual
maturity is estimated as between 30 and 50 years. Thus, caution is warranted when interpreting
short-term nesting trend data.

Threats and Impacts: Threats and
impacts in the marine environment mGﬂREEN TURTLES NESTING AT EAST ISLAND FFS
affecting both the threatened rangewide
populations and the endangered breeding
populations of green turtles include the

following: il

e Harvest of immature turtles and ) a 0 o B
adults: Direct harvest of East 300 .
Pacific green turtles has been i o i
documented in Mexico and Peru. :
In the West and Central Pacific, 100 6 e | F H—'
direct harvest of immature turtles . _ .
and adults Oceurs throughout the 1973 77 79 81 83 85 87 89 91 93 95 97 99 01 03 06 2008
green turtle’s range, and o ANNUAL TREND FOR 36 SEASONS
potentially including (although i o e
unauthorlzed) the U.S. ﬂagged Figure 1. Estimated number of female green turtles nesting at East Island,
areas of Guam, Commonwealth French Frigate Shoals, Hawaiian Archipelago, 1973—2008

of the Northern Mariana Islands,

and American Samoa. A legal fishery for green turtles also occurs in the Caribbean;
Nicaragua’s commercial turtle fishery is estimated to kill thousands of large juvenile and
adult green turtles each year.

10
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Incidental capture in
commercial and artisanal
fisheries: Fisheries known
to interact with green
turtles include gillnet,
longline, hook and line,
purse seine, pound net,
trap/pot gear, dredge, and
trawl fisheries.

Incidental capture in
recreational fisheries:
Fisheries known to
interact with green turtles
include shore-based and
nearshore hook and line
fisheries for coastal sport
fish.

Green Turtle Nests
on Core Florida Index Beaches
1989-2008

Lr
=
. |

Mests

& PP P P S S P S
¥ ear

Figure 2. Number of green turtle nests documented on Florida core index
beaches, 1989-2008.

Marine debris and entanglement: Green turtles can ingest a wide variety of marine
debris, and effects include interference with metabolism as well as absorption of toxic by-
products. They can also become entangled in marine debris, such as “ghost” fishing gear.
Pollution: Point and non-point source pollution (e.g., pesticides, heavy metals, and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)) in the marine environment have been detected in

turtles and their eggs.

Vessel strikes: Especially in areas where recreational and/or commercial vessel traffic
(small, medium, and/or large vessels) is intense, propeller and collision injuries are
common. Vessel activities may also destroy or degrade habitat through anchoring,
propeller scarring, and groundings.

Power plant entrainment and entrapment, along both the U.S. Atlantic and Pacific coasts.
Dredging and beach nourishment activities: These activities can result in marine habitat
destruction via both direct and indirect effects and hopper dredges can entrain and kill

turtles.

Oil and gas exploration, development, and transportation: Underwater explosions (e.g.,
gas and oil structure removal and use of explosives during exploration activities) can kill
or injure turtles, and destroy or damage habitat.

Military activities: Military exercises in the marine environment may impact the
migratory and foraging behavior of turtles and their habitats.

Global climate change and sea level rise resulting in changes in nesting beach habitat
(e.g., shoreline erosion and beach temperature changes).

Conservation Actions: Major conservation actions conducted in 2006—2008 to advance
recovery of the green turtle include the following:

Pacific/Indian Ocean:
Continued to conduct population identification of bycaught, nesting, foraging, and
stranded turtles through genetic analysis, flipper tagging, and satellite telemetry.
Identified habitat requirements using stable isotope analysis.

11
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Continued U.S. fishery observer programs within the Exclusive Economic Zone as well
as on the high seas to monitor, report, and estimate bycatch.

Continued vital population assessment work under the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage
Network, including genetic sampling and analysis of age classes.

Supported research to determine satellite transmitter drag on turtles.

Continued to collaborate with foreign partners to export longline fishery technologies
through education and outreach, a circle hook exchange program, and fishing gear
experiments in Ecuador, Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Peru, Brazil, Columbia, Chile,
Korea, Thailand, Japan, Philippines, Spain, Vietnam, Indonesia, and the Mediterranean.
Conducted experiments to reduce bycatch and mortality in longline fisheries, including
testing “stealth gear,” blue-dyed bait, deep day-time fishing, and new circle hook designs
in domestic and international fisheries.

Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.
Supported the development and completion of a Turtle Research Database System in
collaboration with six international agencies.

Participated in the Indian Ocean Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on the
Conservation and Management of Marine Turtles of the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia
(IOSEA), and its associated Conservation and Management Plan (CMP), to provide a
framework for the conservation of sea turtles and their habitats in the Indo-Pacific region.
Led the development and negotiations to obtain agreement and passage of a resolution
dedicated to reducing bycatch of sea turtles.

Convened a workshop to review and assess the results of all U.S. longline bycatch
reduction efforts to date, including the available information on the effects of circle hooks
on bycatch species and target catch, and to use this information to (1) identify best gear
and fishing practices and (2) develop an action plan to direct NMFS’ domestic and
international marine turtle longline bycatch reduction efforts.

Western and Central Pacific:

Assisted national observer programs and supported capacity building through in-country
fishery observer training to improve sea turtle species identification, reporting, handling,
and education in Papua New Guinea, Marshall Islands, Indonesia, Vietnam, New
Caledonia, Fiji, and Cook Islands.

Continued long-term monitoring and research of the Hawaiian green turtle to identify
potential causes of and threats posed by fibropapillomatosis.

Continued to conduct long-term nesting beach monitoring in the Northwest Hawaiian
Islands, evaluated population trends, and designed and evaluated conservation strategies
via stochastic simulation models.

Conducted long-term, spatially extensive, capture-mark-recapture programs at six sites
throughout Hawaiian archipelago.

Supported the State of Hawaii in preliminary stages of assessing the impact of nearshore
recreational fisheries on sea turtle populations.

Educated Hawaii-based longline fishery participants about sea turtle mitigation
requirements including safe handling, gear removal, and release of turtles caught
incidental to the fishery.

12
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Supported capacity building in American Samoa, Guam, and Commonwealth of Northern
Mariana Islands for nesting beach and in-water monitoring and to assess threats to marine
turtles and their nesting habitat.

Supported turtle monitoring programs and capacity building in the Federated States of
Micronesia and the Republic of Palau.

Supported sea turtle bycatch mortality mitigation in the Palau tuna longline fishery
through observer training in partnership with Palau Marine Law Enforcement Division
and Bureau of Marine Resources.

Supported in-water population assessment, genetic stock identification and threat
assessment of sea turtles at Palmyra and conservation and management capacity and data
collection efforts in the Marshall Islands.

Supported surveys of trawl and longline fishing crews at Indonesian ports to estimate
capture rates of marine turtles.

Tested the efficacy of longline gear technology to reduce sea turtle interactions in Pacific
Ocean high seas fisheries in collaboration with Japan.

Eastern Pacific:

Identified trophic ecology of green turtles in the eastern Pacific.

Conducted satellite telemetry to determine migratory corridors and susceptibility to
fisheries impacts in the southeastern Pacific Ocean.

Monitored and tracked resident green turtles in south San Diego Bay, California; Chile;
Peru; and the Pacific coast of Mexico.

Supported population assessment efforts in Ecuador and field studies in Peru to determine
habitat use and characterize human impacts in neritic habitats.

Supported a longline fishery observer program and sea turtle handling and resuscitation
workshops in Peru.

Supported an observer program in the Chilean swordfish-directed longline fishery and
provided circle hooks and technical support for experimental testing of modified gear.
Supported education and collaborative work with Mexican halibut gillnet and bottomset
longline fisheries in Baja California to reduce turtle bycatch.

Atlantic Ocean:

Identified population structure of nesting turtles using DNA analysis, flipper tagging, and
satellite telemetry and habitat requirements using stable isotope analysis.

Conducted population identification of bycaught, foraging, and stranded turtles using
DNA analysis, flipper tagging, and satellite telemetry.

Supported in-water population studies in the Atlantic and Caribbean to provide indices of
turtle abundance and to gather life history data.

Continued coordination and support of the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network in
the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.

Continued U.S. longline fishery observer program to monitor, report, and estimate green
turtle bycatch.

Implemented and provided training for a Sea Turtle Disentanglement Network in the
Atlantic Northeast Region to address sea turtle entanglement in pot and other fishing
gear.

13
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o Convened a workshop to improve understanding of sea turtle bycatch in vertical lines
associated with pot/trap and gillnet fisheries.

o Developed and tested gear technologies to reduce sea turtle bycatch, including
modifications to scallop dredges.

o Established an inspection program for modified pound net leaders in the Chesapeake Bay
to ensure gear is consistent with sea turtle requirements.

o Developed a regulation to give NMFS the authority to observe federal, state, or
recreational fisheries for sea turtle bycatch where no authority currently exists.

o Continued and expanded fishery observer programs to monitor, report, and estimate
green turtle bycatch.

e Conducted gear research to develop TEDs suitable for use in non-shrimp trawl fisheries
such as the whelk, scallop, and sciaenid bottom trawl fisheries.

o Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for the green sea turtle
include the following:

e Support education and outreach to reduce the direct take of eggs and turtles, and support
the prohibition of direct take of juvenile and adult green turtles in their foraging habitats.

o Develop and implement solutions to reduce and eliminate sea turtle interactions with
fisheries.

e Support the use of large circle hooks in global longline fisheries and continue to identify
other gear modifications and fishing practices to reduce turtle bycatch in longline
fisheries.

e Support nations in monitoring and implementing management measures to reduce sea
turtle interactions in pelagic and coastal fisheries.

« Implement regulations in the United States requiring the use of TEDs, or measures that
provide comparable or greater protection, in trawl fisheries known to incidentally capture
sea turtles.

e Support nations in monitoring and implementing management measures to reduce sea
turtle interactions in pelagic and coastal fisheries.

« Build capacity in foreign nations to establish and maintain conservation, research, and
monitoring programs.

« Further identify population structure of green turtle nesting populations in the South
Pacific region.

Recovery Priority Number: 5 (Breeding Colony Populations in Florida and Pacific coast of
Mexico); 5 (Rangewide)

The recovery priority number for the green sea turtle is 5. This represents a moderate magnitude
of threat, a high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict with economic activities.

14
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Hawksbill Sea Turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata)

Date Listed: June 2, 1970 (35 FR 8491)
Legal Status: Endangered

Recovery Plan Status:

Pacific: A final recovery plan was approved on
January 12, 1998.

Atlantic: A final recovery plan was approved on
December 15, 1993.

Species Status: The hawksbill sea turtle is B\

severely depleted throughout its range as a result - S 3. 9,
of decades of intensive harvest. Today, most Photo credit: Becky A. Dayhuff, Environmental Educator
nesting populations continue to decline, a few

appear stable (Buck Island Reef National Monument, U.S. Virgin Islands), and a few appear to
be increasing (Mona Island, Puerto Rico) as a result of years of intensive conservation efforts.
Major causes of the continued decline include commercial exploitation driven by the continuing
demand for hawksbill shell (bekko), directed harvest of eggs, poaching of adult and immature
turtles for meat, and destruction and degradation of nesting habitat and coral reef habitats that
provide critically important foraging and resting areas. Baseline nesting demography, population
status, trends, and genetic information is lacking throughout the species’ range in the Western
and South Pacific.

Threats and Impacts: Threats and impacts in the marine environment affecting hawksbill
turtles include the following:

o Direct take of all life stages.

o Destruction and degradation of habitat: Hawksbills depend heavily on coral reefs for
shelter and food.

o Global climate change and sea level rise resulting in changes to nesting and foraging
beach habitat (e.g., shoreline erosion, beach temperature changes, coral reef degradation
and destruction).

o Dredging: Dredging can result in marine habitat destruction via both direct and indirect
effects.

e Marine debris and entanglement: Hawksbill turtles ingest a wide variety of marine
debris, and effects include interference with metabolism as well as absorption of toxic by-
products. Turtles can also become entangled in marine debris, such as “ghost” fishing
gear.

e Incidental capture in commercial and recreational fishing gear including driftnets, seines,
trawls, longlines, and gillnets.

o Vessel strikes: Especially in areas where recreational and/or commercial vessel traffic
(small, medium, and/or large vessels) is intense, propeller and collision injuries are not
uncommon.

15
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Vessel activities may also destroy or degrade habitat through anchoring, propeller
scarring, and groundings.

Oil and gas exploration, development, and transportation: Underwater explosions (e.g.,
gas and oil structure removal and use of explosives during exploration activities) can kill
or injure turtles, and may destroy or damage habitat.

Pollution: Point and non-point source pollution (e.g., pesticides, heavy metals, and
PCBs) in the marine environment have been detected in turtles and their eggs.

Conservation Actions: Conservation actions conducted in 2006—2008 for recovery of the
hawksbill turtle include the following:

Pacific/Indian Ocean:

Supported the development of a Turtle Research Database System in collaboration with
six international agencies.
Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.

Central and Western Pacific

Participated in the Indian Ocean MOU on the Conservation and Management of Marine
Turtles of the IOSEA, and its associated CMP, to provide a similar comprehensive
framework for the conservation and protection of sea turtles and their habitats in the
Indo-Pacific region. Led the development and negotiations to obtain agreement and
passage of a resolution dedicated to reducing bycatch of sea turtles.

Assisted national observer programs and supported capacity building through in-country
fishery observer training to improve sea turtle species identification, reporting, handling,
and education in Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, Vietnam, Marshall Islands, New
Caledonia, Fiji, and Cook Islands.

Convened an Annual Hawaii Hawksbill Turtle Recovery Implementation meeting.
Supported nesting beach monitoring and mitigation activities to remove non-native
predators of eggs and hatchlings, and satellite and radio telemetry studies of post-nesting
females in the main Hawaiian Islands.

Supported capacity building in American Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Marianas Islands for nesting beach and in-water monitoring and to assess
threats to marine turtles and their nesting habitat.

Supported turtle monitoring programs and capacity building in the Federated States of
Micronesia and the Republic of Palau.

Supported in-water population assessment, genetic stock identification, and threat
assessment of sea turtles at Palmyra and conservation and management capacity and data
collection efforts in the Marshall Islands.

Supported a survey of trawl and longline fishing crews at Indonesian ports to estimate
capture rates of marine turtles.

Supported a trial observer program in Indonesian longline and trawl fisheries.

Eastern Pacific

Convened the first workshop with sea turtle specialists from Mexico, Guatemala, El
Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Colombia, and the United States to compile
current scientific knowledge on eastern Pacific hawksbills, identify priority sites and

16
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principal threats, consolidate multinational alliances and projects for conservation, and
establish conservation goals.

Conducted educational outreach efforts in Mexico, Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Ecuador
to promote local and regional marine turtle conservation.

Liaised with Minister of the Environment in Ecuador and the Vice Minister of the
Environment in El Salvador (the two most important countries for hawksbill nesting in
the Eastern Pacific) to promote national conservation legislation and enforcement of
existing laws and regulations regarding the protection of marine turtles.

Supported and collaborated with Ecuador and El Salvador to deploy the first-ever satellite
transmitters on adult female hawksbills in the eastern Pacific to determine habitat use,
migratory movements, and stock boundaries.

Atlantic Ocean:

Supported satellite telemetry studies to investigate migration patterns and habitat use of
hawksbills in the Caribbean Sea and Gulf of Mexico.

Supported standardized index in-water surveys to monitor hawksbill populations in the
wider Caribbean (e.g., Pearl Cays, Nicaragua).

Re-examined population structure of nesting turtles in the U.S. Virgin Islands, Costa
Rica, Mexico, Barbados, Antigua, Nicaragua, and Guadeloupe using improved DNA
analysis techniques.

Conducted population identification of foraging turtles from the U.S. Virgin Islands and
Nicaragua along with stranded turtles off the coast of Texas using DNA analysis.
Continued coordination and support of the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network in
the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.

Continued and expanded fishery observer programs to monitor, report, and estimate
hawksbill turtle bycatch.

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for the hawksbill sea
turtle include the following:

Stop the direct harvest of hawksbill turtles and eggs through foreign nation capacity
building, education, and law enforcement support.

Support conservation and biologically viable management of hawksbill populations in
countries that share U.S. hawksbill stocks.

Determine population size, status, and trends through long-term regular nesting beach
and in-water censuses.

Identify stock home ranges and foraging/stranding population contributions using DNA
analysis.

Identify and protect primary nesting and foraging areas.

Eliminate adverse effects of development on hawksbill nesting and foraging habitats.
Control non-native predators of eggs and hatchlings (e.g., mongoose, feral cats, and pigs)
in the Hawaiian population.

Reduce incidental mortalities of hawksbill turtles by commercial and artisanal fisheries.
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Recovery Priority Number: 1
The recovery priority number for the hawksbill sea turtle is 1. This represents a high magnitude
of threat, a high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict with economic activities.
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Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle (Lepidochelys kempii)

Date Listed: December 2, 1970 (35 FR 18319)
Legal Status: Endangered

Recovery Plan Status: A final recovery plan for the Kemp’s ridley turtle was approved on
August 21, 1992. A revised plan is currently under development.

Species Status: The only major nesting sites for Kemp’s ridley are in Mexico in the state of
Tamaulipas, with the majority of nesting occurring along the coast at Rancho Nuevo. Although
still significantly decreased in number from the mid-20™ century, the trend in the number of
nests documented at the Mexican nesting beaches has been increasing over the past decade, with
17,882 nests documented in 2008 (Figure 3). A small nesting assemblage is also found in the
United States, primarily in Texas, 6 nests were documented in 1996 and a record 195 nests were
documented in 2008. As a result of intensive bi-lateral conservation efforts, including full
protection of nesting females and their eggs in Mexico, and implementation of turtle excluder
device requirements in the U.S. shrimp trawl fishery, there is cautious optimism that the Kemp’s
ridley population is in the early stages of recovery.

Kemp's Ridley Nesting Trends
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Figure 3. Kemp's ridley nesting trends in Mexico, 1978— 2008. The 1947 point is a single reference point
representing nesting females on a single day, the total nests over the entire 1947 nesting season is
believed to be much higher.
Threats and Impacts in the Marine Environment: Threats and impacts found in the marine
environment affecting Kemp’s ridley turtles include the following:

e Interactions with commercial and recreational fishing gear, including trawls, purse seines,
pound nets, traps and pots, hook and line, dredges, and gillnets.

e Marine debris and entanglement: Kemp’s ridley turtles can ingest a wide variety of
marine debris, and effects include interference with metabolism as well as absorption of
toxic by-products. They can also become entangled in marine debris, such as “ghost”
fishing gear.
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Vessel strikes: Especially in areas where recreational and/or commercial vessel traffic
(small, medium, and/or large vessels) is intense, propeller and collision injuries are not
uncommon.

Power plant entrainment and entrapment: Kemp’s ridleys can become entrained and
entrapped primarily along the U.S. Atlantic coast.

Prey limitation: Overfishing may lead to a reduction of key prey species preferred by
Kemp’s ridleys.

Dredging: Dredging can result in marine habitat destruction via both direct and indirect
effects and hopper dredges can entrain and kill turtles.

Oil production: Marine turtles are at risk when encountering an oil spill, as respiration,
skin, blood chemistry, and salt gland functions are affected.

Pesticides, heavy metals, and PCBs: These materials and substances have been detected
in turtles and eggs, but their effect is unknown.

Oil and gas exploration, development, and transportation: Underwater explosions (e.g.,
gas and oil structure removal and use of explosives during exploration activities) can kill
or injure turtles, and may destroy or damage habitat.

Marina and dock development: Marina and dock development can destroy or degrade
foraging habitat as well as lead to increased boat traffic, thus increasing the risk of
collisions.

Climate change and resulting changes in nesting beach habitat (e.g., shoreline erosion and
beach temperature changes).

Conservation Actions: Conservation actions conducted in 2006—2008 for recovery of the
Kemp’s ridley turtle include the following:

Identified population structure of nesting turtles at Padre Island, Texas and Rancho
Nuevo, Mexico using DNA analysis.

Supported infrastructure maintenance, stranding surveys, and provided monitoring
equipment for the Mexican component of the Kemp’s ridley conservation program.
Supported research on in situ versus relocated nests to guide future conservation efforts.
Continued vital work through the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network including
collecting age samples for analysis at the National Sea Turtle Aging Laboratory.
Investigated protocol and reporting form for documenting human interactions in stranded
turtles.

Continued and expanded fishery observer programs to monitor, report, and estimate
Kemp’s ridley bycatch.

Convened a workshop to improve understanding of sea turtle bycatch in vertical lines
associated with pot/trap and gillnet fisheries.

Established an inspection program for modified pound net leaders in the Chesapeake Bay
to ensure gear is consistent with sea turtle requirements.

Supported in-water population studies in the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.

Developed a regulation to give NMFS the authority to observe federal, state, or
recreational fisheries, where no authority currently exists, for sea turtle bycatch.
Developed and tested gear technologies to reduce sea turtle bycatch including
modifications to scallop dredges and conducted research on TEDs suitable for use in non-
shrimp trawl fisheries.
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Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for the Kemp’s ridley sea
turtle include the following:
e Minimize commercial fishery bycatch and mortality of Kemp’s ridley.
e Support Mexico in its conservation efforts on primary nesting beaches and build capacity
for expansion of in-water conservation and research efforts.
« Improve and refine estimation techniques for the takes of sea turtles to ensure that criteria
for recovery are being met.
« Continue and improve population assessments, including in-water studies of population
size and structure.
o Determine distributional and seasonal movements for all life stages in the marine
environment.
e Identify important marine habitats.
e Improve understanding of the effects of commercial fishery harvest on key prey species.

Recovery Priority Number: 5
The recovery priority number for the Kemp’s ridley sea turtle is 5. This represents a moderate

magnitude of threat, a high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict with economic
activities.
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Leatherback Sea Turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)

Date Listed: June 2, 1970 (35 FR 8491)
Legal Status: Endangered

Recovery Plan Status:

Pacific: A final recovery plan was approved
on January 12, 1998.

Atlantic: A final recovery plan was approved
on April 6, 1992.

Species Status: In the Pacific, the number
of nesting leatherback turtles is declining at -
all key nesting beaches except Jamursba- Photo credit: S.R. Livingstone, University of Glasgow

Medi Beach, Indonesia, where there is a

long-term decline in the nesting population, but a short-term (since 1999) stability in nesting
numbers. There is growing evidence to suggest a significant decline in leatherback turtle nesting
abundance in Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands over the past 30 years. Predation by pigs
and dogs as well as continued direct harvest of eggs and beach erosion remain significant
impacts to the Western Pacific population. Leatherbacks were extirpated from Malaysia within
the past decade or more, and the potential for Pacific-basin wide extirpation remains.
Conversely, in the Atlantic, leatherback nesting populations are increasing on U.S. beaches and
are generally increasing elsewhere in the western north Atlantic, with the exception of Costa
Rica.

Threats and Impacts: Threats and impacts found in the marine environment affecting
leatherback turtles include the following:

« Incidental capture in both commercial and artisanal fisheries: including drift and fixed
gillnet, longline, purse seine, trap and pot, pound net, dredge, and trawl fisheries.

o Vessel strikes: Especially in areas where recreational and/or commercial vessel traffic
(small, medium, and/or large vessels) is intense, propeller and collision injuries are not
uncommon.

o Marine debris and entanglement: Leatherbacks can ingest a wide variety of marine
debris, and effects include direct effects as well as secondary effects such as interference
with metabolism as well as absorption of toxic by-products. Turtles can become
entangled in marine debris, such as “ghost” fishing gear and discarded shipping and
packing materials.

« Oil and gas exploration, development, and transportation: Underwater explosions (e.g.,
gas and oil structure removal and the use of explosives during exploration activities) can
kill or injure turtles, and may destroy or damage habitat.

o Military activities: Various short-term and longer-term military exercises in the marine
environment may impact the migratory and foraging behavior of turtles and their habitats.

o lllegal harvest of juveniles and adults.

« Habitat destruction and degradation due to development and tourism.
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Global climate change and sea level rise resulting in changes to nesting and foraging
habitat (e.g., shoreline erosion, beach temperature changes).

Conservation Actions: Conservation actions conducted in 2006—2008 for recovery of the
leatherback turtle include the following:

Pacific/Indian Ocean:

Identified population home ranges and conducted population identification of nesting,
foraging, stranded, and bycaught turtles using DNA analysis and other tools.

Conducted stable isotope analyses of leatherback soft tissues to determine habitat use and
foraging strategies of leatherbacks in the Eastern and Western Pacific.

Evaluated leatherback turtle population trends and designed and evaluated conservation
strategies via stochastic simulation models.

Provided technical, scientific, and management support to Pacific-wide leatherback turtle
projects.

Supported the development and completion of a Turtle Research Database System in
collaboration with six international agencies.

Convened a workshop with partners from government, non-governmental organizations,
and the private sector to develop a Pacific leatherback conservation action plan
incorporating coastal fisheries management and nesting beach conservation.

Conducted aerial surveys to determine abundance of nesting leatherback turtles in Papua
New Guinea, Indonesia, Solomon Islands, and Latin America.

Promoted “best practices” in the major longline fleets operating in the Pacific.

Reduced leatherback interaction rates and mortality rates in U.S. Pacific swordfish
directed longline fleets by requiring large circle hooks combined with non-squid bait;
proper handling of hooked and entangled leatherbacks; and use of disentangling and de-
hooking equipment such as dip nets, line cutters, and de-hookers.

Collaborated with foreign partners to export longline fishery technologies through
education and outreach, circle hook exchange program, and fishing gear experiments.
Conducted research to test longline fishing gear modifications to reduce bycatch and
mortality.

Convened a workshop to review and assess the results of all U.S. longline bycatch
reduction efforts to date, including the available information on the effects of circle hooks
on bycatch species and target catch, and to use this information to (1) identify best gear
and fishing practices and (2) develop an action plan to direct NMFS’ domestic and
international marine turtle longline bycatch reduction efforts.

Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.

Central and Western Pacific

Participated in the Indian Ocean MOU on the Conservation and Management of Marine
Turtles of the IOSEA, and its associated CMP, to provide a similar comprehensive
framework for the conservation and protection of sea turtles and their habitats in the
Indo-Pacific region. Led the development and negotiations to obtain agreement and
passage of a resolution dedicated to reducing bycatch of sea turtles.
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Educated Hawaii-based longline fishery participants about sea turtle mitigation
requirements including safe handling, gear removal, and release of turtles caught
incidental to the fishery.

Assisted national observer programs and supported capacity building through in-country
fishery observer training to improve sea turtle species identification, reporting, handling,
and education regarding fishery mitigation techniques in Palau, Indonesia, Vietnam, and
New Caledonia.

Supported monitoring and protection of leatherback nesting beaches in the western
Pacific, including education of local villagers on the importance of conservation of
leatherbacks in Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, Solomon Islands, and Vanuatu.

Attached satellite tags to leatherbacks in Indonesia to gather information regarding
migratory movements and pelagic habitat use.

Supported work with Kei Island (Indonesia) villagers to reduce and/or eliminate direct
harvest of adult leatherbacks in marine and coastal habitats.

Tested the efficacy of longline gear technology to reduce sea turtle interactions in Pacific
Ocean high seas fisheries in collaboration with Japan.

Eastern Pacific

Convened a workshop on swordfish and leatherback use of temperate habitat (SLUTH)
along the U.S. west coast with scientists, fisheries managers, conservationists, and fishers
to identify information gaps, exchange ideas, and develop a new cooperative initiative to
integrate fisheries management and protected resources conservation.

Conducted monitoring (aerial surveys) for foraging leatherbacks off central and northern
California and conducted capture, tagging, and satellite tracking of foraging leatherbacks
off central California.

Described the distribution and abundance of leatherback turtles within the coastal
California ecosystem.

Conducted first-ever process-oriented cruise of the U.S. west coast to determine the
habitat requirements and environmental drivers that dictate leatherback use of temperate
habitat.

Supported monitoring and protection of leatherbacks nesting in Mexico.

Supported longline observer programs in Chile and Peru.

Atlantic Ocean:

Conducted population identification of by-caught, foraging, and stranded turtles using
DNA analysis, flipper tagging, and satellite telemetry.

Supported research to assess the health of wild caught leatherback turtles in the western
North Atlantic.

Supported research and monitoring of one of the largest seasonal foraging populations of
leatherbacks in the Atlantic, found in Canada.

Held a bilateral meeting to coordinate with Canada solely on sea turtle conservation
activities and worked cooperatively with Canada to identify and address threats to
leatherback turtles in Canadian waters and contributed to the development of recovery
plans for leatherbacks in Canada.

Supported research to investigate leatherback movements and behavior along the U.S.
Atlantic coast.
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Developed a regulation to give NMFS the authority to observe federal, state, or
recreational fisheries, where no authority currently exists, for sea turtle bycatch.
Implemented and provided training for a Sea Turtle Disentanglement Network in the
Atlantic Northeast Region to address sea turtle entanglement in pot and other fishing
gear.

Convened a workshop to improve understanding of sea turtle bycatch in vertical lines
associated with pot/trap and gillnet fisheries.

Conducted gear research to develop TEDs suitable for use in non-shrimp trawl fisheries,
such as the whelk, scallop, and sciaenid bottom trawl fisheries.

Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.
Convened a Leatherback Turtle Expert Working Group with national and international
participants to gather and assess data available on Atlantic leatherback turtles.
Continued fishery observer programs to monitor, report, and estimate leatherback
bycatch.

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for the leatherback sea
turtle include the following:

Reduce bycatch in commercial and artisanal fisheries.

Implement regulations in the United States requiring the use of TEDs, or other suitable
conservation measures, wherever the distribution of sea turtles overlaps with the use of
trawl gear known to take turtles.

Develop a strategy to document and address the critical problem of entanglement in fixed
pot gear in the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.

Support nations in monitoring and implementing management measures to reduce sea
turtle bycatch in pelagic and coastal fisheries.

Promote the use of large circle hooks in global longline fisheries and continue to identify
other gear modifications and fishing practices to reduce bycatch in longline fisheries.
Continue and improve population assessments on nesting beaches and in foraging
habitats.

Improve understanding of the effects of commercial fishery harvest on key prey species.
Support nesting beach programs, including outreach and education, to promote increased
hatchling production and to reduce killing of nesting females.

Recovery Priority Number: 1

The recovery priority number for the leatherback sea turtle is 1. This priority number represents
the critical status of this globally listed species and is based on a high magnitude of threat, a high
recovery potential, and the presence of conflict with economic activities.

25



ESA Recovery Program — Biennial Report to Congress 2006—2008

Loggerhead Sea Turtle (Caretta caretta)

Date Listed: July 28, 1978 (43 FR 32800)
Legal Status: Threatened
Recovery Plan Status:

Pacific: A final recovery plan was approved on January 12, 1998.
Atlantic: A final revised recovery plan was approved on December 31, 2008.

Species Status: In the Pacific, loggerhead nesting populations are at best stable, if not declining,
at the major nesting areas in Japan and Australia. Approximately 2,000 females are estimated to
nest annually in the Pacific (Table 2, Figure 4). North Pacific loggerheads nest exclusively in
Japan where monitoring began in the 1950s on some beaches and expanded to all known nesting
beaches beginning in 1990. In 2008, 10,837 nests were documented, which was the highest
recorded number of nests since 1990, whether this increase will be sustained is unknown.
Nesting also occurs in New Caledonia, although population trends are unknown. There is no
loggerhead nesting in the U.S. Pacific.

Table 2. Status and trends of Pacific loggerhead nesting subpopulations

Subpopulations No. of Females Nesting Annually Trends

Japan <1,000 Mixed®
Australia (eastern, 70% of nesting) <500 Declining
New Caledonia tens or low hundreds Unknown

In the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, loggerheads primarily nest from North Carolina through
Florida, with Florida hosting the largest assemblage. Total estimated nesting in the United States
has fluctuated between 47,000 and 90,000 nests per year over the last decade. Results from
standardized nesting beach surveys in Florida have demonstrated a significant decline in nesting
over the past two decades (Figure 5). Nesting in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina
has also declined, although not as significantly as in Florida. In Mexico, 1,000-2,000
loggerhead nests have been documented annually in recent years, and nesting has been declining.

Threats and Impacts in the Marine Environment: Threats and impacts found in the marine
environment affecting loggerhead turtles include the following:

« Bycatch in domestic and international commercial and artisanal fisheries: Fisheries
known to interact with loggerheads include trawl, gillnet, longline, hook and line, purse
seine, pound net, dredge, and pot/trap fisheries.

o Directed take of immature loggerheads outside the United States.

« Marine debris and entanglement: Loggerheads can ingest a wide variety of marine debris,
and effects include direct effects as well as secondary effects such as interference with
metabolism as well as absorption of toxic by-products. Turtles can become entangled in
marine debris, such as “ghost” fishing gear and discarded shipping and packing materials.

% There has been an overall long-term decline of the Japanese population of loggerheads (50— 90 percent decline in the past 50 years), although
Yakushima Island (where approximately 40 percent of females nest in Japan) has shown an increase only in recent years.
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o Vessel strikes: Especially in areas where recreational and/or commercial vessel traffic
(small, medium, and/or large vessels) is intense, propeller and collision injuries, many
resulting in death, are common.
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Figure 4. Annual loggerhead nests documented on Japanese beaches, 1998—
2008 (Sea Turtle Association of Japan, unpublished data).
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Figure 5. Number of loggerhead nests documented on Florida core index
beaches, 1989-2008.
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o Power plant entrainment and entrapment, primarily along the U.S. Atlantic coast.

« Habitat loss and alteration from anthropogenic activities in the marine environment.

o Limitation of prey: Commercial fishing may lead to reduction of key prey species for
loggerheads.
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Dredging: Dredging can result in marine habitat destruction via both direct and indirect
effects and hopper dredges can entrain and kill turtles.

Oil and gas exploration, development, and transportation: Underwater explosions (e.g.,
gas and oil structure removal and the use of explosives) can kill or injure turtles, and may
destroy or damage habitat.

Military activities: Various short-term and longer-term military exercises in the marine
environment may impact the migratory and foraging behavior of turtles and their habitats.
Global climate change and sea level rise resulting in changes to nesting and foraging
habitat (e.g., shoreline erosion, beach temperature changes).

Pollution: Point and non-point source pollution (e.g., pesticides, heavy metals, and
PCBs) in the marine environment have been detected in turtles and their eggs.

Conservation Actions: Conservation actions conducted in 2006—2008 for recovery of the
loggerhead turtle include the following:

Pacific/Indian Ocean:

Identified population home ranges and conducted population identification of nesting,
bycaught, foraging, and stranded loggerheads using DNA analysis.

Evaluated loggerhead turtle population trends and designed and evaluated conservation
strategies via stochastic simulation models.

Reduced interaction rates and mortality rates in U.S. Pacific swordfish-directed longline
fleets (Hawaii-based) by requiring large circle hooks combined with non-squid bait;
proper handling of hooked and entangled loggerheads; requiring the use of disentangling
and de-hooking equipment such as dip nets, line cutters, and de-hookers; and
implementing closures.

Conducted research to understand longline gear and bait interactions and to evaluate
options to reduce bycatch and mortality.

Investigated migration routes and preferred oceanic habitats by attaching satellite
transmitters and tracking loggerheads in the Pacific.

Supported the development and completion of a Turtle Research Database System in
collaboration with six international agencies.

Collaborated with foreign partners to export longline fishery technologies through
education and outreach, circle hook exchange program, and fishing gear experiments in
Ecuador, Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Peru, Brazil, Columbia, Chile, Korea,
Thailand, Japan, Philippines, Spain, Vietnam, Indonesia, and the Mediterranean.
Convened a workshop to review and assess the results of all U.S. longline bycatch
reduction efforts to date, including the available information on the effects of circle hooks
on bycatch species and target catch, and to use this information to (1) identify best gear
and fishing practices and (2) develop an action plan to direct NMFS’ domestic and
international marine turtle longline bycatch reduction efforts.

Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.
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Western and Central Pacific

Participated in the Indian Ocean MOU on the Conservation and Management of Marine
Turtles of the IOSEA, and its associated CMP, to provide a similar comprehensive
framework for the conservation and protection of sea turtles and their habitats in the
Indo-Pacific region. Led the development and negotiations to obtain agreement and
passage of a resolution dedicated to reducing bycatch of sea turtles.

Educated Hawaii-based longline fishery participants about sea turtle mitigation
requirements including safe handling, gear removal, and release of turtles caught
incidental to the fishery.

Tested the efficacy of longline gear technology to reduce sea turtle interactions in Pacific
Ocean high seas fisheries in collaboration with Japan.

Supported monitoring and protection efforts of loggerhead nesting beaches in Japan in
collaboration with the Sea Turtle Association of Japan.

Supported sea turtle bycatch mortality mitigation in the Palau tuna longline fishery
through observer training in partnership with Palau Marine Law Enforcement Division
and Bureau of Marine Resources.

Supported a survey of trawl and longline fishing crews at Indonesian ports to estimate
capture rates of marine turtles and supported a trial observer program in Indonesian
longline and trawl fisheries.

Supported an education and outreach coordinator to promote loggerhead sea turtle
conservation and management concerns in New Caledonia.

East Pacific

Performed aerial surveys off Baja California, Mexico to quantify population abundance
and distribution of loggerhead turtles in off-shore waters of Baja.

Supported education and collaborative work to reduce bycatch of sea turtle in Mexican
gillnet fisheries.

Supported an observer program in the Chilean swordfish-directed longline fishery and
provided circle hooks and technical support for experiments testing modified gear.
Conducted capacity training exercises for fishers and boat captains from Peruvian
artisanal fleets to educate them on safe handling and resuscitation techniques for
comatose turtles incidentally captured in gillnet and longline gear.

Supported an observer program in Peru to document the threat of shark and mahi mabhi
longline fisheries on loggerhead turtles.

Atlantic Ocean:

Supported characterizations (e.g., gear types used, fishing practices, turtle bycatch, etc.)
of all fisheries occurring within state waters of all Atlantic and Gulf coast states.
Conducted gear research to develop TEDs suitable for use in non-shrimp trawl fisheries
such as the flynet, whelk, and scallop trawl fisheries, and conducted gear research to
develop bycatch reduction solutions for scallop dredge fisheries.

Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.
Established an inspection program for modified pound net leaders in the Chesapeake Bay
to ensure gear is consistent with sea turtle requirements.

Convened a workshop to improve understanding of sea turtle bycatch in vertical lines
associated with pot/trap and gillnet fisheries.
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Developed a regulation to give NMFS the authority to observe federal, state, or
recreational fisheries, where no authority currently exists, for sea turtle bycatch.
Continued fishery observer programs to monitor, report, and estimate loggerhead
bycatch.

Continued coordination and support of the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network in
the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico.

Supported a comprehensive investigation of a mass stranding event related to red tide in
southwest Florida.

Supported in-water population studies in Maryland, New York, and Florida.

Identified population home ranges and conducted population identification of nesting,
foraging, stranded, and bycaught loggerheads using DNA analysis, flipper tagging, and
satellite telemetry.

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for the loggerhead sea
turtle include the following:

Reduce incidental capture of loggerheads in domestic and international commercial and
artisanal fisheries.

Promote the use of large circle hooks in global longline fisheries and continue to identify
other gear modifications and fishing practices to reduce bycatch in longline fisheries.
Investigate the effects of commercial fishing on loggerhead prey distribution and
abundance.

Continue and improve population assessments on nesting beaches and in foraging
habitats.

Implement regulations in the United States requiring the use of TEDs, or other suitable
conservation measures, wherever the distribution of loggerhead sea turtles overlaps with
the use of trawling gear known to take turtles.

Recovery Priority Number: 5

The recovery priority number for the loggerhead sea turtle is 5. This represents a moderate
magnitude of threat, a high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict with economic
activities.
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Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea)
Date Listed: July 28, 1978 (43 FR 32800)

Legal Status:

Endangered (breeding colony populations
of Pacific coast of Mexico)

Threatened (rangewide except where listed
as endangered)

Recovery Plan Status: A recovery plan
for the U.S. Pacific populations of the olive
ridley sea turtle was approved on January
12, 1998.

Species Status: The olive ridley is the

. Olive Ridley Arribada in Mexico
most abundant sea turtle in the world and Photo credit: Michael P. Jensen

population trends vary among geographic

regions as well as within regions. The behavior of olive ridleys, primarily nesting as an arribada
(a mass arrival of turtles to the nesting beach), makes it difficult to precisely measure annual
nesting. The status of the primary nesting populations of the olive ridley in the Pacific varies
from declining to increasing (Table 3). In the western Atlantic, olive ridleys nest in Suriname,
French Guiana, and Brazil. Survey effort has fluctuated over the years at these sites and it is
difficult to assess nesting trends because of incomplete surveys during many years. In recent
years, no more than 5,000-6,000 olive ridley nests are documented annually in the western
Atlantic. In the eastern Atlantic, there is widespread, low density olive ridley nesting along
many West African beaches, but trends are unknown.

Table 3. Status and trends of Pacific olive ridley nesting populations.

Subpopulation No. of Females Nesting Annually Trend
Mexico — Playa Escobilla 525,000 (nests) Increasing
Costa Rica — Playa Ostional 450,000 - 600,000 Unknown*
Costa Rica — Playa Nancite 25,000 — 50,000 Unknown
Guatemala 4,300,000 (eggs) Declining
Nicaragua Unknown Unknown

India (Gahirmatha) 150,000 — 200,000 Mixed®
Indonesia Scattered Unknown
Malaysia Scattered Declining

Threats and Impacts: Threats and impacts found in the marine environment affecting olive
ridley turtles include the following:
« Direct harvest.
e Incidental capture in commercial and artisanal fisheries: Fisheries known to interact with
olive ridleys include gillnets, longline fisheries, purse seine fisheries, trawl fisheries,
gillnets, and hook and line.

4 Although the data are too limited for a statistically valid determination of a trend, there does appear to be a 6-year decrease in the number of
nesting females.

® Although there has been no drastic decline in the nesting population in the past 25 years, there are differences in trends between decades. Data
from the 1990s show the population is declining or on the verge of a decline, and no arribadas have been documented in recent years.
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Vessel strikes: Especially in areas where recreational and/or commercial vessel traffic
(small, medium, and/or large vessels) is intense, propeller and collision injuries are not
uncommon.

Global climate change and sea level rise resulting in changes to nesting and foraging
habitat (e.g., shoreline erosion, beach temperature changes).

Habitat loss and alteration from anthropogenic activities in the marine environment.

Conservation Actions: Conservation actions conducted in 2004—2006 for recovery of the olive
ridley turtle include the following:

Pacific/Indian Ocean:

Supported the development and completion of a Turtle Research Database System in
collaboration with six international agencies.

Identified stock home ranges and conducted population identification of nesting,
foraging, stranded, and olive ridleys caught as bycatch using DNA analysis.

Continued population assessment work under the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage
Network, including genetic sampling and analysis of age classes.

Continued TED outreach and training efforts with various foreign governments.
Conducted experiments to reduce bycatch and mortality in longline fisheries including
testing “stealth gear,” blue-dyed bait, deep day-time fishing, and new circle hook designs
in domestic and international fisheries.

Continued to collaborate with foreign partners to export longline fishery technologies
through education and outreach, circle hook exchange program, and fishing gear
experiments in Ecuador, Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Peru, Brazil, Columbia, Chile,
Korea, Thailand, Japan, Philippines, Spain, Vietnam, Indonesia, and the Mediterranean.
In collaboration with Japan, tested the efficacy of longline gear technology to reduce sea
turtle interactions in Pacific Ocean high seas fisheries.

Continued fishery observer programs to monitor, report, and estimate olive ridley
bycatch.

Developed a regulation to give NMFS the authority to observe federal, state, or
recreational fisheries, where no authority currently exists, for sea turtle bycatch.
Convened a workshop to review and assess the results of all U.S. longline bycatch
reduction efforts to date, including the available information on the effects of circle hooks
on bycatch species and target catch, and to use this information to (1) identify best gear
and fishing practices and (2) develop an action plan to direct NMFS’ domestic and
international marine turtle longline bycatch reduction efforts.

Western and Central Pacific

Participated in the Indian Ocean MOU on the Conservation and Management of Marine
Turtles of the IOSEA, and its associated CMP, to provide a similar comprehensive
framework for the conservation and protection of sea turtles and their habitats in the
Indo-Pacific region. Led the development and negotiations to obtain agreement and
passage of a resolution dedicated to reducing bycatch of sea turtles.

Reduced interaction rates and mortality rates in U.S. Pacific swordfish-directed longline
fleets (currently Hawaii-based only) by requiring large circle hooks combined with non-
squid bait; requiring proper handling of hooked and entangled turtles; and requiring use
of disentangling and de-hooking equipment such as dip nets, line cutters, and de-hookers.
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Educated Hawaii-based longline fishery participants about sea turtle mitigation
requirements including safe handling, gear removal, and release of turtles caught
incidental to the fishery.

Assisted national observer programs and supported capacity building through in-country
fishery observer training to improve sea turtle species identification, reporting, handling,
and education regarding fishery mitigation techniques in Indonesia, Vietnam, and New
Caledonia.

Supported sea turtle bycatch mortality mitigation in the Palau tuna longline fishery
through observer training in partnership with Palau Marine Law Enforcement Division
and Bureau of Marine Resources.

Supported surveying of trawl and longline fishing crews at Indonesian ports to estimate
capture rates of marine turtles and supported a trial observer program in Indonesian
longline and trawl fisheries.

Supported a project in Papua New Guinea to mitigate tuna and prawn fisheries
interactions with marine turtles and to build the capacity of the National Fisheries
Authority.

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for the olive ridley sea
turtle include the following:

Support the use of large circle hooks in global longline fisheries and continue to identify
other gear modifications and fishing practices to reduce bycatch in longline fisheries.
Build capacity of foreign nations to monitor and reduce bycatch in pelagic and coastal
fisheries.

Improve understanding of the effects of commercial fishery harvest on key prey species.

Recovery Priority Number: 5 (Breeding colony populations of Pacific coast of Mexico); 5
(Rangewide)

The recovery priority number for the olive ridley sea turtle is 5. This represents a moderate
magnitude of threat, a high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict with economic
activities.
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PACIFIC SALMON RECOVERY

Overview for 2006-2008
Salmon and Steelhead Listed under the Endangered Species Act

Fifty-two “species”— DPSs or ESUs*—of Pacific salmon and steelhead have been identified on
the U.S. West Coast. Of these 52 species, 28 are currently protected under the ESA (see “Listing
Actions” below)—six are listed as endangered and 22 as threatened. Eighteen occur solely in the
NMFES Northwest Region, nine occur solely in the NMFS Southwest Region, and the range of
one ESU—the Southern Oregon/Northern California coast coho salmon—overlaps both Regions
(Table 4). These species migrate along the West Coast as they grow to adults, before returning
to the freshwater rivers where they were hatched. Figure 6 shows the distribution of all ESA-
listed Pacific salmon ESUs and steelhead DPSs by recovery domain.

Table 4. Endangered Species Act (ESA) Listing Status of Pacific Salmon and Steelhead.

Recovery Planning Domain ESU/DPS Current ESA Listing Status
Puget Sound Chinook Threatened
Hood Canal Summer chum Threatened
Puget Sound
Ozette Lake sockeye Threatened
Puget Sound steelhead Threatened
Upper Willamette River Chinook Threatened
Lower Columbia River Chinook Threatened
Willamette/Lower Columbia Lower Columb?a R!ver steelhead Threatened
Lower Columbia River coho Threatened
Columbia River chum Threatened
Upper Willamette River steelhead Threatened
Upper Columbia River spring Chinook Endangered
Snake River spring/summer Chinook Threatened
Snake River fall Chinook Threatened
Interior Columbia Upper Columbia River steelhead Endangered
Middle Columbia River steelhead Threatened
Snake River Basin steelhead Threatened
Snake River sockeye Endangered
. ) Oregon Coast coho Threatened
Oregon/N. California Coasts - -
Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast coho Threatened
Central California coast coho Endangered
North-central California Coast Northern California steelhead Threatened
California coastal Chinook Threatened
Central California coast steelhead Threatened
South-central/Southern California Coast South-central California coast steelhead Threatened
Southern California steelhead Endangered
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook Endangered
California Central Valley Central Valley spring-run Chinook Threatened
Central Valley steelhead Threatened

® The ESA defines the term species as “... including any subspecies of fish or wildlife or plants, and any distinct population segment of any
species of vertebrate fish or wildlife which interbreeds when mature” (16 US.C. 1531-1544). NMFS refers to a distinct population segment of
Pacific salmon as an “evolutionarily significant unit” under the ESA (56 FR 58612; November 20, 1991). The ocean-going (anadromous)
steelhead has a related stream-dwelling (resident) life form that is under the jurisdiction of FWS. The two forms delineate separate DPSs, and
NMFS has listed the anadromous DPSs specified above as endangered or threatened pursuant to the ESA.
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Figure 6. Distribution of ESA-Listed Pacific Salmon and Steelhead by Recovery Domain.
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Recovery Planning Efforts for Pacific Salmon and Steelhead

Recovery planning is active for every listed species of Pacific salmon. Table 5 summarizes the
status of ESA recovery plans for Pacific salmon and steelhead. NMFS believes it is critically
important for the Pacific salmon recovery planning process to partner with the numerous federal,
state, regional, tribal, local, and private conservation efforts already underway. Building on this
collaborative effort, the agency has established a recovery planning process to include its
partners and, to the extent practicable, capitalize on these ongoing efforts.” Through these local
initiatives, salmon recovery plans bring people, processes, and resources together to guide

investments toward a common goal of self-sustaining, viable species of salmon and steelhead.

Table 5. Status of ESA Recovery Plan Development Status for Pacific Salmon and Steelhead.

Recovery Planning Domain

ESU/DPS

Recovery
Plan
underway

Co-manager
& peer
review

completed

®Interim
Regional
Recovery
Plan

Recovery
Plan
Proposed
in Federal
Register

Final ESA
Recovery
Plan
Complete

Puget Sound

Puget Sound Chinook
Hood Canal Summer chum
Ozette Lake sockeye
Puget Sound steelhead

X
X

Willamette/Lower Columbia

Upper Willamette River Chinook
Lower Columbia River Chinook
Lower Columbia River steelhead
Lower Columbia River coho
Columbia River chum

Upper Willamette River steelhead

Interior Columbia

Upper Columbia River spring
Chinook

Snake River spring/summer Chinook
Snake River fall Chinook

Upper Columbia River steelhead
Middle Columbia River steelhead
Snake River Basin steelhead

Snake River sockeye

XX

Oregon/N. California Coasts

Oregon Coast coho
Southern Oregon/Northern California
Coast coho

X XXX

North-central California Coast

Central California coast coho
Northern California steelhead
California coastal Chinook
Central California coast steelhead

X XX

South-central/Southern California Coast

South-central California coast
steelhead

Southern California steelhead

California Central Valley

Sacramento River winter-run
Chinook

Central Valley spring-run Chinook
Central Valley steelhead

XX

To develop recovery plans that meet ESA statutory requirements as well as goals for local
involvement, NMFS organized the 28 listed species into eight recovery areas or “domains.” The
four recovery domains in the Northwest Region are Puget Sound, Willamette/Lower Columbia,

" For more information on recovery activities, visit NMFS salmon recovery websites at http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Recovery-
Planning/index.cfm and http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/salmon.htm.

& An Interim Regional Recovery Plan addresses portions of ESUs and DPSs and meets the requirements of the ESA for those areas. It has been
announced in the Federal Register. It is interim until a final plan can be developed that addresses the entire ESU and DPS. It includes a locally
developed plan with stakeholder buy-in and a NMFS supplement that clarifies and expands on ESA recovery requirements.
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Interior Columbia, and Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast. The four domains in the
Southwest Region are the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast (SONCC), North-Central
California Coast, California Central Valley, and South-Central/Southern California Coast (Figure
6). Recovery planning for the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast domain is managed
jointly by NMFS’ Northwest and Southwest Regions.

For each domain, NMFS convened technical recovery teams (TRTs) composed of regional
technical experts and NMFS scientists. NMFS’ intent in establishing TRTs was to seek unique
geographic and species expertise and to develop a solid scientific foundation for the recovery
plans. NMFS asked the TRTs to develop recommendations on biological viability criteria for
each ESU/DPS and its component populations; evaluate the status of each ESU/DPS relative to
viability criteria; provide scientific support to local and regional recovery planning efforts; and
provide scientific evaluations and peer review of recovery plans. In the Northwest and
Southwest Regions, the TRTs have developed either draft or final viability criteria for all listed
species except Puget Sound steelhead (which was listed in May 2007).

In all of the Northwest Region’s recovery domains except Idaho, local groups made up of local
governments, tribes, and other public and private stakeholders have taken the lead for developing
recovery plans. In Idaho, NMFS is working with the state to prepare a recovery plan endorsed
by the state, tribes, and multiple stakeholders. In the Southwest Region, NMFS staff are
preparing recovery plans with the active engagement and support of the State of California, other
federal agencies, and numerous tribes and stakeholders. In all cases, the TRT products are being
used to develop recovery goals and criteria for delisting, to assess limiting factors, and to
prioritize and sequence actions for addressing the limiting factors.

Listing Actions

On May 11, 2007, NMFS issued a final determination listing Puget Sound steelhead as a
threatened species (72 FR 26722). On February 11, 2008, NMFS issued a final determination to
list the Oregon Coast coho salmon ESU as a threatened species under the ESA (73 FR 7816).
The final listing determination was issued in compliance with a ruling by the U.S. District Court
for the District of Oregon (Trout Unlimited v. Lohn, Civ. No. 06-01493 ST (D. Oreg., October 9,
2007)) invalidating NMFS’ earlier decision in January 2006 not to list Oregon Coast coho (71
FR 3033). Table 5 (above) provides a complete roster of West Coast salmon and steelhead
currently listed under the ESA.

Critical Habitat

NMFS is responsible for designating critical habitat for threatened and endangered salmon and
steelhead. Section 3 of the ESA defines critical habitat as (1) specific areas within the
geographical area occupied by the species at the time of listing, on which are found those
physical or biological features that are essential to the conservation of the listed species and that
may require special management considerations or protection, and (2) specific areas outside the
geographical area occupied by the species at the time of listing that are essential for the
conservation of a listed species. In designating critical habitat our regulations direct us to focus
on “primary constituent elements,” in identifying these physical or biological features. Section 4
of the ESA requires us to consider the economic impacts, impacts on national security, and other
relevant impacts of specifying any particular area as critical habitat. NMFS may exclude any
area from critical habitat if NMFS determines that the benefits of such exclusion outweigh the
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benefits of specifying such area as part of the critical habitat, unless the failure to designate such
an area will result in the extinction of the species. Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires that each
Federal agency shall, in consultation with, and with the assistance of, NMFS, ensure that any
action authorized, funded or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of any listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of its
designated critical habitat. A critical habitat designation does not set up a preserve or refuge, and
applies only when federal funding, permits, or projects are involved. Critical habitat
requirements do not apply to citizens engaged in activities on private land that do not involve a
federal agency.

Critical habitat is presently designated for all ESA-listed salmon ESUs and steelhead DPSs,
except Puget Sound steelhead and Lower Columbia River coho. The specific areas designated in
the Northwest Region include approximately 30,085 miles of lake, riverine, and estuarine habitat
in the three northwestern states, as well as approximately 2,312 miles of marine nearshore habitat
in Puget Sound, Washington. The specific areas designated as critical habitat in the Southwest
Region include approximately 10,052 miles of riverine habitat and 470 square miles of estuarine
habitat within the geographic areas occupied by the listed species. In February 2008, NMFS
designated critical habitat for the Oregon Coast coho ESU (73 FR 7816), including 6,568 miles
of riverine habitat, and 15 square miles of lake habitat.

Species Status for Pacific Salmon

NMFS completed its most recent formal status assessment of salmon and steelhead in 2005. The
ESA requires that, at least every 5 years, NMFS shall conduct a review of all ESA-listed species
and determine whether any species should: (1) be removed from such list; (2) be changed in
status from an endangered species to a threatened species; or (3) be changed in status from a
threatened species to an endangered species. In 2010 NMFS will initiate 5-year reviews for 26
listed salmon ESUs and steelhead DPSs. The remaining two listed species will receive status
reviews in 2012 and 2013. These reviews will consider information that has become available
since the most recent listing determinations, and make recommendations as to whether there is
substantial information to suggest that a change in listing status may be warranted. For those
listed species that may warrant a change in status and consistent with Section 4(a) of the Act,
NMFS will conduct a formal ESA status review.

This biennial report presents estimates of the historical abundance of each ESU/DPS, a summary
of conclusions from the last formal status review, and information on recent trends, where
available. Estimates of historical abundance, recent abundance, and trends should be considered
only as general indicators and may have a significant margin of error. Updated status and trends
information is available for a few ESUs/DPSs and is included as appropriate. The recent
abundance estimates provided for most ESUs/DPSs are those that were available at the time of
the last biennial report (2004-2006).° Status and trend information will be updated as part of the
5-year reviews being initiated in 2010. Estimates of recent trends (i.e., whether an ESU is

® Estimates of historical abundance are reported as ranges intended to reflect conditions before declines in status of salmon and steelhead began to
be observed (e.g., early 20th century conditions) and they may have a considerable margin of error. These estimates were developed by NMFS
using available information and professional judgment. Recent abundance estimates represent a 5-year geometric mean based on 2001-2005 or
2000-2004 ESU-level abundance estimates as compiled by NMFS for the previous biennial report (2004-2006). The sources of the abundance
data varied among and within ESUs, and the totals presented represent only rough estimates. Qualitative assessments of ESU/DPS-level trends
were obtained from the FY 2009 Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund Annual Report to Congress and reflect the trends in the most recent 10
years of ESU-level abundance estimates available.
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increasing, decreasing, or remaining stable in abundance over time) are based on the most recent
10 years of available data. Also, the reported trends in abundance may reflect the influence of
hatchery fish that spawn in the wild, and therefore do not necessarily indicate trends in the
natural production upon which listing decisions and recovery criteria are based. Thus, the trend
is a useful but incomplete indicator of ESU status and will be placed in the context of additional

indicators when a formal status assessment is conducted.

Limiting Factors and Threats

Population declines and extirpations of Pacific
salmon and steelhead are the result of numerous
factors affecting habitat (such as hydropower
development, land development, resource
extraction, timber harvest practices, and other
land uses), as well as effects of harvest, hatchery
practices (see Box 1), natural variation in ocean-
climate conditions, and other factors such as
predation and the introduction of non-native
species. These threats and limiting factors affect
each listed species differently, and no single

Box 1. Impact of Hatchery Bred-Fish

Potential negative aspects of hatchery-bred
fish include competition for food, altered
genetic diversity of natural populations and
changes in fitness and productivity,
domestication, outbreeding depression,
homogenization, and reduction in effective
population size. Hatchery fish can also benefit
recovery by reducing extinction risk and/or by
promoting conservation when combined with
actions that reduce limiting factors. Hatchery
fish can augment individuals from native
populations to support harvest and satisfy
tribal treaty fishing rights.

factor is solely responsible for declines.

Furthermore, it is difficult to quantify precisely the relative contribution of any one threat or
factor to the decline of a given listed species. Each recovery plan evaluates the role of limiting
factors and threats specific to the ESU/DPS and its component populations and identifies site-

specific actions to address those factors.

Box 2. Impact of Dams and Human Population Growth

In addition to eliminating accessibility to habitat, dams affect habitat
quality through changes in river hydrology, temperature profile,
downstream gravel recruitment, and the movement of large woody
debris. Many of the lower reaches of rivers and their tributaries in Puget
Sound have been dramatically altered by urban development.
Urbanization and suburbanization have resulted in the loss of historical
land cover in exchange for large areas of imperious surface (buildings,
roads, parking lots, etc.).

The loss of wetland and riparian habitat has dramatically changed the
hydrology of many urban streams. This shift in hydrology reduces
floodplain connectivity and function, which increases flood frequency and
peak flow during storm events, and decreases groundwater-driven
summer flows. Flood events result in gravel scour, bank erosion, and

altered the historical land cover. However, because much of this
development took place in river floodplains, it has directly affected river
morphology. River braiding and sinuosity have been reduced by the
construction of dikes, hardening of banks with riprap, and channelizing
the mainstem. Constriction of rivers, especially during high-flow events,
increases the likelihood of gravel scour and dislocation of rearing juvenile
fish.

sediment deposition. Land development for agricultural purposes has also
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Human Population Growth
Regional population growth is
projected to continue and
poses a potential threat to
listed salmon and steelhead in
both the Northwest and
Southwest Regions.
According to the U.S. Census
Bureau, California’s
population alone is expected
to increase from 34 million in
2000 to more than 48 million
by 2030. Over the same
period, the combined
populations of Oregon and
Washington are expected to
increase from 9 million to
over 13 million. The
implications of this growth
include increased demand for
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land, water, and hydroelectricity, all of which have the potential to exacerbate factors that limit
species’ viability.

Climate Change

Climate change is a potentially significant threat to the recovery of listed species. Changes in
climate may adversely affect habitat quality and quantity, water quantity (lower summer
streamflows), and water quality (higher summer water temperatures). Warmer temperatures will
result in more precipitation falling as rain rather than snow. In addition, snowpack will diminish
and the timing of stream flow will be altered. Changes in environmental conditions could affect
salmon and steelhead health and survival in the ocean through a variety of mechanisms,
including increased ocean temperatures, increased stratification of some waters, changes in the
upwelling season, shifts in the distribution of salmon and steelhead, and increased acidity, among
others.

ESA Activities Contributing to Recovery

Many federal and non-federal actions are regulated by the ESA in order to help alleviate the
many threats to listed species. The contributions of the ESA’s statutory and regulatory tools are
summarized below.

4(d) Rule Activities

ESA section 9(a)(1) prohibits “take” and import/export of, and commercial transactions
involving, all species listed as endangered. “Take” is defined under the ESA as “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such
conduct” (Section 3(19)). In the case of threatened species, section 4(d) of the ESA directs the
Secretary of Commerce to issue regulations he or she deems necessary and advisable for the
conservation of the species. The 4(d) protective regulations may prohibit, with respect to
threatened species, some or all of the acts prohibited under section 9(a)(1) of the ESA with
respect to endangered species. These 9(a)(1) prohibitions and 4(d) regulations apply to all
individuals, organizations, and agencies subject to U.S. jurisdiction. Under section 4(d), NMFS
has tailored specific “limits” or exemptions from the take prohibitions applicable to threatened
Pacific salmonids to authorize certain activities, provided they are consistent with conservation
and recovery needs. The Northwest and Southwest Regions have approved hundreds of
programs and activities under the 4(d) protective regulations, ensuring that hatchery and harvest
management plans, resource management plans, road maintenance activities, and tribal resource
management plans benefit threatened West Coast salmonids.

NMFS published a final rule for Oregon Coast coho on February 11, 2008 (73 FR 7816) and
Puget Sound steelhead on September 25, 2008 (73 FR 55451) adopting the same 4(d) protective
regulations that apply to other threatened Pacific salmonids.

Section 7 Activities

Under section 7 of the ESA, NMFS conducts hundreds of informal and formal consultations
every year with federal agencies that authorize, fund, or carry out actions that may affect Pacific
salmon. In FY 2007 and FY 2008, the Northwest Region conducted 1,155 section 7
consultations, and the Southwest Region conducted 558. These consultations ensure federal
actions are conducted in ways unlikely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or
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to adversely modify or destroy critical habitat. The scope of section 7 consultations includes
actions related to land and water management, transportation, restoration, fill and removal of

materials in stream channels, hydropower operations, hatchery operations, and fishery
management.

Section 10 Activities

Section 10 of the ESA provides authorization for take that may occur as a part of otherwise
lawful activities carried out by non-federal entities (e.g., timber harvest, water supply
management, and other resource extraction and land management activities) or as part of
scientific research or enhancement activities. Such authorization allows those conducting such
activities to proceed with the certainty of ESA compliance and ensures that any adverse impacts
caused to listed species are being avoided, minimized, mitigated, and monitored.

Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund

The Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) was established by Congress in FY 2000 to
assist state, local, and tribal salmon recovery efforts. The goal of the PCSRF is to make
significant contributions to the conservation and restoration of healthy and sustainable Pacific
salmon runs and the habitats on which they depend. The PCSRF has funded many successful
projects that are beginning to show direct benefits, such as salmon using newly accessible or
improved habitat. A majority of the PCSRF funds have been spent on habitat restoration
activities, as this is a significant need for salmon recovery. The PCSRF program has also filled a
vital need by supporting regional and locally based recovery planning and building
organizational infrastructure toward the long-term goal of salmon recovery. Since the program’s
inception in FY 2000, Congress has appropriated a total of $544.7 million for restoration projects
in Washington, Oregon, California, and Idaho. The states have provided over 33 percent
matching funds to these federal funds. Since FY 2000, over 7,900 projects have been funded for
habitat protection and restoration; watershed and sub-basin planning and assessment; research,
monitoring, and evaluation; and public outreach and education. Over 5,400 instream and
riparian stream miles have been treated, over 2,100 barriers to fish passage have been removed
opening over 4,200 miles of habitat, and over 645,000 acres of habitat have been created, treated,
or protected. The 2009 PCSRF Annual Report to Congress reports on the actions of the PCSRF
from FY 2000 to 2008. The report is available online at http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-
Recovery-Planning/PCSRF/Index.cfm.
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Salmon Recovery in the Northwest

Lower Columbia River Coho (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

Date Listed: March 24, 1999 (64 FR 14308); reaffirmed June 28, 2005 (70 FR 37160)
Legal Status: Threatened

Recovery Plan Status: Recovery planning is underway in both Oregon and Washington
portions of this ESU, with a draft recovery plan expected in the fall of 20009.

Species Status: The estimated historical abundance (circa 1900) of the Lower Columbia River
coho ESU is 850,000 to 1.1 million. At the time of the 2004-2006 Biennial Report, the mean
natural-origin abundance was estimated to be approximately 24,000, and the mean combined
abundance (including natural- and hatchery-origin fish) of the ESU was estimated to be
approximately 240,300. The last formal review of ESU status, completed in 2005, indicated that
the abundance and productivity of this ESU had remained unchanged since the time of listing.
There is insufficient status and trend information for the Lower Columbia River coho ESU to
assess recent trends. NMFS will conduct an ESA 5-year review of this ESU in 2010 and will
update the available status and trend information at that time.

Limiting Factors and Threats: Limiting factors and threats to the Lower Columbia River coho
ESU include the following:

e Degraded freshwater habitat: Floodplain connectivity and function, channel structure and
complexity, riparian areas and large wood supply, stream substrate, stream flow, and
water quality have been degraded as a result of cumulative impacts of agriculture,
forestry, and development.

e Hatchery related effects (See Box 1).

e Harvest related effects.

Conservation Actions: During 2006—2008, key conservation actions included:
e Hydropower operational changes and agreements for dam removal (See Box 3).

e Habitat restoration projects:
Hundreds of projects have
improved riparian areas, fish
passage at culvert barriers, and

Box 3. FERC Re-licensing

NMFS continued implementation of Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) Re-licensing Settlement
Agreements for the Cowlitz, Lewis, and Clackamas rivers.

stream and floodplain function.
Improved forest management
practices on federal lands and
some state and private lands (see
Box 4).

Hatchery reforms: Hatchery
reforms have included integrating
some coho hatchery programs with
local natural-origin populations to

These agreements included reintroduction efforts into
previously blocked habitat, improved flow releases, dam
passage survival studies, plans for passage improvements,
hatchery reforms, and habitat improvements. In addition,
implementation of FERC de-commissioning settlement
agreements resulted in removal of Marmot Dam in 2007 and
the Little Sandy River Dam in 2008, restoring unimpeded
passage to upstream habitat and in actions to improve fish
passage conditions in the Hood River, including plans for
removal of Powerdale Dam in 2010.
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Box 4. Forest Management

The Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic Conservation Strategy
continued in 2006—2008. The strategy is designed to
conserve and restore salmon and steelhead habitat and
to provide an anchor for federal lands’ contribution to
salmon recovery. In addition, implementation of the
Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan, which covers

increase abundance and
reduce adverse impacts of
hatcheries, program
closures, and production
changes. Hatchery coho
continue to be externally
marked so fisheries can

9.3 million acres of private timber land in Washington
and which NMFS approved in 2005, is well underway,
formally recognizing the conservation value of state
forestry practice rules to the recovery of listed salmonids.

target hatchery coho and to
allow identification of
hatchery and wild fish at

weirs and traps, on the

spawning grounds, and during broodstock collection. The Hatchery Scientific Review
Group evaluated hatchery programs to identify additional reforms needed to ensure that
hatcheries benefit conservation efforts and reduce risks to the ESU, and is expected to
issue a final report in early 2009. NMFS and co-managers will use this report, along with
additional science-based recommendations, to identify and implement additional reforms.
Harvest reforms: The marking of hatchery coho salmon continues to allow
implementation of selective commercial and recreational fisheries for coho salmon,
reducing impacts to wild coho salmon from 85 percent to 18 percent. A new coho
agreement under the Pacific Salmon Treaty (see discussion under the Lower Columbia
River Chinook salmon ESU section of this report) will continue to constrain ocean
fishery impacts depending on the annual status of natural populations of coho in
Canadian, Washington, and Oregon fisheries.

Completion of the 2008 Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion (see

Box 5)

Priority Recovery Actions
Needed: Priority recovery actions
needed for this ESU include the
following:

Continued implementation
of the interim recovery plan
for the Washington portion
of this ESU.

Continued implementation
of tributary hydropower
relicensing agreements in
the Cowlitz, Lewis, Hood,
Sandy, and Clackamas
basins to achieve
operational changes,
reintroduction into
previously blocked
habitats, improved fish
passage, flow management,
and, in the Hood basin,

Box 5. Federal Columbia River Power System

The operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS)
affects 13 species of Columbia River Basin salmon and steelhead
listed for protection under the ESA, which requires the agencies that
operate the FCRPS to ensure that their actions are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, nor result in
the destruction or adverse modification of habitat designated as
critical to its conservation. The three FCRPS Action Agencies are the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bonneville Power Administration, and
the Bureau of Reclamation. Under the law, the FCRPS action
agencies must consult with NMFS on actions they intend to undertake
that may affect a listed species of anadromous fish or its critical
habitat. The product of this consultation is a Biological Opinion
regarding the FCRPS and the mainstem effects of other projects, as
well as authorization for harm to listed species that may be
incidentally caused by FCRPS operations. Among other actions, the
FCRPS Biological Opinion:

o Includes a habitat program to protect and improve tributary
and estuary habitat.

« Provides new and expanded hatchery facilities and safety
net conservation programs and supports hatchery reforms.

« Expands efforts to reduce juvenile and adult losses from
predation by birds, other fish, and marine mammals.

« Sets standards for survival of juvenile and adult salmon and
steelhead migrating through the dams.
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dam removal.

e Development and implementation of a plan for reintroduction of coho salmon into the
White Salmon River after removal of Condit Dam (which may occur as early as October
2009).

e Improved land use practices to protect existing high-quality tributary habitats and prevent
further degradation, along with continued, targeted restoration based on priority locations
and issues identified in recovery plans.

e Increased monitoring of natural-origin populations to provide statistically reliable
abundance and origin estimates.

e Improvements at hatchery facilities to implement hatchery reforms; including the
completion of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Impact
Statement for Mitchell Act funded hatcheries so reforms can be implemented to support
ESA requirements and sustainable fisheries mandates.

e Completion of ocean and in-river harvest management actions, including Fisheries
Management and Evaluation Plans for coho salmon, to maintain low harvest impacts.

Recovery Priority Number: 1

With a high magnitude of threat, high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict, this ESU
has been assigned a recovery priority number of 1. The magnitude of threat to this ESU has been
classified as high because of strong risks to its abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and
diversity (which largely have persisted since its status was first reviewed). Delaying recovery
for this ESU would likely result in mounting extinction risks rather than maintaining the status
quo level of risk. The recovery potential for this ESU has also been classified as high. Although
numerous factors limit the recovery of this ESU, the source of these factors and their
demographic impacts are relatively well understood and recovery planning is currently
underway. Although it may be cost-prohibitive to completely address every limiting factor,
integrated reduction of most threats can likely achieve recovery of this ESU. Finally, as a
complex variety of activities and management practices continue to impact the conservation and
recovery of all Pacific salmon ESUs listed under the ESA, NMFS has determined “conflict”
exists with regard to this ESU.
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Oregon Coast Coho (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

Date Listed: August 10, 1998 (63 FR 42587); the 1998 listing of this coho ESU was invalidated
as a result of a decision in U.S. District Court on September 10, 2001 (Alsea Valley Alliance v.
Evans, 161 F. Supp. 2d 1154,. (D. Or. 2001)); relisted February 11, 2008 (73 FR 7816)

Legal Status: Threatened

Recovery Plan Status: Recovery planning was initiated in 2005 when the ESU was previously
listed. The State of Oregon adopted an Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan in 2007 prior to
the ESU’s relisting in 2008. Based on the recent listing of this ESU, recovery planning is being
reinitiated in coordination with the State of Oregon.

Species Status: The estimated historical abundance (circa 1900) of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU
is approximately 1 million fish. This compares to a present estimated mean natural fish
abundance of 150,000. The present estimated mean combined abundance (natural and hatchery-
origin) is 170,000. Preliminary information on the most recent 12 years of available data
indicates a positive trend in abundance for the Oregon Coast ESU. NMFS will conduct an ESA
5-year review of this ESU in 2013 or sooner and will update available status and trend
information at that time.

Limiting Factors and Threats: Threats and impacts to the Oregon Coast Coho ESU include
degraded freshwater habitat: floodplain connectivity and function, channel structure and
complexity, riparian areas and large wood supply, stream substrate, stream flow, and water
quality have been degraded as a result of cumulative impacts of agriculture, forestry, and
development.

Conservation Actions: During 2006—-2008, key conservation actions included:

e The State of Oregon adopted an Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan in 2007, which
identifies limiting factors and threats and identifies actions to recover the ESU. The Plan
establishes ambitious conservation goals and identifies a monitoring program to evaluate
the effectiveness of conservation actions that contribute to rebuilding the ESU.

e Implementation of the State’s Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan has included
outreach, education, and training for watershed councils, and outreach to coastal lowland
landowners in areas of high habitat value for this ESU, with particular emphasis on the
agricultural community.

e Habitat restoration projects: Hundreds of projects have improved riparian areas, fish
passage at culvert barriers, and stream and floodplain function.

e Improved forest management practices on federal lands and some state and private lands:
The Northwest Forest Plan Aguatic Conservation Strategy continued in 2006—2008. The
strategy is designed to conserve and restore salmon and steelhead habitat and provide an
anchor for federal lands’ contribution to salmon recovery.

e Hatchery reforms: Oregon’s aggressive hatchery reform work has resulted in substantial
reductions of this threat. Hatchery coho are released in only three out of more than 56
populations in the ESU, and the magnitude of releases has declined from a peak of 35
million smolts in 1981 to approximately 500,000 in 2008. The reduction in the number
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of hatchery fish released has reduced the potential for competition with, and predation on,
natural coho. All hatchery coho releases in the ESU are now marked, affording improved
monitoring and assessment of co-existing naturally produced coho populations.

e Harvest reforms: Restrictive harvest regulations, developed concurrently with the State
of Oregon, have imposed conservative restrictions on directed and incidental fishery
mortality, and appropriately consider marine survival conditions and the biological status
of naturally produced coho populations.

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for this ESU include the
following:

e Develop a recovery plan in coordination with the State of Oregon.

e Improve land use practices to protect existing high quality habitats and prevent further
degradation, along with continued targeted restoration based on priority locations and
issues identified in the Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan.

e Educate private landowners and develop incentives for lowland landowners to protect
and restore high quality coastal coho habitat.

e Research and monitor the distribution, status, and trends of coho salmon.

e Improve agricultural and forestry practices to address limiting factors and threats,
particularly regarding riparian protections, road construction, and road maintenance.

e Continue to remove and upgrade high-priority human-made fish passage barriers.

e Conduct freshwater habitat restoration to address erosion, stabilize banks, protect and
restore riparian habitat, and reintroduce large wood.

e Improve freshwater habitat quality and quantity.

Recovery Priority Number: 1

With a high magnitude of threat, high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict, this ESU
has been assigned a recovery priority number of 1. The magnitude of threat to this ESU has been
classified as high, because of strong risks to its abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and
diversity (which largely have persisted since its status was first reviewed). Delaying recovery of
this ESU would likely result in mounting extinction risks rather than maintaining the status quo
level of risk. The recovery potential for this ESU has also been classified as high. Although
numerous factors limit the recovery of this ESU, the source of these factors and their
demographic impacts are relatively well understood and recovery planning is currently
underway. Although it may be cost-prohibitive to completely address every limiting factor, it is
likely that integrated reduction of most threats can achieve recovery of this ESU. Finally, as a
complex variety of activities and management practices continue to impact the conservation and
recovery of all Pacific salmon ESUs listed under the ESA, NMFS has determined “conflict”
exists with regard to this ESU.
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Lower Columbia River Chinook ESU (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)

Date Listed: March 24, 1999 (64 FR 14308); reaffirmed June 28, 2005 (70 FR 37160)
Legal Status: Threatened

Recovery Plan Status: A recovery plan for the Washington portion of the ESU was completed
in February 2006 as an Interim Regional Recovery Plan. This Plan will be combined with plans
for the White Salmon basin and for the Oregon portion of the ESU, which are under
development. A draft plan for the full ESU is expected in the fall of 2009.

Species Status: The estimated historical abundance (circa 1900) of the Lower Columbia River
Chinook ESU is 430,000-560,000. At the time of the 2004—-2006 Biennial Report, the mean
natural-origin abundance was estimated to be approximately 24,400, and the mean combined
abundance (including natural- and hatchery-origin fish) of the ESU was estimated to be
approximately 48,800. The last formal review of ESU status, completed in 2005, indicated that
the abundance and productivity of this ESU had remained unchanged since the time of listing. A
preliminary assessment of trends based on the most recent 10 years of available data indicated
that the Lower Columbia River Chinook ESU is “stable or increasing.” NMFS will conduct an
ESA 5-year review of this ESU in 2010 and will update the available status and trend
information at that time.

Limiting Factors and Threats: Limiting factors and threats to the Lower Columbia River
Chinook ESU include the following:

e Degraded estuarine and near-shore marine habitat resulting from cumulative impacts of
land use and operation of the Columbia River hydropower system.

e Degraded freshwater habitat: Floodplain connectivity and function, channel structure and
complexity, riparian areas, stream substrate, stream flow, and water quality have been
degraded as a result of cumulative impacts of agriculture, forestry, and development.

e Reduced access to spawning and rearing habitat, mainly as a result of tributary
hydropower systems.

e Hatchery-related effects (see Box 1 on page 39).

e Harvest impacts to fall Chinook salmon.

Conservation Actions: During 2006—2008, key conservation actions included:

e Hydropower operational changes and agreements for dam removal (See Box 3 on page
42).

e Habitat restoration projects: Hundreds of local restoration projects have improved
riparian areas, fish passage at culvert barriers, and stream and floodplain function.

e Improved forest management practices on federal lands and some state and private lands
(See Box 4 on page 43).

e Hatchery reforms: The Hatchery Scientific Review Group evaluated hatchery programs
to identify additional reforms needed to ensure that hatcheries benefit conservation
efforts and reduce risks to the ESU, and the Group is expected to issue a final report in
early 2009. NMFS and co-managers will use this report, along with additional science-
based recommendations, to identify and implement additional reforms. Some reforms are
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already underway for Lower Columbia River Chinook, including hatchery closures,
production changes, and installation of a weir on the Grays River to trap and remove non-
local hatchery fish. Also, beginning in 2008, all hatchery production is externally marked
to allow for selective harvest and evaluation of hatchery and natural escapement to
spawning grounds.

Harvest reforms and implementation of Fisheries Management and Evaluation Plans:
Since this ESU was listed, harvest rates have been steadily reduced from approximately
70 percent to below 40 percent. The U.S. and Canadian governments approved a new
agreement under the Pacific Salmon Treaty that will reduce harvest impacts on Lower
Columbia River fall Chinook salmon by 3 percent relative to the previous agreement, as a
result of significant reductions (15 percent and 30 percent, respectively) in the Southeast
Alaskan and West Coast Vancouver Island Canadian fisheries. NMFS will use its
authorities over U.S. ocean fisheries to ensure that the benefits of these reductions accrue
to naturally produced Lower Columbia River fall Chinook salmon. Mark-selective
fisheries for spring Chinook continue to be implemented to maintain low harvest rates on
naturally produced spring Chinook.

Completion of the 2008 Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion (see
Box 5 on page 43).

Priority Recovery Actions Needed: Priority recovery actions needed for this ESU include the
following:

Continued implementation of the Interim Regional Recovery Plan for the Washington
portion of this ESU.

Continued implementation of tributary hydropower re-licensing agreements in the
Cowlitz, Lewis, Hood, Sandy, and Clackamas basins to achieve operational changes,
reintroduction into previously blocked habitats, improved fish passage, flow
management, and, in the Hood basin, dam removal.

Development and implementation of a plan for reintroducing spring and fall Chinook
salmon into the White Salmon River after removal of Condit Dam (which may occur as
early as October 2009).

Improved land use practices to protect existing high-quality tributary and estuarine
habitats and prevent further degradation, along with continued, targeted habitat
restoration based on priority issues and locations identified in recovery plans.
Continued improvements to hatchery practices, including marking all hatchery fall
Chinook, updating adult traps and weirs, using alternate release strategies, developing
localized broodstocks, and following applicable Hatchery Scientific Review Group
recommendations.

Improved ocean fisheries management to address impacts to Lower Columbia River fall
Chinook salmon (e.g., by developing additional reference populations by which to gauge
harvest impacts and help guide harvest management decisions).

Complete the NEPA Environmental Impact Statement for Mitchell Act funded hatcheries
and then implement reforms to support ESA requirements and to support sustainable
fisheries mandates.
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Recovery Priority Number: 1

With a high magnitude of threat, high recovery potential, and the presence of conflict, this ESU
has been assigned a recovery priority number of 1. The magnitude of threat to this ESU has been
classified as high because of strong risks to its abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and
diversity (which largely have persisted since its status was first reviewed). Delaying recovery
for this ESU would likely result in mounting extinction risks rather than maintaining the status
quo level of risk. The recovery potential for this ESU has also been classified as high. Although
numerous factors limit the recovery of this ESU, the source of these factors and their
demographic impacts are relatively well understood and recovery planning is currently
underway. Although it may be cost-prohibitive to completely address every limiting factor, it is
likely that integrated reduction of most threats can achieve recovery of this ESU. Finally, as a
complex variety of activities and management practices continue to impact the conservation and
recovery of all Pacific salmon ESUs listed under the ESA, NMFS has determined “conflict”
exists with regard to this ESU.
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Puget Sound Chinook ESU (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)

Date Listed: March 24, 1999 (64 FR 14308); reaffirmed June 28, 2005 (70 FR 37160)
Legal Status: Threatened

Recovery Plan Status: The Shared Strategy for Puget Sound—a coalition of tribes,
governments and stakeholders—provided a locally developed recovery plan for Puget Sound
salmon to NMFS in June 2005. NMFS published a Federal Register Notice of Availability of a
proposed recovery plan for the Puget Sound Chinook ESU in December 2005 (70 FR 76445).
The final recovery plan for this ESU, including NMFS’ Final Supplement, was published in
January 2007.

Species Status: The estimated historical abundance (circa 1900) of the Puget Sound Chinook
ESU is 600,000-800,000 fish. Based on the most recent 7 years of available data (1999-2005),
the mean natural abundance is estimated to be approximately 58,000 fish, and the estimated
mean combined abundance (natural- and hatchery-origin fish) of the ESU returning to Puget
Sound is approximately 174,000 fish. The last formal review of ESU status in 2003 indicated
abundance, diversity, and productivity of this ESU had remained unchanged since the time of
listing or first review in 1999. Preliminary information based on the most recent 12 years of
available data indicates a positive short-term trend in total abundance (natural- and hatchery-
origin) for this ESU.

Limiting Factors and Threats: Limiting factors and threats to the Puget Sound Chinook ESU
include the following:

e Degraded nearshore and estuarine habitat: Nearshore and estuarine habitat throughout
the ESU has been altered by human activities. Residential and commercial development
has reduced the amount of functioning habitat available for salmon rearing and migration.
The loss of mudflats, eelgrass meadows, and macroalgae further limits salmon foraging
and rearing opportunities in nearshore and estuarine areas.

o Degraded freshwater habitat: Floodplain connectivity and function, channel structure and
complexity, riparian areas and large wood supply, stream substrate, and water quality
have been degraded as a result of cumulative impacts of agriculture, forestry, and
development.

Conservation Actions: During 2006—2008, key conservation actions included:

e Improved forest management practices on non-federal lands. The Northwest Forest Plan
Aguatic Conservation Strategy is designed to conserve and restore salmon and steelhead
habitat, and provides an anchor for federal lands’ contribution to salmon recovery.
Implementation of forest practices consistent with the Washington Forest and Fish
Agreement, to which NMFS is a party, will improve aquatic habitat conditions for fish
and wildlife on state and private timber lands in Washington State.

e Approved a 4(d) limit for the Washington State Department of Transportation Routine
Road Maintenance activities. The limit is implemented by local governments.

e Planned dam removal: Completed ESA section 7 consultation with the Olympic National
Park on the removal of two dams on the Elwha River that have blocked salmon access to
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70 miles of habitat since the early 1900s. The removal of these two dams beginning in
2012 will greatly aid salmon recovery in this system. The project will restore freshwater
habitat access, improve habitat conditions within the watershed, and improve estuary
habitat at the mouth of the Elwha River.

Improved harvest and hatchery management. The Puget Sound Harvest Plan includes
harvest objectives consistent with optimizing habitat potential and integrating hatchery
objectives. Harvest objectives were revised to be consistent with what is known of the
productivity in the various watersheds and the contribution of hatchery spawners. The
harvest plan also includes implementation, monitoring, and evaluation procedures
designed to ensure fisheries are consistent with fishery objectives for conservation and
resource use. Co-managers have also implemented time, area, and gear restrictions to
maximize harvest opportunity on hatchery and healthy listed Chinook populations and to
minimize impacts on weaker populations. These actions include complete closure of
s